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ABSTRACT

PRECONDITIONS FOR SUCCESSFUL
RAPPROCHEMENT: A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF THE GPEEE-

TURKISH RAPPROCHEMENT EFFORTS

Eotels, Andreas
PhD, Department of Political Science
Supervisor: Assistant Prof. Dr. Esra Cuhadar

September 2013

The current study provides an m-depth analysis of four distinet cases of
rapprochements that took place between Greece and Turkey. Two of these cases
concern successful rapprochements, while the other two cobcemn unsuccessful
rapprochement cases. The goal of the study 15 to exanune the factors that shaped the
outcome of the rapprochement and discuss which the mam precondibions for a

successful rapprochement are. The study examunes a mumber of mmdependent



vanables, which denve mamly from the International Relabions literature, as well
as, other similar studies. The methodology employed In order to examine the
explanatory power of these vanables 15 structured-focused case companson which
was first proposed by Alexander George, coupled with process-tracing.

The research concludes with a companson of allfour mpprochement cases
that are based on the following three different axes; a comfrast of the pre-
rapprochement peniods, an evaluation of the mpact of the process on the
rapprochements’ defimtive mdicators, and an assessment of the mmpact of each
independent vanable on the outcome of the rapprochement. Of the 8 mdependent
variables that are put to test, it is "leadership’ and 'state identity” that are observed to
be causing vanation on the dependent vanable across all four cases. On the
contrary, the GRIT strategy did not mfluence the outcome of the rapprochement
any of the cases discussed.

Eeywords: Greek-Turkish relabions, rapprochement
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BASARILI YAKINLASMANIN ON
KOSULLARI: YUNAN - TURK YAKINLASMA
CABALARININ KARSIT ASTIRMATLI BIR ANALIZI

Eotehs, Andreas
Dwoktora, Siyaset Bilimi Balima

Tez Yoneticisi: Yrd Dog. Dr. Esra Cuhadar

September 2013

Bu ¢ahgma Tirkiye ve Yunamstan arasinda yaganan dért ayn yakmnlagma
iki tanesi baganh diger iki tanesi 1se basansizdir. Cahgmanm amacy, yakimnlasmamn
sonucunu sekillendiren faktérlen incelemek ve baganh bir yakmlagma i¢in gereken
on gartlanm neler oldugum tarthsmaktr. Calisma Uluslararas: fligkiler literatiiriiniin
yam sma benzer cabsma alanlanmn hferafiidenndek: br takmm bagmsiz



kullamlan metot “sire¢-1zleme”nin yam sira ik clarak Alexander George tarafindan
onerilen “yapisal-odaklanmmg durum kargilagtrmas:™m kollanmaktadr.

Arashrma i ayn eksen fizenne yapilandmlomg dort yakmlagma durmmm
timimin karplashnimas: ile somuglanmaktadi; yakmlagma Gneesi durumlanm
karplastmimas:, simecin yakmlagma gostergelenne olan etkisinin degerlendinimesi
ve herbr bagimsz defiskemn yakmlasmamn somuglanna olan  etkisinm
degerlendirilmesi. Diért yakinlasma dunumumm tamaminda, test edilen toplam sekiz
bagimsz degiskenden iasi hiderlik ve devlet kimlisi bagimh defigkenin de
defismesine neden olmmstur Ote yandan GRIT stratejisi tarhgilan vakalarm
hichmsmde yakmlasmamn somocum etkilenmgtir .

Anahtar Kelimeler: Tiirk-Yuman ihgkilen yakinlagma
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1. Identifying the Phenomenon

International relations 1s, mdeed, an exciimg field Newly emerming 1ssues,
such as globalization, transnational terronism and muclear proliferation pose fresh
challenges to IR scholars who try to develop models and theories mn order to
analyze and understand these phenomena In a constantly changing world, the
research focus of the field has broadened considerably and currently covers a nmch
wider agenda. That is not fo say that the focus of some of the most persisting 1ssues
m the field of international relations has diomnished For instance, questions
regarding the ways states interact, why they choose to cooperate, or, on the
contrary, why they end up competing or fighting against each other, contime to
cause heated debates and aftract scholarly mierest The answers to these questons



another in theoretical approach, but, even more importantly, becanse they are highly
dependent on the scholars’ perceptions about how the world works and, particularly,
what the dnving forces behind states” actions are.

The cument dissertation discusses the phenomenon of “rapprochement” a
notion not that popular in the field and, certainly, one of the least well-defined ones.
As 1t will be discussed in detail later on, the rapprochement process is charactenzed

by an era of mprovement i relations between a dyad of states.

1.2. The Main Problematique

The defimtion of a rapprochement case, or a rapprochement process, 1s not
standardized by scholars. Typacally rapprochement involves two states, which more
than hikely have common borders (e.g. Turkey and Greece), but might also be two
regional players without a shared borderline (e.g. Turkey and Israel), or two global
powers (eg. USA and Chima) In addihon, and more often than not, the
rapprochement process 15 defined by a key event, which marks an mmportant
posiive development in the relabions between the two states. The nature of the
positive development vanes across cases and includes a vanety of achions. The
general pattern, however, 15 that rapprochement 15 mangurated by smaller
developments in dyads where relabions are quite strained and visa-versa.

Given the diversity in the literature regarding rapprochement, there is a need
to provide a comprehensive defimhion of the phenomenon Nonetheless, this 15 not

the main theme of the cument research Even though a working-defimtion is



provided. the mam focus of the study 15 to understand the comimbuting factors
leading to the success or farlure of a rapprochement process. As soch, the research
question 15: “What are the precondibons for successful rapprochement™

In order to answer the research question the study will compare four
rapprochement cases. All selected cases concem the same dyad, Greece and Turkey,
and hence, deal wath the long lasting Greek-Turksh conflict The cases selected
spread across almost 80 years. Two of the cases concem successful rapprochement
processes, durmg the 1930s and after 1999, wile the other two concem

unsuccessful rapprochements, m the early 1930s and m 1988.

1.3. A Brief History of the Greek-Turkish Relations

Greece and Turkey are two states that are strongly connected not only by
geography but also by lustory. Especially after the mse of nationalism m the
Balkans, the two nations percerved each other as enemmes, and fought a mmber of
wars which further exacerbated the feelings of enmity and mistrust. Such feelings
are 50 strong that some scholars have supported the following:

....the Greek-Turkish differences — the objective conflict of mterest — are but
the tip of the iceberz. What has made these differences mperious fo a
settlement are (a) the weight of nstory, mamly magned history based on
chosen glones and traumas that are buttressed by therr respective national
narratives, (b) coupled with their chosen collective identities which are bl
on shghting and demonizing the other party (Herachdes, 2011: 7).

In general, Greek-Turkish relabons are a well-studied subject and have

attracted the attention of scholars not only from these two countries but, also from



outside countries (for instance see Clogg, 1983; Berirand 2003, Ker-Lmdsay,
2007). It 1s important to note that the specific charactenishics of the conflict amphfy
the mterest of scholars who, on occasion, poimnt to the umique charactenstics of the
Greek-Turkish relations. There are two most notable examples in this regard. The

first 15 Hercules Mallas (1991: 22), who noted that:

By a rare and perhaps umque comncidence, each nation had fought agamst
the other for national recogmtion. The Greeks first, then a century later the
Turks, fought for iberation. each perceiving the other as an obstacle and a
Mmenace.

The second 15 from Ambassador Bolukbasi (2004), who suggested that the
Greek-Turkish differences in the Aegean constitute a umique case in Intermational
Law duoe to the regions’ umque geographical consideration, as well as, its complex
and singular structure.”

Looking at the relations between Turkey and Greece over the last decades it
15 hard to magine that these two Mediterranean counitnes have, at times, been
strong allies. Nevertheless, there have been penods when relabons between the
Turkish and Greek states had reached a level of cooperation that 15 not usually
observed within internafional relations. On the other hand after 1955 and especially
after 1974, relations between Greece and Turkey sigmificantly detenorated, while a
mmber of newly emerging issues further complicated the situation and reduced the

chances of mutually accepted solutions to be found Furthermore, the prolonged

' It mmst be mentioned in this case that Bolikbasi’s idess ame heavily influenced by the srpuments
anid positions of the Turkish State conceming the Greek- Tudkish conflict in the Asgpean Sea.

*nmnmm“mmmmm‘amummmmmm
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stalemate, especially after 1974, contnbuted to the slow, yet steady, crystallization
of maximalist posihons on both sides, which pose a considerable obstacle to
dialogue.

Today the Greek-Twkish conflict mcludes a mumber of talateral issues
which, at their stmplest, can be grouped mto three different sets: the Aegean issnes
(1.e. disputes related to the seabed, the air, the waters and the exercise of nghts upon
them)) the Cyprus issue, (although an mternational conflict it has severely affected
bilateral relations), and, finally, the issues conceming the mimorities’ nghts and
well-being (for a more elaborate and larpely impartial presentation of the isspes
constituting the Greek-Turkish conflict see Heraclides, 2010).

L.4. Organization of the Study

The followmg chapter, the “Literature Rewview”, addresses some of the
questions that were posed in this miroduchion. The purpose of the hiterature review
15 two-fold First i1s to provide a befter understanding of the “rapprochement™
phenomenon with the help of a mmmber of examples from other cases. This also
helps underlme some of the main mdicators of the rapprochement process. In
addition, the difference between rapprochement and other phenomena 15 discussed,
and a coherent working defimtion of the term is provided The second purpose 1s to
lock mto the IR theones and research that can inform the current study in terms of
1dentifying mdependent vanables that can be used later on to explain what makes a

rapprochement successful.



The third chapter, “Methodology™, provides a detaled account of the
research design used The main method fhis study employs is a structured focused
case companson and process tracmg. Another contmbution of the Methodology
chapter 1s that 1t provides a codebook of the dependent and mdependent vanables,
and provides a roadmap, or gmdeline, for what kind of mformaton the study ought
to focus on during the analysis of each case.

Chapters four, five, six, and seven, exanune and analyze each of the case
chapter 4 focuses on the 1930s, chapter 5 on the early 1950s, chapter 6 on the
Davos process and, finally, chapter 7 on the rapprochement that was mmhated m
1999. The discussion of each case follows a similar framework. Each chapter
mcludes a bnef histonical background, an overview of the reasons leading to the
rapprochement, the mam mcentives for the muhation of the rapprochement, a
discussion of the mdicators and the assessment of the rapprochement

Chapter eight provides a comparative assessment of all the cases. The
companson 15 based upon three axes. Fist, the pre-rapprochement penods are
compared, in order to explore whether the processes preceding the rapprochement
are mmportant for the outcome of the mpprochement process. Second, the study
compares the four cases in terms of the process’ mdicators. Finally, but most
mportantly, the companson of the four case studies focuses on the independent
vanables. Each of the mdependent variables 15 exanmuined across each case and 1ifs

overall impact on the outcome of the rapprochement process 1s assessed.



CHAPTER 1

LITERATURE REVIEW

1.1. Introduction

Relations between states are rarely stable. More often than not, mterstate
relations range from close cooperation and strategic partmership to mvalry and
catastropluic war. Even among the same actors, across time, relabons can suffer
senions fluctuations. It 1s not rare to see the relations between the same two states
mmprove of detenorate, depending on a vanety of conditions. The questions of why
this changeability exists, and even more mmportantly how can posifive
transformations be supported and negative downfalls avoided, are some of the most
mingung cnes mn the fields of miernational relahons and conflict resolution.

The cumrent stody aims at developmg a better understanding of Greek-
Twkish relations especially by focusing on one parficular aspect of this
relatonship: the rapprochement processes. In the following pages the theoretical

backgroumd for the concept of rapprochement will be estabhshed through an



elaborate review of the literature. Second, the cumrent chapter provides a framework
within which the rest of this thesis is based Lastly, m this chapter I develop a set of
mdependent vanables that could play a role m determuming the success or fahure of
the Greek-Turkish rapprochement processes, which will then be assessed in the

following chapters.

2.1. Conceptualization

Even though the Literature on rapprochement 1s abundant most of the work
mamly focuses on case siudies. Very few — if at all — do scholars prowvide a
theoretical background of the term. In most cases, the meanmg of rapprochement 15
taken for granted. Fesearchers do not provide explanations of what their perception
and wmderstanding of rapprochement i1s. Specifically, description of the process and,
most mmportantly, the key aspects of the relationship’s progression, meaning the
areas where the rapprochement has mamnly touched upon, vary sigmficantly across
cases.

The lack of clear cut defimbons bnngs a degree of uncertamty to the
discussion, which is also exacerbated by the existence of other —in this case well
defined— terms m the literature. The meanings of these alternative terms seem to
overlap with that of rapprochement In order to distmgush rapprochement from
other smmlar ferms this study, first of all propeses a new defimbon of
rapprochement and, then discusses how rapprochement 15 different from other

similar concepts. In the following pages I examine a mumber of case studies and



exfract the key pomnts of a approchement process as a first step towards creating a
comprehensive defimtion of rapprochement.

In most cases rapprochement 15 understood as the process of normahization
of relations between two parties. However, the very understanding of nommalization
15 not concrete. In a number of cases mpprochement 15 taken to mean the
resumption of diplomatic relations between two states. For mstance, accounts of the
Brazl-Cuba rapprochement of 1986, 1s considered as the begimming of the
recommencement of diplomatic envoys from one country to the other, even though
unofficial meetings and other cultural relations had started before that (see for
example Nazano, 1986). Resuming diplomatic relations, although hmited to cases
where the states had broken diplomatic commmmications. 15 also mentioned in other
cases of rapprochement as the first step towards estabhishing better commumication
between two states.

Nonetheless, 1t 15 quute obvious that there are cases of rapprochement where
the states mvolved did not have broken diplomatic channels to begin with. These
cases mamnly mvolve states whose relabons had been frozen for a penod of fime,
such as mm the case of the India-US rapprochement m the late 1990s. The
transformation of the relations between the Umited States and India is quate
mferesting becanse 1t mvolves a great shift m the behawvior of these two states whach
for six decades had been characterized by frosty relabions, enmuty, mistrust and
unwillngness for cooperaton (Kapur and Ganguly, 2007). As such, this case 15
sinmlar to the Greek-Turkish rapprochements. or at least the last one m 1999



Other scholars descnbe rapprochement as a remarkable improvement i the
relations between two states, just as the new era of relatons befween England and
China from circa 1927 and 1931 (Fung, 1983). The case of the Smmo-Bnfsh
rapprochement 1s also remarkable becanse it refers to a process of negotiation that
two states entered into mn order to explore the possibilities of cooperation m a newly
formmg environment, meaning the chanpes m China’s poliics. Indeed. the
rapprochement 15 marked by the successful oufcome of the aforementioned
negotations that prepared the ground for further cooperaion In this sense, the
Sino-Brtish rapprochement shows that, first of all, process is important and, more
mmportantly, that literature on negotiations could be usefiul in order to understand
the outcome of a rapprochement process.

In most cases rapprochement 15 charactenized by an increasing level of
cooperation and goodwill that develops between conflictimg parties, as that whuch
has developed in between Greece and Turkey smee 1999 (Ker-Lmdsay, 2000).
However, 1t should not be assumed that these changes happen automatcally, or
within a short penod of time Most examples show that m a process of
rapprochement, wihile the mam focus 15 on multilevel cooperation and building
stronger hes, the process iself 15 often slow, as the parties usually follow a gradual
and cauhious approach Good examples of such gradual advance m the relations of
two states are the Smo-Indian and the Sino-US rapprochements.

Moreover, the hiterature pomts out that a rapprochement could be observed

at different levels of body pohtic. In order to make the discussion more prachical we

10



can distmgmsh three different levels. To start, changes can be observed in state-to-
state relabons which mefers to mamly diplomatc levels of commmmicaton,
agreements signed between states, mulitary cooperabion, etc. The examples of
rapprochements that have been mentioned already are fine examples of how a
rapprochement process influences state-to-state relations. Secondly, a change may
be mtally observed m party-to-party relatons, as was m the case of the Smo-
Vietnamese rapprochement In this case the fact that both countries were mled by
commmmst parties played an important role m the normahzation process (Tonesson,
2003). As a final point, rapprochement can also mvolve the leadership level as
happened between Ismail Cem and George Papandreou (Ker-Lindsay, 2000). The
personalities and the will of the leaders played an important role in the case of the
US-India rapprochement, when Bill Clinton followed politics that signaled to India
that he was not blindly m faver of Pakistan (Kapur and Gonguly, 2007).

Apart from the official and state levels, it mmst be noted that a
rapprochement process is also hikely to include the societal level Conceming this
15502, we can dishngmsh two frends. The first one refers to cases where
rapprochement happens at the top-level and then, following this, commmmication,
economic Telatons, and cultural exchanges floumsh In the second case
commmumication between two states’ enfrepreneurs, grassroots leaders, and/or cvil
sociefy increases, and eventually pushes policy makers towards seeking cooperative

policies, as was i the case of Cuba and Brazl (Nazano, 1986).

11



Consequently, the defimtion of rapprochement should be comprehensive
enough to include all of the above noted charactenstics. However, because the
charactenstics of rapprochement incloded m the above case studies are still vague,
the new defimtion should move towards creating a more clear description of the
term A working defimrhon that can serve the purpose of the proposed stody, while

satisfying the abovemenhoned cntena, can read as follows:

Rapprochement is a penod of time when relations between two or more
states encounter sigmficant normahizahon and improvement, followed by a
noteworthy increase m the will to cooperate, possibly expenenced

simultanecusly at different levels of the body poliic and the respective

societies.

1.3, Operationalization

At this pomt it 1s also crifical to firther discuss the specifics of the working
defimtion. One of the most important dimensions of rapprochement 15 that it 15 a
peniod of time, which, although it has a distinct beginning, 15 fransient in nature.
Its mihation laumches a senes of processes and 1s by no means an end state. As
such, even though the processes leading to the imbaton of a rapprochement
process 1s essenfial, the state of affairs between the states that imbate the process
15 largely mrelevant. Concretely, relahons between the approaching parties before
the rapprochement might vary from armed conflict to diplomatic aloofness. Even
so, this absiraction 1s not purposefully planned mn order to make the selechon of

the case studies for thus research easier. It has strong roots in research and fo a

12



certain point it, once agamn stresses the lack of agreement between scholars who
deal with rapprochement

The most challenging part of the defimtion 15 how to operationalize an
mprovement n relations between the parties and increase their will to cooperate.
To begin with, resuming diplomatic relations 1s an mdicator of improvement m the
relations between two states. Openmg diplomatic chammels of commumcations
shows that the parties have the will to solve their problems through dialogue.
Actually, m cases where states halted diplomatic commmumication, recommencement
of these relatons may mean the rapprochement 1tself For example, m the case of
China and Japan, following the Japanese Prme Mimster’s visit to Peking, Japan
closed down its embassy m Taipei, and established a new Embassy in Peking. The
next year the People’s Republic of China opened an embassy in Tokyo (Kim, 1975).

A second strong indicator of improvement in relations between states 1s the
mereasing number of visits made by high-ranking officials. History offers mamy
examples of such wisits that have remamed as bnght examples of rapprochement.
Tanaka's above mentioned visit to Peking 1s only one of them Mao's declarabon of
will to receive Nixon m China m 1970, and Kissinger's secret visit to the Chinese
capital m July of 1971, are comsidered important steps, if not catalysts, of the
rapprochement process (fian, 2003). In the case of Sino-Indian relations, Al-rfouh
charactenzes the Indian Pnme Mimster Rajiv Gandhi’s visit to Chma as “the major
breakthrough m the process of nommalizaton of Smmo-Indian relations™ (Al-rfoub,

2003: 21). In general, we could descnbe these kinds of wisits as the next step to

13



diplomatic proximity, or ambassadonal talks. Meetings between pnme ministers or
between mumisters of foreign affars could, n most cases, constiftute a stromg
mihcator that the parbes have the will to take further steps towards cooperation and
that they consider rapprochement as a pnionity of their foreign policy strategy.

A third way to operationalize normahzation and improvement of relatons 15
to look at apreements that are signed between the parties. Typacally, these kinds of
agreements are signed dunng the official meetings of high-ranking representatives.
These agreements offer a new groumd for cooperabon, and, m most cases, provide
the framework for further cooperation. such as m finance and frade relations. For
mstance, n the case of the Russia-Ukraine rapprochement of 2001, meetings
between the leaders happened frequently (eg. Putin’s wisit to Kiev in the
celebration of Ukrame’s mndependence), a mumber of bilateral agreements were
signed, and as a result the frade volume between the two countnes increased
considerably (Moshes, 2002). Another example, also conceming Fussia’s relafions
to 1ts neighbors, 1s the case of the Fusso-Pakistam rapprochement. Durng
Musharraf™s wisit to Moscow m 2003, these governments signed a mumber of
agreements concerming: transnational cnme, Fussian ecomonme activities m
Pakistan, and the restrocturing of the Pakistam financial debt to Russia (Katz
2005).

The Pusso-Pakistam rapprochement case bnngs forth amother act that
strongly indicates improvement in relations. After signing the agreements, Putin

made a statement highhghtine the fact that the relabons between Fussia and
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Pakistan mmproved “snce Pakistan jomed the mternational anfiterronist coalihon™
(Katz, 2003: 139). Simular statements were also made by General Musharraf In the
case of India and Chma for mstance, mmprovement of relations also included
official annovmcements of a senes of commtments to good neighboring. These
conmitments were made clearer after the two states signed the “Declaration of the
Pronciples for Relations and Comprehensive Cooperation”™ (Amprosio, 2003: 405).
These kinds of jomt statements or ammouncements by leaders are mportant for
mamly two reasons. On the one hand, they point toward a change m the way one
party perceives the other Changes in athtudes are mmportant in better understanding
the process of mpprochement. On the other hand, official statements could serve as
a velucle to transfer positive mood of rapprochement to the rest of the society.

In some cases, improvement in relatons could also mean that one party
starts seeing the other parfy as a possible thord-party actor that could assist it m
seftling its differences with another state. For mstance, dunng the Fussia-Pakistan
rapprochement, general Musharraf expressed his hope that Fussia could play an
active role m helping Pakistan to bridge its differences with India (Katz, 2005).
This example shows that mprovement of relations could also follow or lead to an
mcrease of trust between the parties.

Another important part of operabonalization 15 to create boundanes between
rapprochement and other similar terms. In this case, it 1s especially necessary to
distmgnsh rapprochement from pre-negotiahion and de-escalafion. Pre-negohation

has been defined as a phase wliuch begins when one or more parfies consider
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negotiation as a policy option and conmmmicate this intention to the other parties,
and ends when the parties agree to hold formal negohatons, or when one party
abandons the consideration of negohation as an ophon (Zartman 1989: 20). The
kick off of a pre-negotiation phase 15 generally marked by a tuming pemt i the
relationship of the parties (Stein, 1989: 239), which motivates parties to expand
their alternatives and, therefore, consider negotiabion senously within their plans.
In most cases, the huming point is either a recent crisis or an attempt to avoid an
mpending cosis (Stemn, 1989: 240).

Pre-negotiation is charactenzed as the penod when partes mowve from
confhicimg umlateral solubons to a search for cooperatve multlateral or joint
solubon (Zartman 1989: 20), hence the simlanties between pre-negobation and
rapprochement are clear. However, there are important differences between the two
terms. At the outset, pre-negohation 15 understood as a process, which 1s bound by
formal negohahons, since its very defimtion 15 dependent on the existence of a
negotiation process. On the other hand, rapprochement, while 1t could lead to
formal negotiations between the conflicting parfies is not always linked to a
negotiation process. A rmapprochement does not pecessanly have official
negotiations as its endpomt. Its substance and procedures can be more broadly
defined A simple way to set pre-negotiahon apart from rapprochement 1s to say that
pre-negotiation 1s a possible outcome or precursor of rapprochement.

As far as de-escalation 1s concemned, the distmction 15 less clear. To begm

with, de-escalation 1s quite a broad term mcluding a vanety of charactenstics. Lows
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Knesberg (1991: 3), for mstance, explores at least three different aspects of de-
escalation which are: a) the reduchion in one or more dimensions of the mtensity of
the conflict behavior between adversanes, b) a contraction m the extend of the
conflict, incloding the mumber of the parties and c) efforts to move toward a
settlement of the dispute. Once agamn the resemblance with the notion of
rapprochement is apparent. Nonetheless, there 15 shll a distinction to be made. De-
escalation 1s mostly understood as part of a conflict timeline, which refers to the
different phases of a conflict. For instance, Fubin, Prntt and Kim (1994) suggest
that de-escalation follows the stalemate phase because the parties are tired of
escalation, acknowledge ther immterdependence, and are searchmmg for alternative
ways of setthng the conflict In contrast, rapprochement does not necessanly refer
to a stage of conflict. It could follow a stalemate phase, or any other phase of a
conflict, however it can also take place in the absence of conflict On the other
hand rapprochement can be observed between two parfies that have decided that
they want to upgrade ther relations o a higher level, without previously being
mvolved m a violent conflict.

Finally, as the research question deals with successful rapprochement
special reference ought to be made to what the cumrent study considers snccessful
and unsuccessful. According to Collier et al. (as cited m Paffenholz & Spurk,
2006), ewvidence shows that within the first five years followmg the end of
hostilities the risk of reverting to violence is high. This nisk considerably falls after

a decade. This data on post-conflict emvironment can also be used m this study m
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order to create a framework of what can be called successful and umsuecessful
rapprochement Thus, as far as this research 15 concerned, when relahions revert to
what they were before the rapprochement within a five years time from the
begnming of the rapprochement, it will be considered an wnsuccessful effort. When
the condihons crafted dunng the rapprochement contmue, or transform mto a
higher level of cooperahion, beyond a penod of ten years then 1t wall be considered

a successful effort

2.4. Variables Explaining the Success or Failure of Rapprochement

The cument chapter will continue with a discussion on vanables and
examine how scholars have tackled the 1ssue of rapprochement in order to explam
its successful ocowrrence. Looking into the set of vanables that have already been
used in order to stody rapprochement is essential and, will also serve as a gude to
the selection of the mdependent variables for this thesis.

The current stody is different from former studies on rapprochement in two
key aspects. Fustly, up to now, the literature has treated rapprochement m a cross-
sectional manner rather than in a longitudinal study Usually, mapprochement is
pmpomted to a specific chronological point, when particular events mark the
occurrence of the rapprochement. On the contrary, the current study separates the
mufiafion from the process of rapprochement As such, there mdeed 15 a point m
time which marks the beginming of the rapprochement however, what follows

mitiation, for the current work, 1s a part of the rapprochement process. Secondly,
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the focal pomt in the present study is to find the causes leading to the success or
fatlure of the rapprochement process. This 15 an important difference from the rest
of the hterature, which mamly focuses on the camses of the imfiation of the
rapprochement, or m some cases, the reasons that the muitiation did not take place.

The differences m research perspective, as indicated above, do not mean
that it is pointless to look at the rest of the hiterathwe while searching for
mdependent vaniables. Indeed, an overview of how other scholars tackled research
questions can provide valuable msights. such as what type of theones scholars have
used m order to exanune rapprochement cases. Some of the vanables used m
previous research to explam the mmhaton of the rapprochement could also be
relevant to explain the success or faithore of a rapprochement process. Review of
similar works might disclose vanables that are suitable, whether slightly changed or
m their originality, for the present study. Finally, a synopsis of the relevant literature
will provide a sohid ground upon which the mmdependent vanables for the cument
research can be based upon.

Concerning more theoretical studies mm rapprochement, special menbon
should be made of two studies, Stephen Rock’s book Why peace breaks our:
Rapprochement in historical perspective and Tony Ammstrong’s Breaking the ice:
Rapprochement between East and West Germany, the United Stafes and China, and
Israel and Egypi. Both of these studies analyze preconditions that lead to successful

rapprochement. Although thewr research question 15 simlar to the one posed by the
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present work, differences m concepiualizaion and operationalization of the ferms
“rapprochement”™ and “successful” create a considerable distinction.

In both Stephen’s and Armstrong’s studies success or fmhwe refers to the
mifiation of the rapprochement, while both scholars use “process”™ m order to
describe the period preceding, rather than the period following, the mitiation of the
rapprochement  Furthermore, the cwrent study examines mpprochement
longitudinally. Finally, the present work studies rapprochement in a context which
has not been studied before; Greek-Turkish relations, two muddle-sized powers that
are engaged mn an intractable conflict

In Stephen Rock’s study, the mapprochement process 15 examined
comparatively by focusing on major powers; the Anglo-French rapprochement at
the end of the 19® cenhwy and the Anglo-American rapprochement at
approximately the same time In addibon, the anthor also examines, though more
briefly, two cases of unsuccessful rapprochements; Great Bntam and Germany, via
1898-1914 and, Germany and the United States, via 1898-1914. Rock poses and
tests four hypotheses which establish why rapprochement among states is more
likely n some situations than m others. In bref the first three hypotheses are as
follow:

a) Rapprochement 15 more hikely when the states are heterogeneous in thewr
exercise of national power.

b) Rapprochement 15 more likely when the states are heterogeneous in their

exercise of economic activities.
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c) Rapprochement is more hikely when the states are homogeneous n their
exercise of social atmbutes.

Heterogeneity here refers to states not having geopolitical goals or economic
activities, wherein the pursuit of which 15 seen as a major threat to the other’s vital
mierests. Homogenerty refers fo states having a sigmficant mmber of common
1declogical or cultural attnibutes (see book review by Sears, 1990: 1321). Simply
put, rapprochement is less likely to happen when there 1z conflict of mterest
between two states, especially concerming their exercise of foreign and economuc
policies, while 1t 1s more hkely to take place among states with only minor cultural
divergences.

Rock’s first three hypotheses, although supported by the findings of his
research have some built in fallacies that are difficult not to take mto consideration.
To begm with, it 15 very difficult to measure notions such as heterogenerty or
homogeneity m absolute values. Hence, 1t 1s a very challenging task to establish
when two states are homogeneous and when they are heterogenecus mn the areas
that Fock looks upon This type of ambigumity makes it difficult for Rock’s
hypothesis to be tested or falsified by further research In addibon, as the author
asserts, his assumptions seem fo be applicable only m cases where both states
posses “umfymng ideclogies”, meamng that each state respects the other’s
sovereignty and does not clamm authonty over persoms or states outside their

borders. However, Rock in this case seems to overlook the fact that states tend to
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perceive the other states as possible threats, even when the “others™ have not shown
signs of threatening behavior.

Other than that, Rock’s first three hypotheses can be seen as a synthesis of
the realist and the cost’benefit analysis approaches. The heterogeneity of national
power could be tramslated as, two states not having senous concerns about thewr
national secunty, while the economiec, cultural and 1declomcal incentives for peace
could also signal the possibility for lugh rapprochement benefits. Rock’s fourth

hypothesis (Rock, 1989: 18) postulates that:

...even If the exercise of power, economic activities and societal attnbutes
favor pacific relations, some catalytic event may be required to set the
process of reconcihiation in motion The most probable candidate for this
role 15 an acute crisis between the two states.

The 1dea that unforeseen and umanbcipated events can brmg the
rapprochement process fo an abrupt end, or fimther sirengthen it 15 a very
mferesting one as if miroduces a factor that 15 vague by defimbon which 15
nevertheless present m most cases. In the case of the Greek-Turkish rapprochement,
for instance, there have been a number of studies lookmg mnto the mmpact of the
earthquakes i Kocaeli and Athens as what precipitated the ensmng process of
rapprochement (see for example Evin, 2004; Eer-Lindsay, 2000; Yalcakaya, 2003,
also on findings concerming the “disaster-induced rapprochement phenomenon™ see
Akcinaroglu, DiCicco and Radmszewsk 2007).

Ammstrong’s research focuses on three cases of rapprochement; East and
West Germany, United States and China, and Israel and Egypt. All three cases
embody, according to Armstrong, successful mstances of rapprochement, meanmg
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that the rapprochement process was actually initiated® Armstrong sets five
assumiptions and “each assumption stipulates certain condibions or behavior, and the
basic logic of mquiry 15 to determuine whether those stipulations are met m all three
(successful) cases™ (Armstrong, 1993: 19). The five major assumptions of his work
are:

1) Imitiatives to mprove relations will succeed when, first, the costs
of maintamning hostile policies are growing or threatening to grow and, second, the
prospects of gam through such policies are sigmficantly dmumished m companson
to previous expectabions.

2) The mihal strategy employed m a successful rapprochement wall
be consistent with the ceniral prescnptions of the GRIT (Graduated and
Reciprocated Imhatives in Tension Reduction).

3) Major 1ssues are frachonated m negohations that successfully lead

to a rapprochement between hostile governments.

4) Negotations that successfully lead to a rapprochement are
conducted at a lngh level are non-public and mvolve the fewest possible
5) The negohating strategy engaged m a successful rapprochement

mifiafives 15 to mihally take uncompromising posthons on the major 1ssues of

* Tt mmst be stressed at this point that unlike Armstrong’s evaluation, it is the duration rather than the
initigtion that make s mpprochement soocessfinl in the curment stody.
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contenfion, then offer concessions on a reciprocal basis, finally agreeing to disagree
orf seeking ambignous formmlations on matters of central prmciple.

The first assumption 15 established om the basic premmses of the cost'benefit
analysis approach. There is not nmch to add rather than pomting cut that is
mclusion m Armstrong’s research once again points to the mmportance of the
rafional or cost'benefit equihbrum m the decisions of policy makers. Nonetheless,
the other four assumptions reveal a novel approach to rapprochement Armstrong
drides the rapprochement process mto siratemes and formal negohabons
{(Armmstrong, 1993:20), and thus, the posed hypotheses here reflect these two
components. The second assumphon refers to the strategies; and the third, fourth,
and fifth assumptions refer to the specifics of the negohations.

Ammstrong’s novel approach should be taken mto consideraton However,
the author does not give any defimtion for what rapprochement is. Although this 1s
typical in the existing rapprochement research, in the case of Breaking the Ice it
creates additional problems. With no defimtion of rapprochement the selechon of
cases seems hiased. Indeed. the case of the two-Germames has hitle m common
with the case of the Smo-Amencan or the Israel-Egypt rapprochement. Moreowver,
the lack of defimtion leads to confusion when the discussion concems the
negotiation part of the process. In many rapprochement cases, as well as mn the ones
that our study 1s concerned with, rapprochement does not necessanly mean “getting
to the table.” As such, Armstrong’s propositions mmst be tailored accordmgly, in

order to be used in the current study.
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Ammstrong’s and Rock’s works provide useful msights to the study of
rapprochement. Firstly, they both rely on theories of international relations in order
to answer their research question. Indeed the use of IR theones m order to
understand several aspects of the rapprochement process 1s a necessity, as the issue
of mpprochement 15 closely lmked to state behavior IR scholars have persistently
tned to answer questions such as: “Why do states fight?” or “Why do states make
peace?” and mdeed a oumber of different approaches have been developed m
order to provide answers to those queshons. Examuming these approaches
selectively m hight of rapprochement could offer important msights m the effort to
understanding as to why some rapprochement processes succeed and others fal

Secondly, both Armstrong and Rock discuss the role of the international
system and the role of the process in order to explammn why rapprochement 1s
mutiated or not. Such distinetion, which is made clear by the vanables each scholar
uses, 15 clearer m Rock” work. In Armstrong’s book, the motives for rapprochement
mposed by the international and domestic condifions are also included in the
cost/benefit equlibmum While, on the other hand, the vanables concermng the
process mnclude, in large, the type of negotiahions that fake place pnor to the
mufiation of the rapprochement (1.e. the GRIT strategy, negotiations between lngh-
ranking officials. etc). Furthermore, it should be pointed out that Armstrong’s first
vanable denves from IF. theonies, winle the rest are mostly grounded m other fields

of study (e.z_ negohahon theory and/or conflict resolubion).
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Even though it 15 essentially different from Stephen’s and Armstrong’s
works, in the next session an overview of the IR theones are discussed first and are
then followed by other process factors. Particularly, as far as the current stady 15
concerned, the focus 1s on how such changes (im this case process 1s understood as
the development and progression of the rapprochement from its imtiahon to 1fs end)

could lead to the success or fatlure of a approchement

1.5, Factors Infleencing the Success or Failure of a Rapprochement
Process

One of the most useful msights from the review of Armstrong’s and Rock’s
studies was that, in order to find possible factors mfluencing the soccess or failure
of a rapprochement process, it 15 necessary to examme IR theomes and other
process-related subjects that IR theory does not cover Lookmg into these two

theoretical backgroumds will provide a backbone for this comprehensive analysis.

2.5.1. Looking info the IR Theories

IR theones provide a mumber of different explanatons on how the
mfernational system and domestic politics shape the foreign policy of a state. In the
pages that follow it will be discussed how different approaches may explam state
behavior in regards to rapprochement. This discussion will focns on how ideas
developed by IR scholars can be used to explain not the mitation, but the success
of farlure of a rapprochement process. The discussion covers the three mamn schools
of thought in relation to rapprochement: realism. hiberalism and constructivism
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2.5.1.1. Realism and the Study of Rapprochement

Realists” ideas can be traced back to Thucydides’ “The History of the
Peloponnesian War,” Machiavelli’s “Prince”™ and Hobbes™ “Leviathan.” and how
they blossomed in the late 1930s and 1940s as a reaction to the «umtil that time-
prevailing “idealism™ (Bull, 2000: 60). Realism emphasizes the anarchical nature of
the mfemational system which refers to the lack of an authonty capable of
arranging relations among nations (see Waltz, 1979: 102-128; Donelly, 2000: 81-
106). Reahst theory of mfernational relations includes three separate schools of
thought: 1) classical realism, which is based on the work of Morgenthan (19853) and
Carr (see Carr and Cox, 2001: 97; Vasquez, 1998: 35), 1) structural reahsm
miroduced in Waltz's Theory of Infernational Polifics (1979) and, 3) neoclassical
realism, which was mtially idenfified by Pose (1998), and mfroduced the role of
domestic poliics m nfemational relations (for mstance see Scheller, 2006;
Chnistensen, 1997).

According to Realists, states’ actions are always ainung at the protection of
their national interests. These interests are defined in terms of power and are
unaffected by time and space, while thewr protection 15 freed from moral restrains
(se= Morgenthan's six prmciples of political realism 1985 4-17). In tumn, Waltz
added that the decisive mdependent vanable, as far as relations among states are
concerned, 1s the structure of the international system, meaming 1ts anarchical nature
and the distnbution of capabilibes among its umts (Waltz, 1998; Waltz, 1990: 29-

30). Under these miven condihons, Reahsts have disingmshed two practices that
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states mmist follow, the first one 1s balancing, which mvolves two or more states
aligning m order to balance a threat from another state or group of states. The
second one 15 band-wagoning, which refers to aliznment with the source of threat
{on balance of power within the reahist school see Nicholson, 1998; Walt, 1997).
The realist approach to mternatonal relahons prowvides possible
explanations on why rapprochement between two states might socceed or fail
Realism for mstance, suggests that if the balance of power changes in a way that
does not favor the mprovement of relahons between parbies gomg through a
rapprochement process, then the chances for fahwe merease as these states wall try
and find different alliances in order to protect their nterests better. As states have
high mcentives to sustamn their integnty, independence, and national securty, the
success of failure of a rapprochement process depends on how well it serves these

mecentives.

2.5.1.2. Liberalism and the Study of Rapprochement

Liberal theones of mtemational relations have their roots mn the preachmg of
the Enlightenment, which spreads faath in lumans to progress and improve based m
the spread of hiberal values are understood as the mam velicles towards the
achievement of a world peace, especially by certam polibcal thmkers such as
Foussean, Locke, and parhcularly Kant. Concemmg the realm of economucs, since

the 17" Century liberal economists and thinkers, such as Adam Smith and Jeremy
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Bentham supported that free mtemational frade and market capifalism would
elmmate wars, as most wars were fought m order for states to achieve thew
mercantihst goals (on the evoluhon of the hiberal thinking see Burchill 1996
Zacher and Matthew, 1993). Currently there are two main theorefical approaches
buillding on the Kantian approach to internatiomal politics; liberal international
relations theory, and neoliberalism or neoliberal mstitutionalism

Liberal theonsts have highhighted the importance of actors, the interachion
between state and nom-state actors, and the idea that state preferences are the
outcome of such mterachons (for a summary of mam hberal assumphons see
Slaughter, 1985: 508; Moraveik, 1997). Perhaps one of the most significant theories
within liberalism has been the Democratic Peace Theory (DPT). which argues that
hberal democracies do not engage m war amongst themselves. The DPT can be
traced back to Kant, but 1ts modemn vanant 15 based on the work of several scholars
such as Doyle (1983, 1986, and 1993) and Russett (1993). Although m practice,
quantitative studies have supported the DPT clams (see for mstance Maoz and
Russett, 1993; Oneal and Ray, 1997) reahist scholars have raised sigmificant
methodological and theoretical comcerns (see for imstance Layne, 1994;
Mearsheimer 1990; Rosato, 2003).

Neoliberals, on the other hand have stressed the role of mstitutions in the
mternational arena. Indeed, the role of the mshitufions is so central to the neoliberal

viewﬂ:atamneﬁmﬂmaﬂrmchisreﬁnﬂdmasﬁhemlhmihﬂium]ismj.

* In essence libersl institationalism is one of the four main branches of liberal internationalism the
other three being structural liberalicm lberal reformmsm and liberal cosmopolitanism (ses MMoGrew,
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Institufions are presumed to coniribute to the international system by bonging a
degree of safety and cerfainty as far as confacts among states are concemed In
essence Instfuhons reduce the costs of making and enforcmg agreements
(Kechane, 1998; Nau, 2007 for a six-fold account of mshtutions” fimctionality m
shaping intemational behavior see also Keohane and Hoffman, 1993)*
Furthermore, international interdependence —refemng to situations characterized by
reciprocal effects among countnies or among actors in different counines resulting
from the mternational flows of money, goods, people and messages— has also been
central to neoliberal thought (Kechane & Nye, 1989: 8-9; also see Keohane & Nye,
1988; Keohane & Nye, 1998). Neoliberals suggest that interdependence increases
the complexity of the system and mposes higher costs to the achons of states or
non-state actors (Keohane & Nye, 1998: 730). In general, mstiufions and
mterdependence together alter the assumptions of the realists” “game models’ by
influencing three important levels of the ‘game:’ 1) the payoff stmucture’, 2)
“shadow of the futwe”, In other words the way institutions tend to extend the
governments’ expectations of the effects of thewr current achons m firtare 1ssues,
and 3) the mumber of actors, meamng the mumber of “players” and how them

relationship 15 stractured. (Axelrod & Keohane, 1985; Axelrod & Kechane 1986).

2002,

* Assumptions deriving by post-Cold War Europe
jmatypkﬂmaﬁngamnhas%m‘smmﬂmpﬂwﬁmwﬂmﬂnmﬁnf
defection (I¥) is always lower than the cost of cooperation (C), 3o that DC-CC-DD-CD. However,
anid imperdependence make cooperative sames possible.
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As far as the success or fallure of the rapprochement is concemed, the
nechberal assumptions, that interdependence and mstitutions merease incentives for
cooperation, become very relevant Without doubt, if dunng the rapprochement
process interdependence between the parties increase, then the mwtivation for
contimung the rapprochement also increases. Similarly, strong mstitutions reduce
secunty dilemmas, which 1s typical m all realist games, and. hence, make steps for
solidifymg the rapprochement process less nsky for the mvolved states. These two
assumphions will be firther discussed m the following pages, where the possibality

that they can all fit m an all-mclusive cost-benefit vanable will be examined

2.5.1.3. Constructivism and the Study of Rapprochement

Constructivism involves a “sociological social psychological form of
systemic theory of intemational politics m which the 1dentities and the mterests are
the dependent vanable™ (Wendt, 1992: 304). In essence, constructivism is adding to
what the Neoliberals and the Neorealists seem to have 1gnored; “the content and
sources of state mterests and the social fabne of world politics™ (Checkel, 1908:
324). According to Kolodzej (2005:261):

Constructivists clamm to explam or at least provide provisional evidence to
show how political actors —you, me, states, polifical parties, international
ofgamzations, et al— acqure their identities and, more pointedly, how
these 1dentities generate the matenal and non-matenal mferests of those
actors.

As 1dentities are socially constructed, the mterests and behawviors of poliical

agents are also dependent upon the comfexiual interpretation of the world
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Rationality, 1t follows, 1s not objective, but rather depends “on collective human
enterprises and inferactions™ (Adler, 1997: 329). As one of the most important
scholars of this approach pomted out. “Anarchy 15 what states make of 1t” (Wendt,
1992; on constructivism see also Hopf, 1998).

Rapprochement scholars who follow a constructivist approach have mainly
looked at the process of rapprochement by adoptng a more or less hstoncal
analysis. The focus of thewr mterest is to examine how perceptions and mierests
change over time and how fhis change increases/decreases the likebhood of
rapprochement The most mmportant research of a rpprochement case i the
constructivist tradition 1s Evelyn Goh’s work on the United States’ rapprochement
with China, from circa 1961 to 1974 (Goh: 2005). Goh starts with a bnef discussion
on “conventonal™ approaches o rapprochement, and cntcizes them not only for
failing to answer the “how™ questions, but also for lacking historical context. Goh
supports that accordmg to the premmses of the raionahst and structural approaches,
after the breaking of the Sino-Soviet relations, which was obvious, since 1962

(Goh's research shows how important the Constructivists’ 1deas are for the
current study. As Turkish and Greek peoples shared the same land for centuries,
fought each other many times and have gained their independence from each other;
1ssues of idenfity, enmity, mustrust, negative mages and histornical traumas are
potential threats to the success of a rapprochement process, by hinderng its smooth

ProETess.
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Anocther useful nsight from the constructivist school to the study of
rapprochement 1s the notion of secunty commmmities. A secunty conmmmity 15 a
group of nations® positively identifying with the welfare of one another as such that
one perceives the other party as a cogmtive extension of the Self rather than an
mdependent being (see Wendt 1994). In such sitmations, “the other 15 seen as a
cogmtive extension of the self rather than mdependent” (on secumty commumbes
see also Bellanyy, 2004; Adler and Bamnett, 1998). If the rapprochement reaches one
such level of cooperation, then a kind of collective or subordinate 1dentity 15 created
which transcends struchwal hmutations. Such collective identity can deepen a

rapprochement process and make 1t a successful one.

1.6. Theoretical Framework and the Variables
The discussion of the mam theones that explan state behavior and states’
achons are useful m providing a general theoretical framework within which the
mdependent vanables for the cumrent study are based upon Issues such as the
protection of national security and sovereignty, interdependence between the two
states, or the construction of new state identiies and nterests are relevant for this
study.
Although the discussion on the IE. theories has provided a good 1dea of what
kind of independent vanables are relevant to the research question, it 1s obvious that

m order for a rapprochement process to succeed the incenfives suggested by IR

® The sentence refers to Intemational Felations and a “group” can either be bilateral regional or
Elobal
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theomies are, most likely, not enough The ways i which the rapprochement 1s
developing are also sigmficant factors that could determine the success or failure of
the process. The analysis of the process 1s concerned with 1ssues that are largely left
untouched by the IR theones. As such motivations and obstacles, which are
relevant to the process, are, in essence, complementary to those that have already
been discossed and are relevant to the IR theomes. In the followmg pages, 1
examine these process-related vanables in detail

The evolubon of the rapprochement process iself 15 a decisive factor
determining its success or fathme A rapprochement that goes deeper as the time
goes by 15 more likely to become a successful case. This 15 because posifive
developments will provide firther momentum and motivation for the confinuation
of the process, while overcoming the possible obstacles will become easier. On the
other hand when relations remain superficial after the mitiation of the
rapprochement and decisive steps are not taken, it 15 likely that the imfal
momentum will be lost and eventually the process will die out.

An important question that immediately emerges 15, what “deep
rapprochement” means, or, m other words, which factors determine the “depth”™ of a
rapprochement process. In order to amswer this question the mdicators for
rapprochement that were proposed earlier in this chapter will be used These are: 1)
summit-level meetings, 1) agreements signed, 3) mbhitary cooperation, 4) economuc
cooperation, 3) positive gestures or statements. and 6) grassroots level participation

m the process. All of these mdicators are expected to be part of a rapprochement



process; however, their degree of mmpertance for the process vanes. In some cases
meetings between high-ranking officials are the main point of focus, in others,
prionity is @iven fo economic cooperabion and the mprovement of financial affairs.
In cases of rapprochement whereby progress is cbserved in most of these areas, if
not all. the hkelihood of success increases.

Another mmportant factor imfluencing the soccess or fmlure of the
rapprochement process is the ocomrences of unexpected events, which are relevant
to the rapprochement process or which are not directly lmked to the rapprochement
process but influence it nonetheless. The use of the term “unexpected events™ 15
quite vague and mdeed, can be used to descnibe a large spectrum of mcidents—be
it the death of a leader, a cataclysmic natural phenomenon, the emergence of a new
controversial 1ssue, or an unexpected “hot” episode. In the field, a lngh miportance
15 given to the existence of cnses that increase the cost of mamtammg hoshle
relations and eventually leads to the rapprochement mihaton

The mportant role of such unforeseen events 1s also lughhighted in Rock’s
work wherein wmexpected and unplanned catalytic events play a role m the
mufiation of rapprochement; an 1dea that has also been raised by other scholars.
These kands of events could have an mmpact on two levels: the policy makers and
the society. As far as polbicy makers are concerned, a catalyhic event disturbs esther
the power balance or the cost'benefit balance, creating new conditions that require
the adoption of new policies. What is more interestmg, however, 1s the mmpact of

such events on the society.
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Finally, as far as the process is concerned, it is important fo examme how
the 1ssues between Greece and Turkey are negohated dunng the rapprochement
The question of how negohations between the two sides are made and how they
mfluence the mitiation of the rapprochement is introduced by Armstrong. However,
as the mmfiation of the rapprochement rarely means that a solubon to the problem
has been reached 1t 15 hkely that negohatons between the parties entenne a

rapprochement continue after the imbiation of the process.

1.7. Choosing the Variables

It 15 important to make a clear distinction between the mdependent vanables
and the dependent vanable. The dependent vanable for this study 15 successfil and
unsuccessful rapprochement. Independent vanables can be understood as all those
factors that influence the success of a rapprochement Rephrased otherwise,
mdependent vanables are key as to whether, or not, a rapprochement will be
successful. Each theoretical approach to the study of rapprochement comes up with
a pecubar way of designating mdependent vanables, which have already been
discussed in this thesis next to those specific mdependent vanables that were put in
place by, especially, Armstrong’s and Fock’s work on rapprochement.

In the following pages, the analysis will focus on crgamzing the frame of
the discussion by appointing eight well-defined independent vanables, which, in

refurn, will be employed to examme vanous case studies under consideration.
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= The mmpact of the nternational system on nahonal secunty

Even though it 1s mainly Realists that are pre-occupied with highlighting the
mportance of natonal secumty for a state’s mode of achon, natonal secunity 15 m
fact constitutive of all other IR theonies, as well. The study of the rapprochement i1s,
too, related to this topic as that, arguably, if the intemational system and national
security concerns dictate further cooperation between two states, them a
rapprochement is more likely fo occur However, for the reason that the cument
study 15 concerned with the soccess or farlure of the rapprochement process, rather
than s mitiahon, just stated argument nmist be adjusted accordingly. Therefore the
gueston 1s: In what way do changes m mnfemnational systems affect the
rapprochement process?

In order to answer this question 1t first must be made clear that changes
mfemnational system can only be either favorable or unfavorable to the
rapprochement process. Here favorable 15 to mean that changes create such
condifions 1 which the continuation of the rapprochement becomes more essenhial
to the parties” pursue of satisfymg their national secumity needs. The emergence of a
third-party state with a threateming posture to the secumity of both states engaging in
a rapprochement process 15 a good example of such a change. Unfavorable changes
are then those events that offer coumter motives for the comtinmation of the
rapprochement process, such as the elimimation of a commeon threat.

The proposition that can be made for national secunty is, the likelihood for

success Increases as long as changes in international system are favorable to the
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rapprochement process, while the likelihood for fanlure mcreases when changes are

unfavorable to the rapprochement process.

= State 1dentity

The short discussion on constructivism earhier in this chapter made it clear
that, according to constructiists, notions such as national secumty or intermational
structure are only meamngful when seen as part of a wider normative and cultural
context. Even the most advantageous structural or systemuc condibions may not be
enough if both of the two states in rapprochement don’t develop a new 1dentity that
will allow them to see one another, not as a conhimious possible threat, but, instead,

as a possible long-lasting ally. In Hopf's words (1998),

The 1denfity of a state implies 1ts preferences and consequent achons. A state
understands others according to the idenfity it attmbutes to them while

simultanecusly reproducing its own 1dentity through daily social practice.

The 1ssue of state identity is very relevant for the current study as it mvolves
two states, or more precisely two peoples, with a long and predominantly nomn-
cooperative past. As such, puttimg aside old hatred pegative images, iredenhism,
nustrust and suspicion, and creating new state identities for both Tirkey and Greece
towards a mutually cooperative scheme, i1s expected to increase the likelihood of a
successful rapprochement On the contrary, if old identities persist even after the
mihiation of the mpprochement process, then the hkehhood of a swmecessful

rapprochement decreases.
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= Costs and benefits equlibmmm

One of the man pomts discussed m the hterature review was that
rapprochement 15 far from being a cne-dimensional process. Rather 1t influences all
levels of the society and mmpacts its vanous sections. What can be inferred from
this assumphon 1s that the polithical decision to further on, or abandon, a process of
rapprochement 15 not to be taken lightly. Instead there are a mumber of 13sues to be
considered concerning the negative and positive effects of this decision.

The decision to contmme the rapprochement process or termumate it bears
some costs and benefits. Thus, it 15 the balance between these costs and benefits
that mfluence the success or fathwe of rapprochement For instance, pohtical cost
due to public opimion’s disapproval of the mapprochement process can co-exist with
significant benefits gammed from trading agreements as a result of the same
rapprochement process.

As the balance between the costs and benefits influences the incentives for
the contmuation of rapprochement, 1t 1s only safe to assume that the hkehihood of a
successful rapprochement increases msomuch as that the benefits outmmnmber or
outweigh the costs dunng the process. On the contrary, the hikelihood of keeping

with the rapprochement process decreases if perceived costs prevail over benefits.

= Interdependence
The role of miterdependence in mternational relations 15 mainly emphasized

by liberal institutionalists. Even though there is no iniversally agreed definition of
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mterdependence (Rosecrance & Stem, 1973; Kroll 1993), mierdependence i1s
closely linked to the theme of interstate cooperation and peace. De Vies (1990
429) explams this comelation by highlightmg three different explanations. a)
mterdependent nations are more likely to fake each other's interests into
consideration, b) as the infernational system becomes more structured, mierests are
mereasingly affected by conflict, and ) mferdependent nations recogmize the
consequences of thewr actions for other states, and of other states® actions to their
own mterests.

As far as the cumrent study 15 concemed, mterdependence should be
understood as creating strong economuc, frade, and military bonds. The question 15
whether mterdependence mfluences the successful or unsuccessfol outcome of the
rapprochement. Based on the literature it is expected that high mterdependence
between Turkey and Greece would mcrease the hkebbhood of a swecessful
rapprochement, while in other cases where interdependence remams low the

hkehhood of a successful rapprochement decreases.

= Leadership

Although 1t 1s widely acknowledged that rapprochement can affect all levels
of the body polbibc and the society, it 1s most of the tme a top-down process
mutiated by polifical leaders. It is therefore only logical to wonder how the leaders’
attitude and actions cause variations m the dependent vanable. The incentive to

lock mto the role of the leaders in the success or falhure of the rapprochement 15



also amplified by the liberal and constructivist positions on the potential role of
leadership and agency in intermational relations.

The main 15sues that matter to the cument study are the specific actions of
the Greek and Turkish leaders, as well as their overall support for the process. Dud
they support the process and how did thas affect the outcome of the rapprochement?
What were the leaders’ actions that helped the rapprochement? Were such actions
vital to the contimuation of the rapprochement? It must be made clear that leaders’
achons are mot always supportive of the process’ contimmbon Hence, leaders’
achons that constitute an obstacle to the contmation of the rapprochement process

mmust be 1dentified and imderlimed as well.

= Depth of the process

How the pace and depth of a rapprochement process mopacts the outcome
was discussed earher m this chapter. In short, as the process becomes deeper, the
possibihty of a successful rapprochement mcreases, if the process remains
superficial the hkehhood of unsuccessfil rapprochement nses. In order to measure
the “depth” of the rapprochement process, each of the case study chapters will
mclude information for each of the rapprochement mdicators; summut level
meetings, agreement signed, mulitary cooperation, ecomomic —cooperation,
statements/gestures, impact on societal level In addition, a table will be included m
each case study chapter to demonstrate the frequency of each indicator and its

mportance i the rapprochement process.
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* Tuming points

Tumning points is a term used in conflict resolution in order to describe “an
event o processes that mark passages from one stage (of the negohation) to the
next, signaling processes from earlier to later processes™ (Druckman, 1999: 92).
Although Damel Druckman conceptualizes the term “tuming points™ to describe
and analyze the negohahon process, tuming pomnts have been used fo descmbe
fluctuations mn the relaions amongst states (see for instance Gazt, 1998), and we
beheve that they could mfluence the process and outcome of a rapprochement
After all, even though there 15 a partial agreement among scholars on the defimtion
of tumming points, there seems to be less agreement on the operathonahization of the
term (for a comparative study of 34 cases of mtemational negotiahon, as well as for
examples of tuming pomts see Dmuckman, 2001). In general, we can distingmish

between two types of huming points:

the ones that ocour after a penod of no progress and those that ocour after
the threat to the sustenance of the talks.. Both types of tuming points are

inflections in a trend, or “uptuns™ that represent erther sudden progress or a

return to a penod of stabihity (Duckman, 1986: 333).

As for the cument study, tuming pomnts will be treated as immdependent
vanables that include those unexpected incidents or events that have a shocking
effect on the rapprochement process. This effect can esther be positive or negative.
An event 15 considered as “posiive” when 1t increases the motivation for the

contimation of the rmpprochement process, creates better condibions in order for the

process to deepen, pushes public opmion or policy makers forward fo engage m the
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rapprochement process. On the contrary, an incident i1s considered “negative™ when,
and 1f, it retards the wiability of the rapprochement process.

Ohverall, the expected impact of tormng points on the mpprochement process
15, on the one hand to favor the contimation of the process if they are positive, and,
on the other hand, to lmut the prospects for rapprochement’s success if they are
negative.

= The GRIT (Graduated and Reciprocated Imhatives m Tension Reduction)

strategy

The 1dea that a GRIT based strategy could mcrease the hikehhood of

successful rapprochement has already been put forth by Ammstrong (1993).

According to Lindskold, & Collins (1978: 679):

Osgood’s GRIT strategy 1s a program for aclhieving fension reduction
managmg conflict, and bnnging about nutual beneficial cooperabion. Gt 15
an acromym for Graduated and Reciprocated Imbatives m Tension
Reduction, and was proposed as a means for reducing the possibility that the
Cold War between the Umted States and the Soviet Union would become
hot.. [However] the strategies one which appears useful mn conflicts of
lesser magmitude.

GPIT strategy pays heed to the importance of a senes of small steps that a
nation takes under the lmitations of its defined secunity for the purpose of easing
tension and, also, for eliciting reciprocity from the other state. If the first stage of
reciprocity 15 obtained: then the margms for nsk-taking behavior widen, and larger
steps can be taken (Dmckman, 1990: 555). In practice the literature shows that the
GEIT-based strategies are effectrve, not only becanse the mitiator 15 cooperative or
because there 15 some tt-for-tat responsiveness.. [but also because] it makes
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explicit, through commmmeation the mterdependency of the two parties mn the
pursuit of their long-range interest, and makes the trustworthmess of the mihator
highly credible (Lindskold Walters & Koutsounis, 1983: 522).

Apart from the independent vanables there are also control vanables, which
are constant m all four cases and, thus. camnot account for the vanatiom n the
dependent vanable. These are:

= Parfies: All four cases are concerned only with the Greek — Tudash
conflict and, as such, the parties mvolved are only Turkey and Greece for all the
selected cases.

= Conflict isswes: Although small vanations might exist m general the
problems between the parties erther issue from secunity, termitory, minonty issues or
a combination of these.

= Regime fype: As the remme status of erther Tukey or Greece did not
change dunng any of the rapprochement penods examined in this study, democratic

peace can be considered a control vanable.

2.5. Conclading Remarks

The current chapter’s first goal was to create a concrete defimtion of the
term “rapprochement™ by placing it on the grounds of past researches om
rapprochement cases around the globe. In addibon, a clear-cut distinchon was made
between what constitutes a successful or failed rapprochement. The discussion on

these two points—what is a rapprochement and what makes 1t successful endeavor,
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was necessary so as to clanfy the two mam concepts included in the research
question. The defintions and clarifications provided in the first part of this chapter
will serve as a reference pomnt for the rest of the study, and especially at the
assessment and case selection parts.

The second part of the chapter focused on a discussion on the mdependent
vanables and exanined how the 15sue of rapprochement has been approached so far
m the literature. Two main approaches have been identified, the first one beng the
dommation of IR theory on the study of rapprochement and the second, the
mportance given to the process as a leadmg factor determining the mitiation, or the
absence of, a rapprochement process. Both of these approaches were discussed,
followed by a discussion on how therr assumphions can be altered in order to be
able to answer the research queshion of the cwrent study. The chapter was
concluded with the presentation of the mdependent vanables that will be tested in

the current stady.
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CHAPTER. 3}

METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS

3.1. Introduction

One of the most important principles of scientific research is that 1t cught to
make its procedures public (Collier, Seawnght & Munck 2010: 34). Indeed a
scholar has to make his research design known so that the readers are able to “judge
the quality of the research and the plausibility of its conclusions™ (p.35). The
objective of this chapter 15 to present the methodology that the current research uses
and to discuss the rationale for choosing the research design The discussion is
about how to collect and then analyze data, how to choose case studies, and what

the independent vaniables are.
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3.1. Research Strategy

In order to answer the research queston the current work amalyzes and
compares two successful and two unsuccessful cases of rmpprochement. The first
step 1s to explain what might constitute a “case”™ Owverall a case can be any of the
following phenomena:, such as wars, social movements, peacekeepng operations,
revolutions, and so on Omne of the most comprehensive defimfions of what
constifufes a “case” 13 provided by Alexander George and Andrew Bemnett
According to George and Bennett (2005: 17-18) a case can be defined as:

an instance of a class of events. The term “class of events™ refers here to a
phenomenon of scientific mterest, such as revolubons, types of
governmental regimes, kinds of economic systems, or personality types that
the investigator chooses to study with the amm of developing theory
regardmg the causes of smuilanties or differences among instances of that
class of events.

A case study i1s an intensive study of a smgle umt for the purpose of
understanding a larger class of (similar) umits (Germng, 2004: 342). In general, case
studies are considered by many scholars as weak means of research becanse of the
difficulties in relation to generalizing findings and contnbuting significantly to the
scienfific dialogue (concerming thes debate and a defense of case stody research see
Flyvbjerg, 2006). Nonetheless, 1t 15 an undemable fact that some of the most
mportant works i polibical science have adopted case studies as their mam
research strategy (such as Bamngton Moore's Secial Origins of Dictatorship and
Democracy, and Theda Skocpol's States and Social Revolutions).

According to Ym (2003: 1) case stodies are the prefemed strategy when
“how™ and “why™ questions are being posed, when the mvestigator has hittle control
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over events, and when the focus 1s on a contemporary phenomenon within some
real-hfe context The above statement is also true for the current research becanse
the research queshon cam be formmlated as a “why™ gueshon (why some
rapprochement efforts fail while others succeed). In addition, according to Bamett
and Elman (2007: 171), qualitative research and especially case studies have gained

wide populanity m the IF. research and 1ts subfields becanse they:

often imvolve interaction effects among many stuctural and agent-based

variables, path dependencies, and strategic mterachon among large mumbers
of actors across mmltiple levels of amalysis with private mformation and
stromg mcentives to bluff or decerve other actors.

3.3. Research Design

One of the most difficult problems in qualitative comparative studies s to
establish causality. Political scientists have developed different strategies to tackle
this methodological problem. However, it shll seems that most of the proposed
alternatives are based on Mill’s 1deas on the method of agreement and the method
of disagreement (for a presentation of these methods see Ragin 1987: 3642 &
Skocpel 1984: 73-80), or, as they are usually referred to as the Most Smmlar
Systems Design (MSS) and the Most Different Systems Desigm (MDS) (see
Przeworski and Teume, 1970). There are two problems to be solved with both MS5
and MDS research designs.

To begin with, 1t 15 not an easy fask to find cases that are simlar m every
aspect but their dependent vanable and only one of the mdependent variables and

vice-versa. The focused research question forces very specific limitations on the
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case selection, thus, there are only a limited mumber of cases that could fit in those
hmitations. Moreover, when small mmber of cases 1s coupled with large mumber of
mdependent vanables, as 15 the case for the current study, the mmpact of each
mdependent variable cn the dependent vamable i1s very difficult to configure. In
order to overcome these difficulbies the present study will employ two different, yet
nutually complementary, strategies (on the ways to overcome these difficulties see
also Lijphart, 1971 and Liyphart 1973). The first 15 the stuctured-focused

companson and the second 15 process trammng.

3.4. Structured-focused Case Comparison

Stuchwed-focused method, cngmally proposed by Alexander George
(1979), 15 an alternative way to orgamzing comparahive case stodies. Accordmg to

George and Bennett (2003: 69):
The method and logic of stmctored focused companson 15 smople and
straightforward The method 15 “struchmed” m that the researcher wmtes
general queshons that reflect the research objective and that these questons
are asked for each case under study to gnde and standardize data collection,
thereby makmg systematic companson and cunmlation of the findings of
the cases possible. The method 13 “focused™ m that it deals with certam
aspects of the lustoncal cases exanmined. The requirements for structure and
focus apply equally to individual cases smce they may later be jomned by
additiomal cases.
Bulding upon the previous works of Alexander George and his colleagnes,
Kaarbo and Beasley (1999) identified six separate steps that a structured-focused
case companson must follow. These six steps were offered as gndelines to those

researchers that purport to conduct comparative case studies in their respective
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fields, ranging from pelitics to psychology, and to poliical psychology. The first
step (p. 378) concerns the selechon of the research queshon In structured-focused
case companson, 1t 15 essenhal fo develop a focused research quesbon, which m
tum will belp a researcher identify the most important vanables as means of
avoudmg the possibility of includng too many independent vanables (see also
Lijphart, 1971).

The second step accordmg to Kaarbo and Beasley (p. 379) 15 to identify
vanables according to the literature. For the cument study, the task of configuring
those independent vanables that are more relevant to the queshon of successful or
unsuccessful rapprochement was undertaken m the lferature review chapier,
wherein a mumber of factors that possibly mfluence the outcome of a
rapprochement process were miroduced. In addibon, Kaarbo and Beasley suggest
that a “..researcher should also make explicit which of the vanables to be
mvestigated are hypothesized fo be most important for explaming the
phenomenon ” As the most important and difficult part of the research the
discussion on the independent vaniables should also include a type of hierarchy—f
only such is possible based on the existing literature.

The third step of structured-focused companson 15 the selechon of cases,
which is (p. 379). Kaarbo and Beasley firther divided this step mto three separate
tasks that have to be fulfilled by the researcher. Firstly the selected cases mmst be

comparable, at least on those parameters that are relevant to the study. Secondly, the

cases should have a vanaton in the dependent vanable, becaunse otherwise “the



researcher cannot make any causal inference about the phenomenon because the
same explanatory vanables may be present m cases m which the phenomenon 1s
absent” (p. 380). Finally, the last step mn case selecton 15 to use cases across
population subgroups. This task is not presented as obligatory; however, it can be
useful depending on the goals of the researcher concernmg the explanatory power of
his study.

The fourth task is to operationalize the vanables and constroct a case
codebook. The operahonahzation of the vanables 15 a powerful tool as 1t helps the
researcher 1dentify the data useful to the stody. The operahomalization 15 necessary
for both the mdependent and the dependent vanables. As far as the current study is
concerned, the operationalization of the dependent variable was undertaken in the
literature review chapter, while the coding of the independent vanables will be
discussed later in the present chapter.

Step five concerns the way each case should be wmtten According to
Kaarbo and Keasley, the namative 15 the most commonly used practice amomng
researchers m their case studies, however, the presentation of data mm coded form,
such as a table, also comstitutes a powerful tool for case demonstration. In the
current study the namrative of the four case studies 1s presented m such a way that
the empirical data 1s linked to the theoretical data. In addition, several tables are also
mchuded which summanze, in a coded manner, the main points of each case study.

The final step refers to the companison of the case studies. The maim goal of

the companson 1s to idenhfy pattemns and processes across the cases (p. 386), and
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thus, make assumptions on the explanatory power of each of the independent

vanables. Furthermore, once the mitial assessment of the theoretical implication 1=
made, the case study analyst may want to "retum” to the cases to mveshgate
candidate explanations for the relationships discovered In other words, cerfam
mterpretations ansing from the imitial conclusions can often be discounted or

supgested by analyzing the "extra” material included in the case studies (p. 387).

3.5. Process Tracing

Even if studies that examime a lmuted pumber of cases have the
inefficiencies mentioned earlier, the small-n’ opens the prospect to the researcher to
make a nuch more in-depth analysis of the cases; in essence 1t allows the researcher
to perform a withm-case amaly=is. A withm-case analysis has been proposed as a
powerful tool that mcreases the viability of the small-n analysis (Collier as cited m
George, 2005: 179). George (2005) differentiates between two different types of
within-case analyses, namely the congruence method (1.e. starting wath a theory and
then assess 1ts ability to explain the outcome in a specific case) and the process-
tracing method The proposed research will be using the process-tracmg method in
order to answer the research queshon

The mam 1dea behind the process-tracing method 1s that the researcher mes
to find the course of actions and events that occurred and led to a specific outcome,

whilst he tnes to examme and explam how the namrative he provides links the

"N here refers to the mumber of cases
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outcome with the process (for a discussion on process tracing methodology see also

Bennett and Elman  2006: 459-460). As Alexander George (20053: 20782135) puts 1t:

Process-fracing forces the mwveshgator. o consider the alternative paths
that are consistent with the outcome and the process-tracing evidence in a

single case. In more cases, the investigator can begin to chart the repertoire
of causal paths that lead to a given outcome and the condiions under which

they occur — that 1s to develop a typological theory.. Process-tracimg can
identify single or different paths fo an oufcome, point out varables that
were otherwise left out of the mihial companson of cases, check for
spuriousness, and permit causal inference on the basis of a few cases.

Another account of how process-tracing works is provided by Bates et al®
(1998) who suggest that modelmg the processes that produce specific outcomes can
be helpful in capturng the essence of the narmatives. Although their approach 1s
basically actor-ceninic (Le. exanmning narratives from rational-choice perspective),
the idea of “identifying actors, the decision pomnts they faced, the choices they
made, the paths taken and shvmned and the manner in which their choices generated
events and outcomes™ (Bates et al, 2005 : 13-14), could also be said about process-
tracing methodology.

Furthermore, process-tracing will help acquurng logh levels of mternal and
external wvahidity. Simply put “internal wvalidity is when the hypothesized
mdependent vanable alone affects the dependent vanable. Vanables other than the
treatment that affect the dependent vanable are threats fo internal wvahdity™
(Neuman, 2006: 259). Therefore, internal vahdity 15 achieved when the researcher

has eliminated all the potential independent variables that could be affecting the

aBaEHﬂtﬂﬂﬁrth*mhﬁcm&ﬁm’,Mﬂﬂ:mﬂnﬂﬂugyﬁﬁﬂm
from process-tmacing only in the senmce that it foouses on the logic of the processes that penerate
different phemomens by nsing rational choice theory:
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dependent vanable, and tests only the independent vanable or vanables whose
causal effect on the dependent vanables be tnes to estabhish

Internal vahdity 1s difficult to estabhsh as it 15 threatened by a mumber of
factors (for lhists of potenhal threats see Cook and Campbell, 1979). Vanous
expermmental methodologies have tradibonally been seen as the best methodological
alternative m order to overcome infernal vahdity concemns (see Germng, 2007: 151-
171), and usually the issue of miemal and external vahidity 15 addressed together
with expenmental designs in methodology textbooks (see for example Druckman
2005 and Neuman, 2006). Nonetheless, although mtemal validity is an integral part
of every scientific research, there are cases, as for example the current research to
which expermmental designs cannot be apphed.

Internal validity is especially difficult to establish in case stodies due to the
many confoumding cansal factors that might exist, which cannot be eliminated by a
pure research design or by quantitative techmiques (Gemng, 2007: 172). Thus, how
to establish miternal vahidity in a case study becomes a complicated 1ssue. To begin
with, the process-tracing method itself ensures a lugh level of mternal vahdity as it
allows the gatherng of a wide range of observations. These observations can be
used i order to construct a consistent frain of thought that could ideally establish a
strong link between the cause and the outcome. However, Gemng proposes two
more precondiions that make infernal vahdity process-tracing achievable As he
puts it:

Process-tracing 1s convincing insofar as the multiple links in a causal cham

can be formalized that 15, diagrammed m an expheit way (as a visual
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depicion and/or a mathematical model) and imsofar as each micro-
mechamsm can be proven (Geming, 2007: 181).

Hence, 1t 15 of vital importance not only to imcover the processes that lead to
a specific outcome, but also fo explam how these processes inferact with one

another and how one leads to the other.

3.6. Research Question

This chapter will follow Kaarbo and Beasley’s first three steps for
conducting a structure-focused case comparison® The first task is to discuss the
research question. The BQ of the current study 15: “What are the precondihons for
successful rapprochement?” It has already been apparent from the hiterature review
that this research focuses more on the vanables that are comnected to the
assumptions of some basic IR theones and, also, some mmportant vanables that
concern the process of rapprochement and have attracted the interest of scholars

who study the phenomenon of the rapprochement.

3.7. Selection of Cases
The third step according to Kaarbo and Beasley, 15 the selechon of cases.
The selection of the cases should not be random, but mstead, it should serve a

specific purpose within the overall scope of the maqury (Ym, 2003: 47). The

question of how to select the best cases has troubled many scholars and, mdeed,

* Fourth step was part of the discussion in the literature review chapter, while steps five and six
concem the writing of the case stodiag
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there are a mumber of different techmiques for case selection as far as qualitative and
quantitative studies are concerned (for instance see Bennett and Elman 2007,
Seanght and Germmg, 2008). In general smalln, qualitative studies, such as the
current stady, have been accused of not being able to prowvide causal explanations
due to the case selection being made based on the dependent variable; yet, several
responses to this concern have been provided by varymg qualitabve researches (for
a more analytical overview of this debate see Mahoney, 2007; morecver, on
selection bias see in qualitatrve research see Collier & Mahoney, 1996).

Eeeping i hne with George and Bennett's defmrbon of a case, as well as,
keeping with Kaarbo and Beasly's dimections for case selechons mm a structure-
focused case comparson’, the “case of event” for the cwrent study is
rapprochement. In total four different cases of rapprochement are discussed and
compared All four cases concern the Greek-Turkish relations (for a detailed account
of the problems between Greece and Turkey see Bolukbasi, 2004; Theodoropoulos,
1995). Two of these cases concern successful rapprochement cutcomes and the
other two concem imsuccessful rapprochement outcomes.

The two successful cases are the 1930s Greek-Turkish rapprochement
covermg roughly the period from June 1930 to the emergence of the Second World
War, and the last Greek-Tukish rapprochement which started m 1999. The two
unsuccessfil cases are the 1930 mpprochement, which abruptly ended in September

1955, and the short hived Diavos case of 1987

1# \fpaning that cases should be comparshble and there should be a differentiation on the dependent
wariable.
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3.8. Creation of Codebook

Much about the independent and dependent vanables were discussed in the
literature review chapter, where a detailed operationalization of the dependent and
mdependent varnables was camed out The next step is the constmchon of a
codebook that will explam exactly which pieces of mformation the study mmst
mchide and what mdicators are used to define the vanables. The current study uses

Kaarbo as a model (1996: 516-517).

Table 3.1.

Codebook Summary
| Vanables Coding Categories Cuestions/Indicators
What was the duration of
the process?
Dependent If the rapprochement
Vanable: Successful imsucces confimues for 10 years after
Successful sful the mitiahion of the
rapprochement rapprochement then
successful 1f not then
unsuccessfil
Independent
Vanables
Does the miernational
system continue to provide
1. Impact of the motivations for
mtemational Favorable/non- cooperation? Changes m the
system on national favorable system, existence of
securty common threats, threats
from revisiomst powers
Does a new state
that does not hinder
N Cooperative/non- cooperation develop?/
2. State identity cooperative Existence nfﬂtmyiige&
stereotypes, changes
perceptions security
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3. Costs and

benefits

4. Interdependence

5. Leadership

6. Depth of the
process

7. Turning points

8. GRIT strategy

Benefits-costs/
Costs=benefits

Supportive/non-
supportive

Deep/superficial

Yesmo

Yes/mo
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commmmities

Does the balance between
benefits and costs provide
motives rapprochement

?/Bilateral issues,
munortes, poliical costs

develop after the imhation
of the rapprochement?/
Economuc diplomatic and
political partnerships
What were the specific
achon from politicians that
contnbuted to the
confinuation or the collapse
of the process/Speeches,
letters, geshumes

events that mfluenced the
course of the rapprochement
process/Natural disasters,
umexpected mtermational
problems, other
unanticipated phenomena
that mupact the
rapprochement
[hd the parfies use GEIT
strategy durmg themr vis-a-



An immportant clanfication on the above table regards the depth of the
process, and specifically what the terms “frequency” and “mmportance™ of the
mdicators mean Frequency (coded as lnghlow) refers to the rate an mdicator 15
present m the process compared the penod before the mhbabon of the
rapprochement. Low frequency refers to an indicator of the rapprochement process
showng same or lower regulanty when the pre-rapprochement penod 15 compared
to the penied after the rapprochement High sigmifies an merease in the ocourence
of that mdicator. Importance (coded as high'medim/low), refers to the extend a
specific rapprochement mdicator has been substantial to the process. If the mdicator
15 promnent i the process shaping a ag part of it, then its mportance 15 valued as
high. If the mdicator has no profound mamfestation over the rapprochement process
1ts mportance 1s valued as low. In the case when an mdicator 15 only important only
dunng a small part of the process, or its prominence dunng the process was neither

substantial nor neghmble, then 1ts mportance its coded as mednm

3.9. Data Collection

Even though the case study research 1s not associated exclusively with amy
type of evidence or data (see for instance Yin, 1981), there are sewveral data
collection tactics that have been prefemred by the scholars who conduct these types
of case studies. Yin (2012: 10) for instance 1dentifies 6 common sources of evidence
m case stndies. These are: a) direct observations, b) mterviews, ¢) archival records,

d) documents, e) participant-observation and f) physical artifacts. Simmularly,
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Exsenhardt (1989: 534) states that case stodies typically use data collechion methods
such as mmterviews, queshonnares, observations, or a combination of these The
current study collects data from three different sources: namely second-hand

To begm with, there 15 an mmpressive volume of studies on the Greek-
Twkish relations. Indesd, the Greek-Twkish conflict, meluding the Cyprus
guestion, has attracted nmich attention and a lot has been wntten on it, covening the
entirety of the chronological peniods that the current work 1s interested m. As such,
this hterature will be used m order fo get information that will provide answers to
the questions posed Furthermore, the existing hterature also mcludes memomrs of
people who were the protagomsts of the rapprochement process, such as, Ismail
Cem’s book, which mcludes a section on the Greek-Turkish rapprochement of 1999.

Secondly, the current study uses a vanety of histoncal archives. Newspaper
arficles are used to idenhfy rapprochement mdicators, such as sipming of
agreements, summut level meefings, and grassroots cooperation. In addibhon, the way
the news 15 presented m the newspapers will provide a good source on how
polificians, the press and people viewed the rapprochement process as it took place.
For mnstance, 1t 1s important to know what type of tone the press 1s using n order to
describe the rapprochement process or the kind of vocabulary political leaders use
m order to address each other in their public statements.

Newspapers™ archives are used for all four case studies. For the 1930s Greek-

Turkish rapprochement this research will use mamly Greek newspapers and,



specifically, Arhinaika Nea, Elgfthero lima, Oikonomikos IToxidromos and
Eaihimerini. All four of these newspapers have been completely digitalized The
first three are available on www.tovima g1, under paid subscnphon and are part of
the DOL (Lamprakis Journahstic Orgamization — Anpomoypapuo: Opyevicpog
Aopnpmay) Historical Archive, while the fourth is available without subscription on
www kathimenni gr The Turash newspaper that was used as a source for the first
case was Cumlnoiyef, whose archive is  avalable online af

www cumhimyetarsii com under subscriphion. The second and third case studies

use the same Greek newspapers, yet. it should be noted that Athinaika Nea was
replaced by Ta Nea and Elgfthero Fima was replaced by Jo Iima following the
Second World War. In addiion, the study also uses data from the Turkash newspaper

Milliyei, whose archive from 1950 onwards 15 available on www.mllivet com ir.

The fourth case study, m addibon to the abovementoned newspapers, will also use
mfemnet based news resources such as the Hurriyet Daily News avalable at
www. nmmyetdalynews com.

There are two mamn histonical archives that wall be reviewed. The first one 15
the Elefthenos Vemzelos archive which 1s available online by the National Research
Foundation’s “Elefthenios E Venizelos™ digital archive
(hitp:/'www vemzelosarchives ov). The archive inclodes documents such as
personal correspondence, letters, etc, which will be used in the first case study. The
second archive is the Turkish General Directorate of State Archives (Devlet

Arsivlen Genel Mudurlugn - DAGM), which contains data concermng both the first
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and second case studies, while for the penod the third and fourth cases cover, the
archives of DAGM remam undisclosed.

Other than the data sources menhoned above there are addibonal
supplementary sources that have been used as was needed These inclode, but are

not hmted to: UN documents avallable at

hitp://wwwun org/en/documents/mdex shiml, documents or statements pubhshed
on the websites of the Greek and Tudash Mimsines of Foreign Affamrs, the Greek
National AundioVisual Archive (Efvico Ommncoaxovomon Apyeic) avalable at
hittp://mam avarchive gr/portal/, documents of the Greek Parhament available at
www hellemcparhament ot  and the Fwropean Parliament available at

hittp://www enroparl europa.ew/

3.10. Scope of Research

The cumrent study coniributes to the understaindmg of a particular
phenomencn: rapprochement. The ongmality of the current work 15 mamly due to
its approach to the study of rapprochement which is studied in a longiudinal
manner rather than an mstant m the relatons between states. This disserfation wall
contnbute to the better understanding of rapprochement, and provide convincmg
explanations on why some rapprochements fail whle others succeed after mitiation.

Although the small mmber of cases do not allow for generalizations or
theory building, the proposed study could constifute a hulding block for future

researchers studying rapprochements processes. Moreover, the research will come
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up with onginal data, and explore new directions in understanding rapprochement,
that can be used by future scholars in order to better comprehend the cases that wall
be studied Finally, in the following chapters the study will discuss m detail four
separate cases of successfiil and unsuccessful rapprochements, and as such, the case

studies here can be mcorporated mto other databases that could, for example, be

used in a quantitative study relating to the rapprochement processes.

3.11. Concluding remarks

The mam goal of the methodology chapter was, on the one hand to prowide
a description of the main methodologies that the curment study will use, and, on the
other hand to set the gindelines upon which the rest of the study wall be based on.
Each of the next four chapters will examine one case study, and each case study 1s
structured so as a companson concerning the independent vanables, m the

companson chapter, 1s practicable.
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CHAPTER 4

THE 1930 GREEK-TURKISH SUCCESSFUL RAPPROCHEMENT

4.1. Infroduction

The aftermath of the war in Asia Minor'' between the Greeks and the Turks
created a new reality m the Aegean that both countnes had to live with. On the one
hand, Greece, the defeated party, had to deal with significant and massive problems
that mamly concerned the accommodation of the refugees, a devastated economy,
and important political issues. On the other hand, Turkey, the successor to a
demised Fopire, was a newly founded state whose leaders faced the huge task of
recrganizing the whole of society within new, modemizing and western-oriented
norms. Apart from their internal problems both Turkey and Greece had to redefine
their roles and positions within the post-WWI international arena.

The Lausanne Treaty, that the two states signed in 1923, appeared to be a

solid basis upon which the two counines could develop a closer relabonship.

" Acia Mimor campaign for the Greeks, War of Independence for the Torks
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However, this was not the case. The mapprochement could only come after seven
years, in 1930, when Greece and Turkey signed a series of agreements which laid
the foundations for an honest and deep relation to exast The new era of relations
between the two counines, which started m 1930, lasted umtil the Second World
War and, as such, 15 considered a successful case of approchement based on the
guidelnes that were presented i the hiterature review chapter. The cumrent chapter
examines this successful case and analyzes the underlying factors that have played

a role m the successful outcome of the rapprochement.

4.1, Historical Backzround

The agreement sigmed in Lausanne seitled issues that were of prnmary
mportance for both partes, such as the mapping of the borderline and the exchange
of populations. Moreover, as 1t will be discussed 1 detal later, both countnes faced
significant problems in their infernal affairs and had adopted similar foreign policy
strategies m order to ensure the states” integnty and secunty. For all these reasons,
it 13 fair to say that the prevailing condibions of that time were such that an
mmediate rapprochement between the two states was highly probable and
expected. Nevertheless, the imhation of the mpprochement did not happen mmtil the
end of the decade.

The reasons that the rapprochement did not occur, m the aftermath of the
Asia Minor war, are many. For example, the ammosity that the war created and the

sheer violence that was used by both sides, was a preventive factor to the
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establishment of a fnendship between the two states. However, these kinds of
factors are difficult to calculate or deternune. First and foremost, it is apparent that
the problems, ansing after the Lausanne’s treaty was signed, prevented the two
countnies from signng bilateral agreements. Concretely, the most important
problem was to find a solubon that would settle the 1ssue of the properties that the
exchanged populations had left behind, as well as the 1ssue of the Istanbul Greeks
that had left the city dunng the war. The solotion of these problems became more
difficult to solve due to the lack of a strong govemment m Greece. Problems
concerning the Ecumemical Patmarchate m Istanbul as well as, the Pangalos’
dictatorship in Greece between 1925-5 further delayed any positive mitiatives.

The first mportant development m the relations between the two countries
tock place in June of 1925, after a senous detenoration m the Greek-Turkish
relations that was caused by the expulsion of Patniarch Constantine VI from the
Trkish termtory on Jamary 30, 1925 by the Turkish police (Psommades, 1961). The
deadlock that was created was finally resolved after Greece’s appeal to the League
of Natons (LolN), which softened Turkey's posibon on the i1ssue. The solubon,
however, did not come from the LolN, but on the contrary, it was negotiated directly
between Turkey and Greece. The discussions that took place ended with the
abdication of Patriarch Constantine VI on May 26", and the assurance by the
Twrkish authonties that the election of a new patnarch would be made m an orderly

and proper fashion (Psonuades, 1961).

12 The date that the shdication was accepted by the Turkich suthorities
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Having solved the issue of the Patriarch, both Greece and Turkey signed the
Ankara Accord on une 217, 1925. The agreement stated that the 30.000 Greeks
who fled from Istanbul, and who did not possess Turkish passports, could not return
to Turkey. Instead, within 4 years their domains would be sold off. In return, Greece
was granted the nght to buy the Muslim domains in Western Thrace, granted that
they were need to help cover the needs of refugees. Likewise, Tirkey also reserved
the right to buy the Greek domains located within her temtory (Hatzivassihon,
1999: 59)_ After the signing of the agreement, the two counties estabhshed normal
diplomatic relations and Cevat Bey became the first Turkish appointee to be sent to
Greece (Gonlubol and Sar, 1966: 66).

On December 1%, 1925 Turkey and Greece sigmed a mew agreement in
Athens which replaced the one that had been signed mn Ankara six months earlier.
This agreement also granted Turkey the nght to buy the Greek domams within its
temtory and Greece the nght to buy the Muslim domans withm its termtory
(Article 1&32) (for the full text of the agreement can be found at Benaki Museum
Archives, Eleftherios Venizelos Archives, folder (47 — 16)”. Nonetheless, strong
opposition from the refugees, different inferpretations and divergences as to the
agreements’ specifics, the difficulbies concerning the reahzahion of the agreements,
and the Pangalos’ dictatorship in Greece caused a senious deterioration m the
Greek-Turkish relations and dissuaded the parties from the application of the

agreements'* (see Anastasiadou, 1982; Hadjivasileiou, 1999).

M Avrailable on line by the Mationsl Fesearch Foundation *“Eleftherios K. Venizelos™ digital archive
" 1 chould be noted that Pangalos had also objected the Lausanme Treaty
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In geperal it 15 difficult to put a label on the Greek-Tudash relafions
between 1923 and 1928. It seems that both counines were wilhng to proceed to a
closer relationship; but, the problems dividing them_ as well as the complexity of
these problems, blocked amy efforts toward rapprochement Anastasiadou (1982:
13) clamms that the Turks were more eager to sign a mendship agreement with
Greece, independently from the ones that were signed m Ankara and Athens, but
the Greeks were more reluctant as they thought that m order for a fmendship
agreement to acqure meamng, an agreement on the financial 1ssues should be

signed first. Such an agreement was not reached unhl June 1930.

4.3. The Initiation of the Greek-Turkish Rapprochement

Changes in the state of affars between two countries are not random nor do
they happen by chance. Although chance could at times be a factor, 1t 15 usually
mternational, political and domestic factors that instigate such changes. The most
mportant of these factors were discussed i the literature review section, thus it s
mportant to see which of these factors were also relevant for the Greek-Tudish
rapprochement in the 1930s. The current section will discuss the imhation of the
rapprochement between Turkey and Greece by focusmg on two different aspects,
namely, the procedures that preceded 1fs imtiation and the tmggers that confmbuted

to 1ts successfinl commencement.
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4.4. Procedures Leading to the Initiation of the Rapprochement

A pnew era of Greek-Turash relations was mangurated m 1930, when a
senes of agreements between the two parhes were signed m June and October, and
contnibuted substantially to the moprovement of bilateral relahions. The political
will for mproving bilateral relations had grown stronger since 1928 and, especially,
after Eleftherios Vemizelos™ election as the Pome Mimster of Greece m Augnst
1928. Up to that point, and until the sigming of the Ankara and Athens agreements
n the mid-1920s, there was no progress in the Greek-Turkish relations that is worth
mentioning.

The change of leadership, which took place m Greece mn the summer of
1928, and more importantly, the changes of political attitudes in both Greece and
Twkey that followed, were the most mmportant factors that conimbuted fo the
muatiation of the Greek-Turkish rapprochement m the 1930s. Venizelos, who had
recently retumed to polifics and took over the leadership of the Liberals™ party
May of 1928, became a sirong advocate of rapprochement. His intentions vis-a-vis
Turkey were clarified dunng his pre-election speech in the city of Thessaloniki in
July 1928, where he stated-

I wish to repeat this evening, that Greece, honestly and without reservations,
accepts the peace treaties through which the Great War ended We wash to
ensure not only good neighbormg relations with democratic Turkey, but
relations that are fnendly to the greatest possible degree. We know that she
does not have any desires for our temtory, and she has to be certain that we
don’t hold any aspiration for her termtory. But [besades] 1t 15 obwvious that
both states will constitute 1mportant agents if they manage to adjust ther
relafions on the basis of a warm-hearfed understanding, which after all wall
allow the development of commercial and fmancial relahons m the benefit
of both countnies... We are ready to sign an agreement of fmendship and
arbitration, which will be long-term and broad (Elefthero Vima, 23/7/1928).
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Vemizelos™ new approach regarding the Greek-Turkish affairs was a part of
his wider foreign policy outlook. Durmg the same speech he noted that he would
follow simular political solutions with regards to Greece’s relations with Bulgana,
the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes, and with Romama, as he was lookmg
for fnendly relations with all these Balkan couninies.

Vemizelos® speech is important to the rapprochement process because it
conitnbuted significantly to the trust builldng process m two respects. First, he
ended any Greek mredenhst policies, otherwise known as the Megah Idea
Denovmeing any claims for temtones that were within the Turkish state’s borders
was, Indeed, a precondition for convineing Turkey about Greece's future objectives.
In addition, Vemizelos made it known to the Turkish leadership and to the Greek
public that Turkey had no aspirations for any of the Greek temitories, and hence,
tned to elmmate another issue that could redoce trust between the two sides. It
should also be pomted out that, apart from 1fs impact on the trust-building process,
the confirmation that termtonial claims were not part of the agenda eliminated an
15sue that, even though it was not for negohation, 1t was a womsome concermn
Secondly, Venizelos expressed an optmustic view of what he perceived as a
desirable status for the Greek-Turkish relations and took some basic steps on how
this status could be acheved His strmightforwardness was an assurance of his
commutment in the process and. hence, further boosted trust in the process.

In Augnst of 1928, Vemzelos won the Greek national elections with a
landshde victory, and it was the “first time since 1922 that Greece acquired a strong
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government able to shoulder the responsibility of taking far-reaching decisions™
(Alexandris, 1992: 174). The conowmrent exmstence of both stromg and pro-
cooperation governments m Turkey and Greece created a dynamic combination that
soon resulted in landmark mitiatives. Just ten days after his elechon, as the new

Greek Prme Mmister, Vemizelos sent a letter to Pnme Mimster Ismet Inomm

analyzing s mtentons and explaiming lus prospects on the Greek-Tudash

mtentions. As he wrote:

At the moment that the Greek people trusted me, by giving me a strong
majornity for the next four years, I would like to mform you that my only
desire 15 to coninbute to the setflement of the relatons between our two
coumninies, through ensuring a strong fnendship and through the adoption of
a fnendship, non-agpression and arbitration agreement, that would be as
broad as possible.

I am fully aware of the fact that Turkey has no aspiration for our terntones
and, in that order, it has been repeatedly stated m public dunng the elechion
campalgn that does not aspire to Twkash temtory and accepts the peace
treafies, honestly and wath no reservations. Therefore, I could not doubt that
this agreement for the settlement of our relahons abides to the willmg of
Your Excellency (Alexandris, 1992:175)"

Vemizelos also sent a simular letter to the Tudash Mimster of Foreign

Affairs, Tevfik Riistii Aras'S. The letters of the Greek Prime Minister to the Turkish

" Translated from the French original text with the help of Thomai Iasonidou

' parallel to his Turkish “opening™ Venizelos visited Rome ( September?3™) and signed a friendship
agresment with Faly (Zvvimpay $vin, Tvvind oy wm Avnomot Amavovopoes). After Roms,
Venizelos ravelled to Paris straight sway (26-20 of September) and reassored the French leadess theat
Greek-Tialian approach did not mesn that Greece was changine its stance towards France
Afteroards, the Greek Prime Minister mravelled to London (September 30%) in order to convince the
Yugeslay Minister of Foreipn Affairs. Mr. Maninkewich snd with the help of France, which did not
want to see Greece dragged behind Imly, the two men agreed o normalize the Gresk-Yogoslaw
relations (See the mimites of the February 1934 of the mesting of the Greek political parties” leaders,
text available at Benald Muosewm Archives, Eleftherios Venizelos Archives, folder 064 — 45, swvailsble
on line by the Matiomal Fesearch Foundation “Eleftherios . Venizelos™ digitsl archive also see
Svoloponlos, 1992: 213-214)
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leaders had trust buldmg effects sinular to those m s pre-election speech a few
months earlier, yet, their main importance 1s that they constitute the first positive
gesture towards mitiating a rapprochement process. Unlike public political speeches
that may often be overenthusiastic for domestic consumption reasons, personal
comespondence 15 a moch more credible way of commumication among political
leaders. In addihon, Vemzelos managed to put pressure on the Turkash leadership,
which now had to reciprocate, and m tumn, reveal their plans and aspirations as far
as the Tudkish-Greek affairs were concermed.

The answer from Ismet Inomu amived a month later, on September 28
1928 In this letter Inomu agreed with Venizelos that the future of the two states
should be based on mutual understandng and honest fnendship. The willingness
for a cooperative solution fo the Greek-Turkish 1ssues was also demonstrated earlier
m September when, duning a speech given by Inom i the city of Malatya on
September 13® of 1928, he said that if the two sides were approaching each other
with good infenbons it would be possible for them to resolve the problems that
separated them He added that the Turkish leadership was under the impression that
Vemizelos wanted to recommence honest negotiabions concerming the unresolved
1ssues, and stated that he would write a letter to Venizelos as soon as he retumed to
Ankara (cited in Gonlubol and Sar, 1996: 66; Demrozu, 2008: 315).

At this pomnt 1t 15 essenhal to stress the simlanties between the Greek and
Turkish maneuvers, both jomntly leading to the mmhation of official negotiations

between Greece and Turkey. As 1t 15 evident m Inomn and Vemizelos® public
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speeches, both men made it clear that not only did they not have hostile intentions,
but also that they did not perceive each other as enemmes, but as possible strategic
allies. Smilantes concernmg the language and expectations also exmst when the
comespondence 1s compared. As discussed in the literature review chapter strong
and positive statements by political leaders is, apart from strong mdicators of
relaions’ moprovement, an moportant step fowards chanmng the negative
perceptions of one party vis-a-vis the other.

The two governments seemed to agree on what thewr fihure relahonship
should resemble and the negobafions between Greece and Turkey resumed m
December of 1928. The negotiahions lasted for two years unfil June of 1930. Yet
despite the goodwill, the negotiations that followed were particularly hard, making
it difficult to estmate whether the outcome of the talks would have resulted m an
agreement or not (see Elefthero Vima, 15/12/1928)". Mistrust, politics, and refigees’
objections® contributed not cnly to delaying the conclusion of the talks, but they
also brought a halt to the negotiations. The relations between Greece and Turkey hit

rock bottom m the summer of 1929, when maneuvermg of the Turkish Army along

" According to the Greek press of the time, most of the Turkish press was expecting that the talks
would reach to a satisfactory solution concerning the izsues that divided the Gresks and the Torks.
The only exception was Cumburiyet newspaper which considered that the tslks were pointless as
AETEETETT,

- For instsnce, during the nepotiations “in May 1920, the Twrkich povernment decided that the
property that belonged to the Gresk Orthodox who were formesrdy of Ottoman nationality but wese
sent to Greece in the population exchsnped be determined evalusted and purchased The decision
said that the Torkish povernment had the right of purchesing property of this kind™ (see Bilgic, 2004:
299, In addition reaching a positive agreement was hindered by the reaction of the refogess m
Greece who strongly opposed the nomors that the forhmes of the exchanges populations wonld be
expunged by balancing each other (see Anactasiadow 1992 27
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the Greek border and the recondiioming of the maval ship “Yavuz,” made the

atmosphere wvery temse (Bulmc, 2006; also for a narrative of the negohations
progression based on the archives of the Greek Mimstry of Foreign Affars see
Hadjrvasileiou, 1999: 60-65).

Nonetheless, as of December the siuabion started to change Turkey's
realizahon of Venizelos™ sincenty was a catalyst towards improvement (Karamanhs,
19935: 83). In addition, the Greek political leadership was convinced that Turkey did
not pose a threat to Greece’s secunty as the former had no aspiration to occupy amy
Greek termtory. Dunmg a speech m the Greek Parhament some months before the
final agreement, Vemzelos, after repeating Greece’s commuiment to the

While I was in Lausanne. .. had the good foriune to come to direct contact

with the leader of the Turkish Government Ismet Pasa. When the discussion

concemed the Western Thrace for which autonomy was requested he [Ismet

Pasa] told me “Mr Fenizelos you can be certain that not only we shall not

risk war in order to expand fowards Europe, bui even if the Balkan

countries bestowed one part of their lands for us to expand, we would thank
them for the donation, buf we would furn it down because it is not fo our
benefit”

Idon't have only this reassurance . I also have another proaf. You know that
when I went to Lausanne fo negotiate the peace freaties and Turksy stated
her claims fowards Greece...while until the fime of the Great War Turkey
claimed the soversignty of the Asia Minor coast adjacent islands, when she
stated her claims she asked fo remain under her sovereigniy only Innros
and Tenedos, and she raised no other claims for the other island (Eleftheto
Vima, 11/2/1930)

Vemzelos” speech m the Parhament, apart from openly sugpesting that his
personal relabons with Inonu were an important factor to the process, largely
explams why the negotiations did not fail, but mstead led to the imbabon of the
rapprochement process m 1930. It was the conmuitment of the pohtical leadership at
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the top level which resisted difficulties and stood by the political spmit and planning
that prevailed in September of 1928.

The actions of the political leadership at the top levels were the doving
force belund the mitiation of the rapprochement. As s illustrated m Table 1 these
actions basically constitute a step by step progress, beginning with positive
statement and gestures and concluding with the signing a senes of agreements m
1930, which marks the beginming of the rapprochement process. In the following
pages, the discussion will focus on the incentives that prowvide the answer to the
question of “Why did the political men who were mvolved in this process decided

to take these decisions?

Table 4.1.

Vemzelo Vemzelos Vemzelos Leaders
spre- wins  lefterto LM Remet gy
clection  Greek  Turkish “phenr iap  SUPPOTt
December
July Angust August  Septemb Decemb 1928 .
1928 1928 1928 er 1928  er 1928 Tume 1930
Strong
Creak

First step Governmen Positive Reciproc CHOT 0 Naoptiatio

- t-GTPro- Gesture - ation — touch to ns contimue
building Coopeatio  Trust  Positive ™4 andlead to
trust n bulding  gestore  PrOPlEM  aoreement
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4.5. Main Incentives for the Initiation of the 1930s Rapprochement

Up to this point 1t has been made clear that political will and especially the
decisive stance of the Greek and Turkish Prime Mimisters were not only the doving
force behind the mitiation of the Greek-Turkish 193(0s rapprochement. but also the
sole reason for its successful commencement Considenng that polifical leaders are
rational players seeking to maximize benefits for their countries and constituencies,
strong incentives dictating a cooperative political behavior prevailed from 1928 to
1930. In order to explore these mcentives the followmg discussion will employ the
theoretical assumptions analyzed, in length in the hterature review chapter

Undoubtedly, the concerns that both Turkey and Greece had for thewr
national security were the primary motive m dictating the polifical will for
rapprochement. To a great extent, Greece and Turkey were acting withn a siuilar
mfermational environment, whose main characterishics were the lack of balance of
power, and the existence of many players who were frying to take a leading role.
Also in the Balkans, states such as Yugeslavia (also used for Kingdom of Serbs,
Croats and Slovenes) started to see themselves as the new key players, while others,
such as Bulgana, were holding persisting immedentist ideas and perceived themselves
as the “losers™ of the post-war distnbutions. As such, the possibility of a Greek-
Twrkish rapprochement that included political, financial and military/defense
cooperation offered the Turkish and Greek poliicians an opportumity to balance the

playing field.
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In that sense, classical pohtical realism provides the strongest explanation
for the 1930s rapprochement This is hardly surprising taking into consideration
that real politik became the donunant inderstanding of international politics durng
the interwar penod The search for national secunty was a major factor influencing
political decisions and dictating foreign policy options. Especially for Greece, the
need to normahize relations with Tutkey was wgent as the former had faled to
normalize relations with the rest of its neighbors across its northern frontiers™.
Security was a major concern for Turkey as well, as not only did 1t share borders
with most of the Great Powers of the fime, but, in addition, 1t had unresolved
business with them such (e.g. the Mosul question with Brutam).

Apart from the pressure that the internahonal system was puttmg omn
rapprochement should also be taken into comsideration The role of domestic
polihcs m a state’s foreign policy has caunsed mmch debate mn the field of
mternational relations, and has mamnly been advocated by the Imenpolifik
approach Innenpolitik scholars, who generally belong to the hberal or defensive
realist schools of thought, have supported the pnmacy of domestic politics (Primat

der Innerpolitik) wis-a-wis the pnmacy of foreign policy (Pnmat der Aussenpohtik)

'* Om the one hand Greek-Bulzarisn relstions had worsened affer the Greek parliament did mot
procead to the ratification of the Politis-Falfof protocol that was signed in Geneva on September 29,
1924 and arranped minority issues between the two countries. Belations were firther worsened
following a border incident in 1925, when the killing of two Greek soldiers drowe dictator Pangalos
to order an imasion of a Bulzarian border fomm (see Vishos, 2006a). On the other hand | relations
with Yuzoslavia were also sirained, as the latier had denowmced the Greek-Serbian alliance Treaty of
1913, whils the series of agreements that wers sipned i 1925 between Greece and Yozoslavia met
the reaction of the Greek political elite (Siousioumras, 2003)
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{on this discussion see for instance Zakana, 1992; Jacobsen, 1996). Nonetheless, as
far as the imtiation of the 1930 Greek-Turkish rapprochement is concemed,
innenpolifik offers a weak explanation Instead realism and m particular
neoclassical realism which accepts domestic poliics’ mopact but only as a
secondary factor, provides a more convincing theoretical framework. Indeed, m the
Greek-Turkish rapprochement domestic conditons offered only supplementary
motivation for the imtiation of the rapprochement, while the maimn incentives were
due to secunty concems.

Regardless, 1t should be mentioned that the quest for poliical stablity and
the need for social reforms in both Turkey and Greece requured a penod of peace,
thus making mpprochement even more desirable. Stability in Greek-Tudkish
relations would allow the pohicy-makers o proceed with muportant changes within
their respective countries. Pressures due to domestic factors were more urgent for
Turkey, whose leaders had concloded that their ultimate goal would be to elevate
thesr country to the level of contemporary civilization (see Heper, 1985; 48). Thus,
the late 1920s would constitute for Turkey a decade of groundbreaking reforms
ranging from constitutional amendments to social transformations (for an analytical
account of these reforms see Lewis, 2002; Rustow, 1955; Tachaun, 1984; Ahmad
2000)™. Greece expenienced a high level of political conflict in the 1920s (Liberals
vs. Foyalists), while mulhitary mvolvement with pohtics also persisted after the end

of the Asia Minor war (Karamanhs, 1985: 24).

* Indeed, the variety of chanzes was such that scholars have characterized the Turkish revolution as
cultoral (Yalman, 1977, social (Marding 1997, or political (Orbudum, 19813
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As far as financial 1ssues are concerned. 1t 15 hard to estimate whether, or
not, they had a positive impact on rapprochement. Greek researchers tend to agree
that Turkey was focusing most of ifs attenfion on economic benefits, while Greece
was focusmng on temitonal mtegnty. The argument supporting this clamm s that at
their opening speeches before the sigmng of the October 1930 agreements, besides
the mutual complimentary remarks, 1t 15 clear that the mam ssue for Turkey was to
avoid new debts, while Vemizelos™ speech was more focused on guaranteemg the
status quo (Anastasiadou, 1992: 39).

Apart from the abovementioned motivations, the role of the refogees as a
“veto-player” to the mtiation of the rapprochement mmst also be mentioned as a
significant counter-motivahon. In Greece the refugees, who were supportng
Vemzelos, became very displeased with the provisions of the June 1930 agreement.
Theirr dissahisfachon was rased m the parhament by refugee parliamentanans
during the heated debate regarding the Greek-Turkish agreement that took place m

late Jume.

4.6. Breaking Down the Rapprochement Process

The agreement between Greece and Turkey that arranged once and for all
the issue of the exchanged populations’ forhmes and domains, was signed m
Ankara on June 10% 1930, almost two years after Venizelos™ first letter to Ismet
Inomn and Tevfik Rigti Aras. After this economic agreement, the most important

obstacle to the mprovement of the Greek-Turkish relations ceased to exist and the
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road towards an honest and strong rapprochement was open. Even though the
miention of this agreement was no more than to solve the economic 1ssues between
the two parts, it paved the way for the mutiabion of the Greek-Tudash
rapprochement.

a. Summit level commumication

The agreements signed m October 1930 covered a large spectnmm of the
balateral relations, as they touched upon fmancial 1ssues and 1ssues of foreign and
domestc affars. As such a strong basis was lad i place from which to bmld a
solid and smcere fnendship. In the following years, the progress of Greek-Tudkish
relabions was mndeed sharp and the two states expenenced a decade of cooperation
and collaboraton At moments the relahonship that developed was so strong that
actually surpnises, or even, overwhelms the researchers.

The change m attitudes began after the signing of the financial agreement mn
June 1930. Until Venizelos visited Ankara on 27" October, the change was such
that the press wrote “never again had the povernment of the Tukish Republic
welcome someone m such a celebratory atmosphere, as that of the day of the
Vemzelos and Michalakopoulos™ wisit” (Elefthero Vima, 2/11/1930). Even the
Greek press that stood in oppesition acknowledged the unprecedented warmth that
the Greek delegates received. The Greek press noted that “the Greek delegation
received the warmest welcome by the Turks™ whale it quoted Reviik Riisti saying

“the two states umited will constitute a major power” (Kathimerim, 28/10/1930).



The enthusiastic atmosphere did not fade away quickly. A year later Ismet
Inomu accompanied by Turkish ministers reciprocated the visit, and amived in
Athens on October 3, 1931. The scenes that unraveled in the Greek streets, all the
way from the port to the hotel where the Tirkish delegation settled were indeed
extraordinary (Cumburiyet, 4/10/1931). Thousands of Greek citizens rushed to the
streets in order to welcome the Turkish officials. The press made the following

Comments:

A historic day rose today for the Greek capatal city; for the Greek soul. Two
flags that were covered with so mmch blood, two battle-hardened flags, that
sometimes were raised to the win and other times were lowered to the loss.
that had become rags from the fights, the hostlity and the hate that
separated the two nahons, wave today in the attic sky new as bemg bom
agan by the ashes, untouched smmley, happy and reconciled, symbols of the
new day that nses to the life of the two nations. Thus, Athens started today a
celebration of mnovation For the first fime in its history the dawn found her
bedighted by Turkish flags (Afhunaika Nea, 4/4/1931, see also sinmlar
comments from Kathimenm 4/4/1931)

In general meetings between officials became more frequent than before,
while persomal relations between Greek and Twdash leaders also moproved
Especially the relationship Inonn had with Venizelos was quite friendly and
personal. A very good example of this closeness 15 an meident that took place m late
May 1932, when on their way to Rome, Incom accompamed by Teviik Riistii Aras
stopped by Athens. As their ship had to stay at the port of Piraeus for one and a half
hours the Tukish officials expressed their wish to see Vemizelos and
Michalakopoules. However, even though the two Greek politicians had scheduled
this meeting, PM Vemzelos felt ill and had to stay at home. When Ismet Inomn was

mformed about Vemizelos™ mdisposition, he msisted on visitimg him and stated it 15
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not possible for me to come to Piraeus, leam that noy fnend Venizelos is 1ll and stay
unconcerned . The Tumkish officials stayed at Vemzelos® place for more than half an
hour, dunng which time they agreed that the rapprochement was beneficial to both
parties. They also discussed financial 1ssues and 1ssues of disarmament, and amved
at the conclusion that the views of both countnes comcide (Athinaika Nea
23/5/1932). On their way back from Rome the Tiurkish leaders stopped by Greece
again (Athmaika Nea, 1/6/1932).

It is also mmportant to note that the atmosphere dunng the official meetings
was also very warm and fnendly. The mumites of the October 1931 meeting among
the Greek and Turkish Pnme Mimsters and Mimisters of Foreign Affairs show that
the discussion took place among fnends and withm a cooperative spint (Benala
Musemm Archives, Eleftherios Vemzelos Archives, folder 358 — 79). At first, the
Turkish officials analyze Turkey's relations with the Great Powers. Afterwards the
discussion revolved around the Balkan issues and the discussants agreed that the
Greek-Turkish understanding, although special, it should be open to the rest of the
Balkan states. The discussion shows that the trust that the Turkish leaders have
towards the Greek leaders and vice-versa, allows the discussants to adopt a, more or
less, common roadmap for the Balkans.

Neither the spmt of cooperabon nor the rapprochement process was
disturbed by the change of government in Greece. Indeed, the Greek Ambassador m
Ankara Polychroniadis informed the Turkish Government that the newly elected

Greek Govemnment would contme to support the Greek-Turkish fnendship

a2



(DAGM 030.10:255.715.14.). Greece was stepping mio a penod of political
mstability. People’s Party (Laitko Komma) headed by Panagis Tsaldans won the
elechons on September 25, 1932, and managed to form a government after a second
round of elechons on March 3, 1933 (Vakalopoulos, 1993: 393). What 15 important
15 that dunng the election’ campaigns no political leaders argued against the Greek-
Twrkish mpprochement (Anastasiadou: 1992).

On September 10, 1933 the Greek Pnme Mmster visited Ankara where he
received a warm welcome (Athmaika Nea, 11/9/1933). Official wvisits contiomed
frequently. For mstance, Ismet Inomn wisited Athens om several occasions, and
Greek press always regarded hus wisits from a positive point of view (See Athinaika
Nea, 20/12/1936; Athinatka Nea, 24/5/1937). The new Turkish Pome Mmster,
Celal Bayar, also visited Athens in order to sign another Greek-Turkish agreement.
“the unprecedented fact with the Greek-Turkish reconcibiation 1s that it gets
stronger as time passes by” (Athinaika Nea, 27/4/1933).

b. Signing of agreements

First and foremost, the Jme 10®, 1930 Agreement that leaders signed i
Ankara ushered in a new round of rapprochement process, thms cames a special
mportance. This agreement decisively settled mmportant 1ssues between Turkey and
Greece, which had been a senous mmpediment to developing amy type of
cooperation between the two states. With the Articles 1 & 2 the estate and property

of the Mushms and Greeks, which had been abandomed by the exchanged
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populations, passed on fo the ownership of Greece and Turkey respectively. The
arficles 10-13 concerned the issue of the Greek population n Istanbul while the
Arficles 14-17 amranged the property 1ssues of the Western Thrace Mushms. The
articles 20-21 were also important they held as Greece hable to pay 425.000
English Liras to Tukey (For the full text of the Agreement in Turkish see
Cumburiyet 11/6/1930, also on the Ankara Apreement see Anastasiadon, 1992 47-
48; Gioltsoglou, 2006: 654-660, Frat, 2008: 346-347).

The agreement caused bitterness among large porbons of the Greek
populace, the refngees, who saw their dream of ever being remnbursed for their lost
properties ending. Also the opposibon severely cnticized the final agreement, and
condemned the Pnme Mimster Vemzelos for giving up too muoch m order to
achieve the financial agreement. On June 24, the discussion for the ratficabon of
the treaty begun in the Greek parliament and the refugee members of the
parhiament, attacked Vemzelos verbally for the apreement he made (Omn the
discussion see newspaper Kathimenim June 25 1930; for some of the statements
that were made by the refugee parliamentarians see Kathimerini June 25, 1930)".

In October 1930, durmg Vemizelos® wisit to Ankara the two parts signed a

fnendship agreement that constituted the capstone of the rapprochement’s positive

# Venizelos knew beforchand that the Apreement would spoil his ties to the refugees. As he had
Mavtopordatos (1983) points out Venizelos “was willing to risk swch pain because he was convinred
that the guestion of the compensation of the refigess should be terminsied once and for all
Oitherwize the comity would be pushed o economic bankrupicy and civil war™ (p 307). Indesd part
of the refugee vote left Venizelism and even supported the Compmmist party which at the time
“demanded the ultimste in terms of demagory: both full compensation and fotal cancellstion of all
refupes depis_ 3c well ac sholition of the refierese rents ™ (p. 220)
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development The Fnendship, Neutrality, Reconciliation and Arbitration A greement
(Tougavo Priag. Ovlerepéryos, Awddémg wm Awrmoio; — Dostiuk,
Tarafsizlik, Uzlasma ve Hakemlik Antlasmasi), obliged the two countries not to
sign any polifical or economuc agreements that would tfum against the other, whale
they would have to solve their differences at the Permanent Court of International
Justice in the Hague (Art. 1). Moreover, accordng to article 2, each part was
obliged to remam impartial in the case that the other part was attacked by a thard
country (See Anastasiadow, 1992: 49-50; Gioltsoglou, 2006: 660-661, Firat, 2008:
347-348).

Apart from the fnendship agreement, Twrkey and Greece also signed a
“Residency Agreement” (Zoupove Eynaardotaonc) according to which the citizens
of the signatory parties were capable of entering freely, travelling and residing at
the temitory of the other party, without being subjected to any kind of linntations,
other than the limitations that the natives of that state are or will be subjected to (for
more informaton on the content and the meamng of fhus agreement see
Gioltsoglou: 2006: 663-665).

Greece and Turkey continued their close cooperation with an unreduced zeal
even after Venizelos lost the Greek national elections. During the new Greek Pnme
Minister Panayis Tsaldans’ visit to Turkey, in September 1933 (For a detaled
schedule of Tsaldans® wvisit as well as his meetings with Turkish officials see
DAGM 030.10255.7173), he concluded with hus Twdash counterpart an

Agreement of Smcenty (Samumu Anlagma Belges: ) which azmed at increasmg both
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states” secumity vis-a-vis the threat of the revisiomst Bulgana (Firat, 2008: 349).
According to the Article 1 the two states mutually puaranteed the mwolability of
thesr borders (Elefthero Vima, 13 September 1933; also a complementary

agreement of the September 1933 and the October 1930 agreements were signed by
Celal Bayar and Metaxas im Athens on Apnl 17, 1938, see Elefthero Vima 28 Apnl

1938). Moreover, on December 22, 1933 and October 10, 1934 Turkey and Greece
signed two compensation agreements (Topgovies Topymguopov — Takas
Antlagmasy).

The aforesaid bilateral agreements were not the only mportant agreements
that Greece and Turkey signed in this specific penod. There were also a set of
nmltilateral agreements that bnd Twkey and Greece together Thus, they were
mmensely miportant for Greek-Turkish cooperation. In that sense, the signimg of
the Balkan Pact was the most important development affectmg the course of
relabions among the Balkan states. The 1dea that the Balkan states should form a
type of alhance was nothmg new. In fact 1t preceded the Greek-Tudkish
rapprochement. The seeds planted in 1929, when during the Global Peace Congress
m Athens (Tlapoome Zvvedpo Ewyppwng — Evrensel Bang Kongresi), Greece's
former Pime Minister Papanastasion proposed such a plan (Firat, 2008: 330). His
1deas were accepted as the separation between revisiomst and pro-status quo states,
made such an agreement very attractive to all Balkan States (Yilmaz 2008: 204).

During the next years, a senes of conferences took place, staring in Athens

on October 5, 1930, with the parhicipation of Greece, Turkey, Bulgaria, Fomama,
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Albama and Yugoslawvia. It took amother three years and three more conferences
before four of these countries (Turkey, Greece, Yugoslavia and Romama) finally
signed an agreement and established the Balkan Entente (Belsazveo Ziugpovo —
Balkan Entente) on February 9, 1934 (Cumburiyet, 10/2/1934; also for the detals
on the conferences that preceded the sigmng of the Balkan Entente see Gonlubol
and Sar, 1996: 99-101).

The February agreement that was finally sipned by Greece, Turkey,
Yugoslavia and Fomama amed at establishing peace m the region and the
preservation of the status quo, through mutual gnarantee of the signatories” borders.
Nonetheless the fact that Bulgana, from which the agreement was actoally meant to
protect, was not part of the deal, created further issues and soon both the Greek and
the Turkish governments rushed to clanfy that the apreement was binding only m
the case that a signatory was attacked by another Balkan state, and not just amy
other state (see Koliopoulos, 2002:303-307). Bulgana, however, joined the Balkan
Entente on July 31, 1938 (Athmaika Nea, 31/7/1938).

c. Military cooperation

During the first rapprochement, mulitary cooperation manly mvelved
signing of agreements for the purpose of massunng the other party that amy
very few occasions when mulitary cooperation took place on the field, just as m the
case of the 1999 rapprochement whereby Greece and Turkey would common

nulitary tramming and orgamze jomnt forces under NATO.
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The first step towards buildng a common understanding of the mmlitary
affairs was taken dunng Vemzelos™ visit to Turkey, in October 1930. Tukey and
Greece on this specific occasion signed the Protocol for the lmmtathon of nawval
armaments. Hatzivassihou (2007: 89) argues that the mam dnving force belund the

naval protocol was:

the reah=ation that both were conservative states, committed to the status
quo in the Balkans Since they were no longer divided by termntomal
disputes, they had an mferest in avoiding an expensive naval race - and m
the mierwar years it was widely held that an ‘arms race' was not only a
source of fmancial difficulties, but also one of the actoal canses of wars.

The signatonies to the protocol agreed to avord orderng or buymg nawval
mulitary vessels. In case of a new order of such equpment the buyer had the
responsibility to make his intentions known to the other side six months ahead of
time (Elefthero Vima, 31/10/1930). Military cooperation became stronger after the
sigming of the Balkan Pact of 1934. Few months after the Pact was signed the Greek
Mimister of Military Affairs visited Turkey and met with Turkish officials and
mulitary officers. The Greek press noted that the tnp gave Turks and Greeks a
chance to elaborate on military cooperation (Athinaika Nea, 9/5/1934).

Furthermore, visits between military men were not unnsual. For mstance, m
September 1935 part of the Greek fleet went to Istanbul, while m December 1936,
part of the Turkish fleet amved m the port of Athens. The Tudash fleet was
camymg the Turkish Admiral Sukma Ckan (Elefthero Vima, 4/12/1936). Likewise,
m June 1937 the Turkish battleship “Hamidiye™ carrying Turkish cadets stopped at
the Faliro port in Athens. During its stay m Athens the commander of the ship
visited the city and met with Greek officers, while he also laid a wreath at the statue
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of the Unknown Scoldier. In addition the Turash cadets and officers wisited the
Greek Naval Academy (To Vima, 6/6/1937).

d. Economic cooperation

Apart from the political level and lateral relations, economic ties became
stronger as well. On the one hand economic benefits were the immediate outcome
of the hme 1930 agreement, especially for Torkey. Greece benefited mamly by the
commercial agreement on the 1ssues of mporting brandy and scap. The same
agreement benefited Turkey as far as ammal taxabon was concemed (Anastasiadou,
1992: 60-61). The Greek press supporting Vemzelos also saw the commercial
agreement as an opportumty to refresh therr commercial relations (Oikonommkos
Taxidromos, 2/11/1930, front-page. The same article also provides a short
assessment on what Greece benefited from the commercial agreement).

On the other hand, good relations that the rapprochement bult perhaps came
back to create better condiions for strengthening economuc bonds between the two
countnies. One of the most important of these developments was the foundation of
the Turkish-Greek Bureau of Commerce (EXnvotovpsaso; Epmopmwoc Zoviespioc
— Tiirk -Yuman Ticaret Biirosu) in Istanbul, m May 1934 (Firat, 2008: 350). The two
states went on and signed a senes of commercial agreements in the 1930s, such as
the agreement m Athens in May 1933 (Oikonomukos Taxidromos, 7/5/1933), the
agreement m September 1933 (Oikonomukos Taxadromos, 29/9/1935), and the
agreement m May 1938 (Oikonomikos Taxidromos, 6/6/1938). All these

agreements had the goal of creating better condibons m order for the commerce
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between Turkey and Greece to develop firther Nonetheless, this was not an easy
task regardless of the good will from both sides. It 1s clear in Table 4.2. that the
Greek-Turkish commerce remamed more or less unchanged i terms of the value of
exchanged goods (Data 1s taken from the speech of Mr Pesmatzoglou, President of
the Greek-Twkish commercial Orgamzation (Burean of Commerce), Cikonommkos

Taxudromos, 8/5/1939).

Table 4.2.
Import (from Tukey) Export (to Tudkey)
Thousand Million Million
tons Drachmas Thousand tons Dirachmas
1934 156 253 3 51
1935 ] 217 3 61
1936 04 177 3 40
1937 67 202 5 35
1938 47 273 6 35

Economuc cooperafion also took further boost from the Balkan Pact As
such, the heads of the Balkan Banks held a meeting in Athens in order to discuss
ways to promote economic cooperation between the Balkan counines, while there
were similar meetings concerning tounsm and merchant shippime (Elefthero Vima,
16/2/1937).

e. Statements made by afficials and good will gestures

On several occasion Greek and Turkish officials made statements that
confirmed the atmosphere of strong cooperafion and trust that prevailed between
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the two states. A charactenstic example of such statements 15 Kemal Ataturk’s

address to the Grand National Assembly on November 1, 1930, after the sipnmg of

I am particularly pleased with the official wisits to Ankara of the Pome
Mimster and Foreign Affairs” Mimster of our neighbor and friend Greece.
The lgher mterests of Turkey and Greece have completely ceased to in m
oppostte direchions. The sincere fnendship of these two countnes provides
secumty and strength for both of them The documents, which contract the

new principles of the new penod beginming between the two republics, have
been presented for our final approval (as cited m Demarozu, 2008: 323-324)

Apart from statements a special reference should be made to some
mportant events that are ndicative of all the aforementioned developments m the
Greek-Turkish relations, ensuing the 1930°s agreements. In late 1930™ Venizelos
sent a letter of recommendation to the Nobel Prize commuttee and proposed the
Tkish President for the Peace Nobel Prize (full text of the letter 15 available at
Benaki Museum Archives, Eleftherios Vemzelos Archives, folder 283 — 71). In June
1933, after the assassinabon attempt agamst Vemizelos hife, Inomm sent a very
affable telegram sending hus best wishes to Vemzelos (copy of the telegram 1s
available at Benaki Museum Archives, Elefthero Vemzelos Archives, folder 348 —
106). Finally, when Atatuk died, the Greek press made extensive spaces in their
front-pages to describe the tragic event with somow™. They also refered to
Ataturk’s friendly feehngs towards Greece and his confribution to the Greek-

Turkish rapprochement (Athmaka Nea, 11/11/1938). The Greek Ponme Mimster

£ Ansstasiadon assumes the date could range from December 1930 to Tamary 1931
# The comment refers to Eathimerini, Elefthero Vima, and Athinaika Nea
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went fo Ankara to attend the funeral while be was followed by a Greek mulitary
contingent that joined the parade (Athinaika Nea, 21/11/1938).

[ Rapprochements "influence on the societal level

In the case of the 1930 rapprochement the attitude of the socety is of
special mmportance for two speafic reasons. On the one hand 1t was less than a
decade that the two states had fought a deadly war dunng which many people lost
thesr lives, their loved ones and their properties. On the other hand the refugees
that the war m Asia Mmor created had seen thewr hopes of retum or compensation
shattered by the 1930 agreement Thus, it is very interesting to exanune the way the
Greek and Turkish nations reacted to the rapprochement process.

It 15 difficult to mnderstand the way public opinion in both countries
perceived the rapprochement. However, several references mn the press exhabats that
people were then very positive and supportive of the rapprochement process. For
mstance, on the occasion of [smet Inoma’s wisit to Athens m late May 1937, the
Greek press wrote, “The Greek Public opmion joyfully salutes the Pnime Mimster
of a friendly and ally state, considering itself blissful to host, even for a short
amount of tme, Mr Ismet Inomm, the archutect of the Greek-Tudash
rapprochement” (Athmaika Nea, 24/5/1937). On another occasion, when Tevfik
Riigtii Aras, who on lus way back from Pans where he was negohating the 1ssue of

Alexandretta stopped by Greece, the press wrote:

The Greek people feel particularly contended to host again in the capital city
such a loved contmbutor to the Greek-Turkish cooperation and the Balkan
understanding. The special bonds of the Turkish Minister of Foreign Affairs
to this country and s frequent mp to 1t made him so well known and
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sympathetic that the Greek public opinion considers him as being one of

them (Athmaika Nea, 20/12/1926).

In addition, there are three more strong indicators of public’s support for the
rapprochement process. The first one 1s the warm welcome that Greek and Tudkish
officials recerved when they visited the other party. [smet Inomu’s visit to Athens m
1931, for example, became a cause of celebration for the Greek people. The second
mdicator 15 that the opposiion parties never contested the Greek-Tudash
rapprochement in Greece. Thus, there seems to have been no sigmificant parts of the
sociefy that opposed the rapprochement process. The third mdicator 15 a telegraph
that the Greek Union of War Invalids™, sent to Ismet Inonu while he was stopping
by Greece in June 1932 for a short stay. In the telegraph the representatives of the
Union expressed their warm feelings towards Inonu and their hope that the Balkan
Entente would soon become a reality (GASM 030.10/254.714 4).

Finally, as far as commmmication between the Turkish and Greek sociehes 15
concerned, 1t should be pointed out that student exchanges between the two states
took place (Anastasiadou, 1992), while sports events between Greek and Turkish
teams were orgamized (See for example Afhinaika Nea, 3/7/1931 for an arficle
concerning the cancelation of such an event where there 15 also a reference on the
good relations between Greece and Turkey in the sports section) Turkish professors
visited Athens University for its centenary, while Greek professors also wisited
Twkish  Umversities (see  DAGM  030.10256.72126; DAGM

030.18.01.02/73.28.7). Meetings also included groups of professionals, such as

¥ Bvoo: Avamipov [okEpon Odmaig Avicmvernras & tov Stk e Eyepmg
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Table 4.3.

Rapprochement Process

Indicator

Main events

Frequency

Summit  level

October 1930
Venizelos® visit,
October 1931 Inoma’s
Visit,
September 1933
Taldaris visit

High

High

Tune 1930 Economic
apresment,
October 1930

fsandeh
September 1933

Sincenty agreement

1934 Balkan Entente

High

migh

Military
cooperation

Mamly in the form of
guarantesins

agreements,
exchanges also take
place

High

=izl

Economic
cooperation

Cooperaton
strengthened
agreements signed,
foundations of

institutions (B

__of commerce)

High

Statements/Gest

Several statements

confimmng the good
will/atmosphere take
I:Lla_ue,mremlgmd
will gestures from
both sides

High

Medium

Societal level

Grassroots
from pubhc opimon
and media

High

press representatives (see DAGM 030.10/256.270.29. for a telegraph from Mr

Zanfis president of the Greek Press Representatives’ Union to [smet Inom).
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4.7. Assessment of the Greek Turkish rapprochement
progression of Greek-Turkash relations mm 1930s was not only successful in terms of
duration, but also 1t delivered a positive impact on on all of the indicators that were
examined This success was not the outcome of a single cause, but, on the contrary,
a mumber of different factors conmbuted to the positive outcome of the process. In
the following pages the discussion will focus on the independent vanables that were
mtroduced in the literature review chapter, and examine the role of each of those

vanables mn the successful outcome of the rapprochement process.

= Impact of the international system on national security

The structure of the miemnational system was favorable to the mitation of
the rapprochement process as it provided Turkey and Greece with strong mcentives
for a closer relatonship. It goes without doubt that developments m the
mternational system facilitated a strong rationale for both states to pursue the
permanence of the rapprochement process: thus, it posiively coninbuted to the
success of the process. A major development m the mifemational arena was the
adoption of revisiomist policies by Germany and Italy dunng the 1930s, which
made the Greek-Turkish rapprochement and, also, the Balkan Entente valuable. The
drision of Evrope and the Great Powers mto two opposing camps, brought a wave
of uncertamty concerning the future, and as such, the significance of alhances
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Apart from the stroctural changes m the infernational arema, special
reference must be made as to how the Greek-Turkish rapprochement process altered
power balance i the Balkan Peninsula, penerating beneficial systemic changes on a
regional level Consequently, the most mmportant development concernmg the two
states” security amived with the establishment of the Balkan Entente m 1934. The
Entente itself 15 considered as a direct outcome of the new reality that the Greek-
Twkish rapprochement created m the Balkans. After 1930 the two countnes
combmed therr powers towards the creation of a Balkan Agreement that would

mchude as many Balkans states as possible. As Vemizelos, m 1931, put it

The importance of the Greek-Turdash agreement 1s special We are m the
position to say that the Balkan Umon started through the Greek-Turdkash

fnendship. Nothing divides the two states any more. We would proceed as
far as possible, and 1f the rest of the Balkan states were ready then we could

proceed very far. In any case, we are ready fo accept to our umon any other

Balkan state, without amy exceptions (Mpenaki Museum Archives,

Elefthenios Vemzelos Archives, folder 358 - 79)

Similarly, in an arhicle of Teviik Risti, which he wrote for the Greek
newspaper - Elefthero Vima™, the Turkish Mimster of Foreign Affairs noted that the
Greek-Turkish friendship should buld the first momentum needed for the
realization of a broader imderstanding, which would mnclude the Balkan states, and
this vmon would, In fum be a first step towards a wmon of European states
(Elefthero Vima, 7/10/1931).

Apart from the Balkan entente of 1934, the rapprochement created the
conditions that heartened Turkey and Greece to coordinate ther policies and
defense stroctures aganst common threats, with Bulgana and Italy bemng the
mportant of them This was mamnly achieved through the agreement that was
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signed m Ankara on September 14, 1933. With this agreement the two couniries
nutually puaranteed ther common borders. The agreement at thus capacity was
about relegating the Bulganan threat, at least, at the beginmng. makmg reference
ooly to diplomatic or political responsibilites. However, in October 1937, the
General Staffs of both coimines signed the Ankara Protocols, which concemed the
common forificabion and defense of Edmne/Adnanoupolis (Nikolaou, 1996: 338-

360).

= State 1dentity

The alteration of state identity was clearer on the Greek side and it had
already begun before the muhation of the rmapprochement process. The termunation
of the “Megali Idea™ by Venizelos was a major alteration in Greek foreign policy
and defimtely prowvided further space for future cooperation between Turkey and
Greece. After the mhaton of the rapprochement there were firther positive

changes i the way the two counines viewed themselves and the other These

positive changes made the rapprochement process a nmch more natural and stable

one. In short, the shapmg of new state 1denfities that started before the imtiation of
the rapprochement, but also continued durmg the process, posihvely influenced the
success of the first Greek-Turkish rapprochement.

Specifically, there are two mam assumphons concerning state 1dentity that
are equally true for both Turkey and Greece. On the one hand, each of these two

states started considermg itself as a pro-status quo state, at least as muoch as ther
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common borders were concerned. This was made clear by official statements that
were constantly making clear that both Greece and Turkey had no aspirations on
each other’s land or the land of any other Balkan state. On the other hand Greece
and Turkey managed to develop such a state identity that allowed them to view the
other side as a valuable fnend, rather than a possible threat. The fwo states had no
reservations about trusting each other or aching in harmony. The level of tast and
cooperation was back then high enough that the relation can be described as a
“secunity commmmity”, borrowing the term from Constructivists® theoretical toolset

{(Wendt 1994; Bellamy, 2004; Adler and Bamett, 1998).

= Costs and benefits equilibrium

Concemning the cost'benefit analysis, high costs of a possible detenoration
of relations, and considerable benefits from the rapprochement significantly
strengthened the incentives for each party to seek for the contimmation of the
process. Apart from the i1ssues of secunty, benefits of the rapprochement mamnly
concern the mprovement of living condiions for the mmonties. However, it is
itself a benefit that Turkey and Greece could construct a discourse according to
which they commutted themselves to the peaceable and mutually acceptable ways
of sorting out emergent disharmony of interests. Nonetheless, there was a complete
lack of considerable costs of contimung the rapprochement process.

The frequent visits on the highest level, trustful environment and the nmutual

will for cooperation created a condiion that was highly benefical for both states.
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The first to bepefit from such a poliical proximuty was the members of the
minorities”. A direct outcome of the rapprochement process was that the living
conditions for the minonties mproved on both sides. The new spmt in the relatons
was manifest in the treatment of the mmonbes. Both Greek and the Tudash
governments adopted a broader-minded athiude towards their respective minontes
{Alexandns, 1992 180). Indicative of the new attitude was the visit of Vemzelos to
the Ecumemical Patnarchate in Istanbul on November 1, 1930. This was the first
time n history that a Greek Pnme Mimster was allowed to wisit the Patnarchate
{Alexandns: 1992: 194: for the full coverage of Vemzelos™ wisit see also Elefthero
Vima, 2/11/1930). Fetum to the previous state of relations would mean that living
conditions for the mimorities would deteriorate, and thus the cost of mterupting the
rapprochement process increased.

Apart from the minorities, on the bilateral level, the aforesaid new approach
m the relabons prompted these two states to handle emergent fnchons through
rapid and consensual methods. There are two examples that are worth mentionmg.
The first one concerns Turkish Law of 2596/3.12.1934 that mvolved forbidding the
priests of various religions to appear in public weanng their religious dressing. The
previous days, the Greek press had been concerned that the banning would include
the Greek Orthodox Patnarch but in the final version of the law was made a special

exclusion for the Patmarch while it included the rest of the rehgious leaders (see

AL T

* At least during the end of the 1930s, which is the time period the curment chapters
Conrerning the ill-treatment of the minorities doring the 10440s see next chapter
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Athinaika Nea, 30/11/1934, and 4/12/1934)™  The second example is related to the
cooperation between Greece and Turkey concerming anfi-Kemalists. members of the
Mushm minority in Western Thrace, who propagated agamst the Turkish regme
(see Anastasiadou, 1992). Greek admumstrators provided shelter to relimous
leaders, including the last Seyhiilislam who fled Turkey after 1923, hoping that
they would keep Greece’s Muslims away from the nationalistic mfluence of the
Trkish Fepublic (Huseymogha, 20107). This practice changed after the imtiation of

= Interdependence

Conceming the sphere of economucs, the new era in Greek-Turkish relahons
was margmally beneficial to both states. The ecomomuc benefits of the
rapprochement should not be overvalued or exaggerated Fmamncial benefits,
although existent, were not great for amy of the parbes. Even so, throughout the
1930s the two states were able to discuss and amrange financial and commercial
155ues In a way that they were beneficial for both. As such, economuc cooperation
and the prospect for a better future as far as commmerce 15 concerned were
significantly mproved compared to the sitwation before the imhaton of the

rapprochement.

M"l:]m1:11|j5:ise:m:Jﬂ;lﬂl}inutl'j:in[l?!ll]l:r:naltin:m:.1‘.]1a':1i||lil:|ile the Paimisrch was indeed excluoded ut the rest
of the relizions leaders were excluded as well. Pamiarch Fotios IT7, avodided exiting the patriarchate ag
2 protest to his escort being dressed with & secular outiit.

100



= Leadership

The role of the Greek and Turkish leaders to the rapprochement was of great
mportance. To bemn with, the mtiahon of the rapprochement process was only
made possible due to the strong wall of Vemzelos and Inomu, who acted with
determination and managed to overcome the essential obstacles that had prevented
the rapprochement umfil 1930. Thas 15 especially true for Vemzelos, who was acting
mn a much more competiive poliical environment, and, most mmportantly, was
under the pressure of large portions of the Greek populaton, the refugees, who had
for years expecting that a fuhwe amangement between Greece and Turkey would
allow them to returmn to their homes, or, at the nmimmm would be reimbursed for
their lost properties. It goes without doubt that had there been a Greek politician
other than Vemzelos mbng Greece, he would not be able to sign an agreement
similar to the June 1930 Ankara Agreement.

Dunng the rapprochement the role of political leaders i the success of the
process was posiive as well Dunng the first years after the pioneers of the
rapprochement’s inttiation, Inomm and Venizelos, contmued working hard and made
mportant breakthroughs that further increased frust and strengthened the process.
Apart from the official level, and what was already been discussed in the previous
pages, actions such as Vemzelos’ nomimation of Kemal Ataturk for the Nobel Peace
Price m 1934, or the granting of lus wife’ house to the Turkish state to be used as
the new Turkish Embassy are mdicahive of leaders’ efforts to strengthen the

rapprochement process. On another occasion, Vemzelos and lus wafe donated 5000
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Twkish Liras to Tirk Oca@ dunng their stay m Ankara m 1931 (see DAGM

030.10:254.712.39))

* Depth of the process

As 1t is clear m Table 4.2 all the indicators relating to the rapprochement
were mfluenced duning the process. Frequent summit level meetings, the signing of
many mmportant agreements, military and economic cooperation, various posifive
statements and gestures, and, lastly, support and participation of the Turkish and
Greek societies are all proofs that the 1930s rapprochement was a deep and
meaningfil process. The fact that the process impacted all of the ndicators had

positive effects in the success of the process.

- Tuming points

The penod durnng which the rapprochement stayed wibrant is charactenzed
with the lack of tuming points that would otherwise cause a deceleration or
mferruption of the process. The absence of tuming pomnts that could have
mferrupted the rapprochement can be attnbuted, apart from good fortune, to several
factors. Pnmanly, the wnchanged poliical support was an mmportant factor that
safeguarded the process. This 1ssue concems Greece more than Tuorkey, as the
former expenenced more changes dunng the 1930s. In that sense it 13 very
essential that Tsaldanis, Kondylis and Metaxas that ruled Greece after Vemizelos,

supported the Greek-Turkish fnendship and even strengthened 1t with their policies.
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Support from the public opimon and the press throughout the process, the lack of
big changes relevant to the process in the international arena and the fact that the
two states had managed to solve therr most mmportant differences early-on m the
process should also be considered as factors that mummized possibibbies for

negative turming points to appear.

= The GRIT sirategy

Firstly, the 1ssue of negotiabions 15 not of pnmary mmportance for the process
of rapprochement Indeed most of the negotiations between Greece and Turkey had
already taken place before the imitiaion of the mpprochement Before the
rapprochement started, previous to the June 1930, the two states had already signed
the bilateral agreements. These agreements solved practically all of the important
1ssues that divided Greece and Turkey at the time. Hence, commumication after the
mihiafion of the rapprochement did not concemn negohations om 1ssues of
contenfion, but mamly discussions on further collaboration and improvement of
relations. In that semse 1t 15 clear that the GRIT strategy, which among others
suggests a gradual approach to problem solving was pot used mm the 1930s
rapprochement, at least not as far as the maimn core of the Greek-Turkash differences

were concerned.
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4.8. Concluding Remarks

To sum up, the current chapter offered a summary of the first rapprochement

between Turkey and Greece in 1930. Some of the most important factors that led to
thos rapprochement and, most importanily, those ones that helped the confimuation
of the process were identified. Further breakdown of these data will take place m
the analysis chapter, where data from all case studies wall be evaluated, compared

and analyzed
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CHAPTER. 5

THE 1950 GREEK-TURKISH UNSUCCESSFUL RAPPROCHEMENT

5.1. Infroduction

The previous chapter descnbed how the Greek-Turkish rapprochement of
1930 created the conditions for peaceful co-existence and frutful cooperation
between the two states. The first rapprochement between Turkey and Greece was a
very successful example of how two states, despite a past filled with conflicts,
managed their all-too-real differences to proceed along an era of collaboration. The
spirit of rapprochement permeated not only the political and official levels, but also
the social life and the peoples” attitude towards one another. It is important fo point
out that the rapprochement did not end officially, as it was not broken abruptly by a
disagreement that surfaced between Greece and Turkey. On the contrary, the Second
World War (WWII) created a new state of affars within which every country had to
rearrange its pnontes and interests.
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The world crder that came about soon after the end of WWII was very
different from the one exisiing before. The world was spht between two opposmg
camps, each of which was dommated by one of the two remammg superpowers,
namely the USA and the USSE. Within thus newly emerging world order, Turkey
and Greece had to redefine their prionties and re-examine their positions in a way
that would serve their inferests best.

In this chapter the focus wall be on the Greek-Turkash relations after WWII
and especially the time between 1950 and 1955, Durnng this time Greece and
Trkey managed to mmprove therr relations considerably, while they also signed a
mumber of significant agreements on vanous topics.

Before reviewmg the Greek-Turkish short-lived rapprochement of the 1950s,
it is important to notice that that the 1930s rapprochement, which was discussed in
the previcus chapter, although it benefited both countries at the time, fimctioned as a
spoiler for the fuhwe relatons m two different ways. On the one hand the
agreements that were signed dunng the 1930s created several obhgations, such as
nmrtual guarantee of the borders, for each party towards the other When WWII
stmt&d,ﬂ:e&enﬂigaﬁmshemvﬂjrdiﬂimhmh:mﬁj,ﬂms,aﬂﬁthewu,a
certan degree of distrust made ifs stage debut in between the two states on whether
the agreements that were signed or were to be signed would be rehable. On the
other hand, changes that tock place dunng the time of good relations posed a

problem when the relations detenorated For mstance, in 1931 Greece extended its

”Espadﬂrfml‘uﬂeymaeﬁngﬂsubﬁgaﬁmswmldmmmﬂm%mﬂmﬂdeuf&um
without previoushy been attacked by Germeny or Bulgana
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amrspace to the 10 nm. with the Law No. 5017, but due to good neighbor relations
Trkey did not oppose such an extension (Inan and Gozen, 2009: 181). However,
the extent of the Greek national airspace cansed fchon between the two states, and

contimes to do so unhl today.

5.1. Historical Background

It 15 moportant to note that relations between Turkey and Greece did not
detenorate to a point that would resemble the pre-1928 pened. Although, dunng the
1940s new problems arose between them the two states managed to mamtamn a
mmnum degree of understanding that allowed a certam level of cooperaton. For
example, durnng WWII when much of the Greek population was suffenng from
fanmine, Turkey helped m several occasions. In 1940, 15 tons of sugar was sent with
the permuission of the Turkish govemment to Greece, while m 1941 Turkey sent
10000 doses of tetanus serum and the Turkish Red Crescent Society sent
comestibles on vanous occasions. Moreover, food was fransferred with the ship
“Kurtulus”, and when “Kurtulus™ was sumk, a ship named “Dumlupmar™ was used
for the same purpose (Hafipoglou, 1997: 153; for a detmled presentahon of the

Turkish help to Greece between 1940 and 1942 see Macar, 2009). Greece also
received help from Turkey during its civil war (Unal, 2008: 429).

Nonetheless, several issues still transpired in the 1940s to cause friction
between Greece and Turkey. To begin with, Athens was being skeptical towards

Turkey because of the latter’s stance dunng the WWII (for Turkish argumentation
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concerning its legal obligations deriving from the 1930s Balkan Pact see Oram,
2008). In addition, the 1ssue of the Dodecanese 1slands caused temporary coolness
as Turkey had expressed its mterest m the 1slands even before the end of the WWIL,
and even when the hiberation time ammved, Turkey acted at the backstage in order for
the islands to be split between the parties (Alexandris, 1991: 115). Finally Turkey
agreed to the transfer of the Dodecanese to Greece m 1947, as part of the peace
treaty it signed with Italy (Hale 2000: 124).

Problems also sprang from the ill-treatment of the Greek-orthodox
population during the Second World War. As part of the non-Mushm minorities n
Turkey, the Greek Orthodox population became the target of two policies drafted by
the Turkish government, 1) the Capital Tax (Verlik Vergisi) that was infroduced in
November 11, 1942 and 2) the formation of the work-battahions (amele taburlam)
which are also known as “20 Classes” of minority youth from May 1941 to
September 1942% (Cetinoglu, 2012). Those arbitrary measures that the Turkish
government exalted on the Greek populabon of Istanbul created feelings of
resentment in Greece, which prohibited a Greek-Turkish rapprochement Similarly,
the Turkish government continued being suspicious of the Istanbul Greeks and the

role of the Patnarchate (Alexandns, 1991: 114).

“ The classes were acmally released from their sentences on Faly 27%, 1942 Tt is also important o
point ouwt thet Jsmet Inonn one of the architects of the first rapproechement, was also the Takich
President (1938-1950) who implemented these policies.
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5.3. The Initiation of the Greek-Turkish Rapprochement

Even though the problems discussed above constituted obstacles to a full
normalization of relations between Greece and Turkey, the conditions that the
mfernational politics of the time posed to both states proved mmch stromger for
anyone to prefer rapprochement to conflict. In other words, the beginming of the
Cold War was forcng the two states to overcome their problems and proceed to a
rapprochement. Thus, from 1945 onwards, snatches of efforts towards the

mprovement of relations can be traced.

5.4. Procedures Leading to the Initiation of the Rapprochement

A notable characteristic that differentiates the 1950 rapprochement from the
three other cases studied in the current dissertation 15 that it took place at a time
when Greece and Turkey did not have any major unresolved i1ssues dividing them
The agreements that were signed dunng the 1930s rapprochement had settled most
of the 13sues, which counld otherwise cause bitterness between the two countnes, and
no other major question arose between Greece and Turkey. Furthermore, as global
polihics was developmg towards the creaton of a bipolar system, it was also
becomung obvious that Greece and Turkey would be part of the same camp, and
hence, the two coumines would have much similar objectives as far as the exercise
of their foreign policy was concemned. These two factors made the mitiation of the

rapprochement a much simpler process compared to the other three cases.
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On July 27*, 1945 the Turkish Ambassador to Athens Enis Akaygen let
know a Greek colleague of s that the fmendship between the two nations
constituted a comerstone for the Turkish foreign policy (Alexandns, 1991: 114).
Ems Akaygen also helped the Greek commmmity im Iran while he was amn
Ambassador in Tehran and received a letter of thanks from them in 1939% In
addition, a dinner was orgamzed m his honor, on the “Averoff” battleship by the
Kmng of Greece, the Archiishop, and the Bishop of Athens m 1945 where he also
received the Medal Of Greek State (hitp/www turkishgrecknews org/bir-
konsoloshak-hikayes himl).

The confirmation by the Turkish ambassador of Turkey's good intentions
toward Greece was an important step towards the mihation of the rapprochement
and it played a simlar role to Venizelos™ pre-election speech m July 1928, Such
statements create an environment of tmast, while they also constitute a first step
towards moprovement of relabons or have an ice breaking effect. The gracious
treatment of the Tudish envoy by the Greek state was smmlarly a positive step
towards the mtiation of the rapprochement. The just mentioned steps gained further
currency considening that Ems Akaypen was also the Turdash Ambassador to Athens
during the 1930s and had also been part of the first Greek-Turkish rapprochement

On December 19% 1946 the Greek Prime Minister Konstantinos Tsaldaris
amved at Washington and asked for financial and mblitary assistance. Among the

terms the Amencans posed m order to provide assistance was the strengthemng of

* The original document of the letter can be fomd at http:/wwerazinlikcs netEvren-Dedebir-
konsoloshuk-hikayesi himl (accessed 200/9/2013)
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relations between Greece and Turkey. Simular pressure was already built on these
states, but this time around, by England (Alexandns, 1991:113). Fnally, on March
12% 1947 President Truman gave a speech to the US Congress, stressing the need to
provide financial assistance to both Greece and Turkey, at the amount of $400
Million, the majonty of which would go to Greece. He also asked for authonzation
to dispatch mubitary and political persomnel to both counines (for the full text of
Truman’s speech see To Vima, 13/3/ 1947).

The US by putting its terms in such fashion basically conditioning financial
help on Greece’s gravitating towards Turkey, should have been the first bnldmg
bloc of a working rapprochement process im 1950s. Apart from the incentives that
Greece and Turkey had m order to further improve relations vis-a-vis, the US and
Brtain applied further diplomatic pressure in order for the mpprochement to take
place. Furthermore, the “carrot” of financial assistance was offered m a time that
was well needed by both countries, especially Greece. The Greek government at the
time was also depending on American and Botish assistance in order to win the civil
war agamst the commumst guenllas. As such the mfernatomal pressure for
cooperation should be considered as an important factor that led to the imtation of

After the proclamation of the Truman Doctrine, the Greek-Turkish relations
followed a positive path and reached a ngh-point after 1950 until 1935, Concretely,
two months after Tnmman’s speech to the Congress, a special commuttee for the

promotion of the Greek-Turkash Cooperation was established in Athens, under the
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aegs of the Greek Govemment’s vice-president, Sophocles Vemzelos (Alexandns,
1991: 119). In Aungust 1947, Sophocles Vemizelos gave an interview to the Turkish
newspaper “Vatan™, where he stated that m order for the Greek-Turkish fnendship
to solidify, the spint of cooperation must prevaill To that end. he stressed the need
for further cooperation between Greek and Twkish academicians, students,
scientists and the like (To Vima, 2/8/1947).

Also m the summer of 1947, the Turkash and Greek General Staffs
mangurated a dialogpe on 1ssues of common defense, which was closely momtored
by Washington and London (Alexandns, 1991: 119). On July 22, 1947 an agreement
on aenal transportation was signed m Ankara (see Greek Mimistry of Foreign Affairs
— wwwmfagr) In October 1948, the two govermments signed a financial
agreement, while culiural exchanges mcreased considerably (Alexandns, 1991:
119).
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The establishment of the Cooperation conmmittee, the urge for grassroots and
professionals’ cooperation, as well as, the mmor agreements on low politic 1ssues
contnbuted more to the trust bmlding process. Furthermore, all these achons were

prepanng the ground for the mitiation of the rapprochement process.

5.5. Main Incentives for the Initiation of the 1950-55 Rapprochement

As it has already been mentioned earlier m the current chapter, the second
rapprochement was mitiated m a very different environment compared to the first
one. However, this does not mean that the mcentives for the mihation were
fimdamentally different Indeed, several of the motivations discussed m the previous
chapter were also present in 1950. Nevertheless, the discussion on the incentives for
rapprochement had m terms of providing the foumdations for a new rapprochement
between Turkey and Greece.

By the time the second rapprochement began, m 1950, Greece and Turkey
had already expenienced a decade of good relations (1930-1940), and both had
enjoyed the benefits of such a relationship. Policies agamst the Greek minonty in
the early 1940s constituted a significant spoiler to Greek-Tudkish relations and
mereased levels of mistrust between the two states. Nonetheless, the expenence and
mpact of the first rapprochement on both states remamed strong. In that sense, the
mprovement of the Greek-Turkish relatons was, more or less, a natmal

development between the two states that which are parhally freed from the most
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significant points of fichon. Furthermore, when the new era started, there 1s a good
reason to think that ther attitudes toward one another was amicable. Hence, the fact
that the foundations of a strong relatiomship that the first rapprochement had
established were still vabd m 1950. Such positive background mmst be considered
as the foremost mcentive for the second rapprochement.

The idea that Greece and Turkey were allied states was also exacerbated by
the new world order that prevailed after WWIL Greece and Turkey belonged to the
same ‘camp’ and they shared sigmificant defense and secunty concems, considenmg
they were both neighboning with commmmist states. Specifically, Greece found itself
neighbormg with three commmmist countries to the north after WWIL Its relations
with Bulgana and Albania were tense. Bulgaria demied grving the full amount of the
war compensation that was asserted to i1t by the 1946 Pans Treaty. In addibon, the
spectacular increase of the Bulgarian army and Sofia’s close relations with Moscow
further strengthened Greece’s fears and anxiety. Greece and Albania remained m a
state of war, at least from the legal point view. Greece had demanded the annexation
of northem Epirus (Southem Albama), which hosted large Greek populations.
Nonetheless, m December 1932, Greek Pnme Mmster Papagos officially declared
that lhis government refrained from any use of violence and pursued its goals only
through legal means (see Valinakis, 1989: 55-56).

Turkish foreign policy did not see considerable changes in the early 1950s.
The basic prnciples that gmided Turkish foreign policy after WWII (1945-1950)

contimued after 1930 as well (Aktas, 2008). In post-WWII setting, the most
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mportant feature for Turkey was the systems’ bipolanty, which was lmmting
Tkey’s options compared fo the penod before the war (Hale, 2000: 109).
Menderes and his colleagues were even more west-prone than Inonu (Hale, 2000:
111). In the peniod between 1950 and 1960, Turkish foreign policy and secumty
policies was part of NATOs effort to contam the Sowviet Umion (Sovyetlen
Cevreleme) (Unal: 2008: 427). In general, secumty concemns were, smular to the
first case, providing strong motivation for a Greek-Turkish rapprochement and
thus, should be considered as one of the mam mcentives for the mitiation of the
rapprochement.

Domestic polifics also offered strong mcentives for rapprochement as the
early 1930s are charactenzed as a tome of mstability, m the case of Greece, and
change, in the case of Turkey. In Greece, after the end of the war, elechons were
held on March 5, 1950, only to be followed by a new peniod of mstability during
which vanous combinations of parties were forming the majonty in the parliament.
Finally, ceninist parties managed to form a government on Apnl 15, 1950, with
Nikolaos Plastiras serving as both the Prme Mimster and Mimister of Foreign
Affairs™ The Plastiras Government stayed in power for only four months and it
was replaced by three Vemizelos® governments (Aungust 21, September 9, and
November 3). On September 9, 1951 a new round of elechons was held, where the
Greek Rally Party, led by recently dismissed General Papagos collected more than

36% of the votes but did not manage to form a majonty govemment The

% Alsp as Minister of Press and Information
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government was to be formed by Plastiras whereas Sophokles Vemizelos was
assigned to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs’ . The Plastiras Government ruled for a
year, dunng which NATO membership was fulfilled and the mprovement of
relations with Turkey assumed a prier place, a major axis of Plastras’ foreign
policy. Finally, with the elections that were held on November 16, 1952, General
Papagos’ Greek Rally won a landshde wictory, gathenng 49, 2% of the votes and 247
of 300 seats in the parliament. This was the first single-party government i post-
war Greece, and stayed m power for another 11 years (See Sampatakis, 2006a,
Sampatakis 2006b)"

Twrkey expenenced major changes concerning its domeshc politics, towards
the end of the 1940s. Inomnu gave a speech before the National Assembly on
November 1, 1945, to stress the need for a new political party that would challenge
the governing CHP. Two months later, the Democrat Party (Demokrat Parti - the
DF) was formed under Celal Bayar's leadership. Although the DP lost the 1946
elections, it managed a decisive victory in the elections of May 14, 1950, getting
53,3% of the vote (Ozbudun, 1999). The shift to a multiparty regime was completed
smoothly, but , such did not bnng with it diffusion of power across social groups
and classes. It was merely a reallocation of poliical power from one group of the
ruling Kemalist bloc to another (Yilmaz, 1997). Menderes government would try to
enforce a very ambitious plan, at the center of which lied the economic development

and modermization of the rural areas of Turkey. This included a sharp nse m public

¥ Alep the vice President
2 Also including the ERE party that sncceeded it
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mvestments n an effort to increase agneultural productivity and the mtegration of
peasants mto the nahonal economy (Sayan, 2002). In addihon, Democrat Party gave
promises that it would proceed with constiubional amendments and mstitutional
mnovatons aiming to consolidate democratic mle m Turkey. Even though these
promises were not kept, and the main efforts of the DP focused on weakening the
Republican Party (Karpat, 1972: 353), it 15 clear that the early 1950s were a time of
great changes in Turkey at many levels.

Finally, as far as economics are concemed, a rapprochement-leanmg motive
gamed ground as a result of the need of both states to improve thewr finances and
achieve economuc growth This need was lugher for Greece as it was, at the end of
the 1940s, gomg through one of the worst moments of 1ts modem history. The
disasters that WWII and the civil war caused, both in terms of luman victims and
property damages, were immense. Dunng the war, approximately 16.000 people lost
their lives in the front, 7000 people died dunng bombngs and 70.000 people were
executed. Furthermore, 300.000 people lost their hves because of fanune
(Vakalopoulos, 2003: 435). The civil war added another 158.000 people to the
vichm count, while an estimated 30-100.000 crossed the borders and escaped to
neighbormg states (Vakalopoulos, 2003: 438). In addition, 1.700 villages had been
destroyed; oil production had been reduced by 80%, wheat and raisin production by
66% and the production of tobacco and cotton by 90%. The merchant fleet, one of
Greece’s most mmportant enterprises, was reduced from 600 ships (1.800.000) tons

capacity to a mmber of 130 ships (30.000 toms capacity). In total, the nabonal
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mcome decreased by 41% compared to the pre-WWII mcome, which was already
gqute low (Vakalopoulos, 1993: 435; also on Greek economy m the 1950s see
Hekimoglu 2006a, Hekimoglu 2006b, Hekimoglu 2006c). For Turkey, the DP
managed to create the conditions for strong ecomomue growth Economic data
demonstrates that this growth was faster during the first half of the 1950s, it
contfimed, however, throughout the decade. In addition aggregate labor productivity
showed a strong increase up wmbl 1953, followmg the governmental plan that
favored agnculture and private enterprise (Altug and Filiztelon 2006).

5.6. The Rapprochement Period

It 15 difficult to pinpoint exactly when the 1950s rapprochement between
Twkey and Greece started As it was discussed above, sporadic efforts towards
muprovement of relations had started from mud-1945 onwards, but unfil the end of
the 1940s no substantial development became visible. However, after 1950, the
changing conditions allowed for a more realishe effort towards rapprochement. this
study henceforth suggests that the year 1950 must be considered as a furung point
for the rapprochement’s mitiation. There are three mam developments that ccouwmed
m 1950 that support this argument.

Firstly, the previous year the Greek civil war ended with the defeat of the
comnmmsts and the preponderance of the government forces with the support of the
US and the Botan. Immediately after that pomt Greece followed policies that
would bring 1t closer to the Western camp and, more concretely, would melude 1t m
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the westem defense (Hatzivasillerou, 2006: 11). Secondly, the change of leadership
m Turkey, even if it did not produce major changes m Turkish foreign policy,
benefited the rapprochement as the Democrat Party (DF) was more commtted to
the West and to American way of economic biberalization (Hale, 2000: 111).
According to Alexandns, Menderes government sought comtacts with the Greek
leadership, and in general, the DP’s coming to power signaled an advance m regards
to the Greek-Turkish relations (Alexandns, 1991: 120). Thodly, n the spnng of
1950 the two countries jointly applied for NATO membership. Even though the
Amencans were not forthconung, the joint apphcaton was mdicatve that Greece
and Turkey had coordinated their policy agamst the Sowiet bloc (Hatzivasilleion,
2006: 11).

Leaving aside the aforementioned changes, there was also a werbal
agreement that signifies the beginning of the new era in the Greek-Turkish relations.
In early June 1950, the Turkish Minister of Foreign Affairs met the Greek Prime
Minister Plastiras in Pans, where they decided to mmtiate a productive and close

cooperation (Alexandns: 1991: 120)

5.7. Breaking Down of the Rapprochement Process

In the first chapter a set of mdicators concerming what comsttutes a
rapprochement process was put together and discussed At this point, how these

charactenstics should be apphed to the Greek-Turkish rapprochement process, from
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circa 1950 fo 1935, wall be the mam theme of discussion within the rest of ths
chapter.

a. Summit level communication

The discussion of the 1930s Greek-Turkish rapprochement showed that
visits of high-ranking officials between Turkey and Greece became so frequent that
they were almost a banality During the second rapprochement Greek and Turkish
leaders contimued official wvisits. Although the frequency of the wisifts decreased
compared to the first case, for mnstance there are no mformal visits or stopovers, the
meetnps were shll made within a2 fnendly and cooperative spmmt. Moreover, the
agenda of the visits attests the high level of cooperation and trustfulness.

On Jamary 29®, 1952 the Greek Vice-president and Minister of Foreign
Affairs Sophocles Venizelos wisited Istanbul (Milliyet, 30/1/1952) and on the next
day he armived in Ankara His visit concerted great importance from the Turkish
Government (Milliyet 31/1/1952). Dunng a speech he gave n Ankara, Vemizelos
addressed to the Turkish nation saymng, “T bring to the Turkish nation the warm
greetings of the Greek nabton. I came fo your country in order to reassure the
fnendship that was established by two histonc men, Atatok and my father
Vemizelos™ (Milliyet 31//1952)

In less than three months after Sophocles Vemizelos™ wisit, the Turkish
Prime Mmister Menderes wisited Athens accompamed by lns Mmister of Foreign
Affairs Fuat Kopruln. When the Turkish ship “Ankara™ amved m Piraeus with its

passengers, the Greek crowd warmly welcomed luim, which m many ways was a
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remuniscent of Inomm’s first wisit that he made twenty-two years ago. In hus

welcoming speech Sophocles Venizelos stated:
I express my joy for the amval of the Turkish officials, and [ am sure that
thas visit wall seal what was accomplished dunng my last visit in Tutkey, m
a way that the commencing fnendship, the work of two great men will
constitute a tuming-pomnt towards the strengtheming of relations between the
two states, wiich we are certmn both states deeply desire (Ta Nea
26/4/1952)

Dunng this five-day visit, the two sides agreed upon a closer Greek-Turkish
military cooperation within the westem alliance framework, while they also decaded
to mprove their relations with Yugoslavia (Alexandns, 1991: 120). Dunng the time
of the Menderes™ visit at Athens Greek and Turkish officials were agreemg on a
cooperation plan on the tobacco 1ssue. They also agreed upon cooperation on the
areas of tounsm and wisas. These agreements were to be reviewed by the two
governments later on (To Vima, 2/5/1932).

On Sunday June 8%, 1952 the King and the Queen of Greece amved in
Istanbul to be enfhmsiastically celebrated by a crowd of thousands of Greeks and
Turks. According to the Greek press, this was the first time Turks were giving such
a welcoming posture to a foreign leader (Ta Nea 9/6/1952). The wvisit of the Greek
Royal couple to Turkey had great significance not only because it was King Paul's
first official jouney after lns enthronement, but also because 1t was the first king
that had ever visited Istanbul since the end of the Byzantine Empire (Alexandns,
1991:121). An interestmg comment was made by the Greek newspaper

“Kathimenm”, which read the king’s wisit as . _.a tmumphal consummation of the
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Greek-Turkish fnendship: A true apotheosis of the Greek King m Istanbul. Greeks
and Turks cheered and applauded in a delinous state™ (Kathimermi June 14/6/1952).

The senies of visits that took place m 1952 was closed by the wvisit of the
Twrkish President Celal Bayar to Greece m late November, who retumed the King's
visit to Turkey. The honors that were atinbuted to lhim clearly reveal that Greek-
Twrkish relations had reached a zemith Two Greek destroyers were semt to
accompany the Turkish ship “Savarona™ which was cammymg the Turkish President
The Greek ships met “Savaroma” close to the Greek island of Lemnos and
accompamed it all the way to Athens In addihon in order to honor the Turkish
President, squadrons of jet-fighters flew upon his amval At the harbor of Piraeus,
nautical and sports clubs asked for permussion fo form a welconung formation of
approxinuately 75 ships, in order to honor the Turkish visitor (To Vima 26/11/1952).

During huis wisit, President Celal Bayar was anmownced a cihizen ementus of
Athens, while the enthusiastic crowd filled the Town Hall Square. Bayar also
mspected the Greek fleet at Elensma and a unit of the Greek Ammy close to
Thessalomki (Sedes). Upon lns amval at the city of Thessalombi, Bayar once agam
received a warm welcome from the Greek crowd. After Thessalomki, Bayar wisited
the city of Komotini where he inaugurated a Turkish high-school named after him
(Celal Bayar Tiirk Lisesi, also on Bayar's visit to Greece see Ta Nea 28/11/1952, To
Vima 28/11/1952, To Vima 2/12/1952, To Vima 26/11/1952). Nevertheless, 1t should
still be held in mund that no negohahons or any form of pohtical agreements were

signed durning Bayar's visit to Greece (To Vima 3/12/1952).
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In hme 1953, General Alexandros Papagos, who at the time was the Greek
Prime Mimster, followed by members of the Greek government vistied Turkey and
met with Adnan Menderes and Celal Bayar, while m Jime 7% 1954, Menderes
accompanied by s mimster of Foreign Affairs visited Athens on lus way back from
the US (To Vima 19/6/1953; Milliyet, 19/6/1953)*.

Apart from the abovemenhoned summut level wisits, separate reference
should also be made to relations between the Turkash officials and the Greek
Orthodox Patnarchate m Istanbul Few days after Menderes® and Koprulu’s visit to
Athens, Bayar and the Tudish Pnme Mimster sent an official mwitation fo the
Patriarch. Following the Patriarch’s visit to Ankara, Menderes visited the Greek
Patriarchate, in June 1932, two days before King Paul’s visit to Istanbul. This was
the first visit of such a high-ranking Turkish official to the Patriarchate i the history
of the Turkish Republic*® During this visit the Turkish Prime Minister offered the
Patnarch 5,000 Turkish Liras in support of a Greek hospital (To Vima 7/6/1952).
1955, can be deemed as a side-product of a rapdly mproving Greek-Turkish
relations. For instance, President Bayar met again with Pamarch Athinagoras m

Istanbul n 1953 and had dmmer with him (Ta Nea 10/1/1953).

'"Kalaitmki{lﬂlﬁ: 110) citing Ferenc Vali, Bridege across the Bosporus (Baltimore, Bd: Jolms
Hopkin: University Press, 1971), mentions another Calal Bayar visit to Athens in Jammary 1954
However, no other reference of this visit was foond.
thﬂlmmlﬂﬂthnmmlymmlﬂﬁﬂmufamnﬂiﬂmthhhm.Mﬁﬂ
of the Grand Veryer Midant Pasa in 2711877, and the visit of Ahmet Fizs Pasa, one of the lesdars of
the Young Torks movement on 1007/ 100E.
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b. Signing of Agresmenis

During the 1950s rapprochement Turkey and Greece signed a momber of
agreements with the view of relepatng financial and socal issues, enhancing
nulitary cooperation and supporting mtercultural dialogue. Apart from those that
have already been mentoned, the two states also signed an agreement on fishery
1s5ues on June 21, 1952, The specifics of this agreement were discussed dunng King
Paul’s visit to Turkey a few weeks earhier (Turan, 2008: 475-476). An agreement on
education was signed on Apnl 20, 1951. The Koutouma-Akdor Agreement, as it was
called, arranged issues of mmonty education m both countries. and foresaw the
exchange of teachers and teaching material for the minonities’ schools (Alexandns,
1991:137). An agreement on cultural isspes was signed m 1952 (Kiiltir Antlagmast)
(Firat, 2008: 592). In September 1953, the Greek Mimster of Public Works,
Eonstastinos Karamanhs and his Tudash counterpart Kemal Zeytmogho,
mangurated the construchion of a bndee at the Evros/Meng Fiver at the Greek-
Turkish border (National Andiovisual Archive, Annotation of Asset D2531).

Nonetheless, two agreements that also included Yugoslavia were by far the
most mmportant for the Greek-Turkish rapprochement The first one was the
Friendship and Cooperation Agreement (Tirkiye Cumhunyeti, Yomamstan Kralhi
ve Yugoslavya Federatif Halk Comburiyeti arasinda Dostluk ve Isbirhiz Antlasmas
— Zvvbipa Phiag wm Zvvepyacing peraly mg Tovpwnals Anpoxpariac, Tov

Baovsiov mg Eladoc wm mg Opoomoving Aosajc Anpoxpario; mg
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TNovyxoolofioc) which was signed i Ankara on Febmary 28, 1933, by the
Ministers of Foreign Affairs of Turkey, Greece and Yugoslavia.

In the miroduction section of the Balkan Apreement the three states declared
their comviction to the Umted Nations” principles, and their determumation to live m
peace. The Article 1 was concerned with the cooperation among the signatones and
arranged that the Mmisters of Foreign Affairs would meet, at least, once I a year m
order to examine the course of international politics and if necessary, take decisions
to safeguard the am of the Treaty In the Arhicle 2, the signatones agreed to
contime commeon efforts towards establishing peace and secunty m their termtones,
and examine measwres of common defense The Arbicles 3 and 4 entailed
cooperation in mubtary i1ssues and other areas (education, commerce and techmical
problems). The Arficle 5, on the other hand, stated that the parties should solve any
confhct among them through peaceful means, accordmg fo the Map of the United
Nations. They should also abstain from mterfening with each other’s infernal affairs.
The next 3 articles (6, 7 and 8) discussed the apreements’ technicalifies such as,
conflict with other signatonies’ obligations etc, while article 9 stated that the treaty 1s
open to other states, as long as they agreed wath ifs principles. Fmally, the last
arficle (10) stated that the Balkan Apreement would be valid for 5 years from the
time of its ratification (For the full test of the treaty see To Vima 1/3/1953).

The Balkan Agreement as having been finalized m Ankara, m 1933, was
mportant becanse 1t helped create an enviromment of peaceful coexstence for

Greece, Turkey, and Yugoslavia. The Mimster of Foreign Affairs Council which was
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established with the first article, constituted an important safety net,
reassuring/warning each party that should an 1ssue transpire among the signatones,
it will be solved through dialogue—but not through the use of force. In addition, the
agreement encouraged further cooperation, which n tum would make the Greek-
Turkish rapprochement stronger.

The secomd important agreement that Greece and Twkey sipned also
mecluded Yugoslavia, and can be considered as the high point of the tnpartite mfer-
Balkan cooperation (Alexandns, 1991: 123). The Coalihon Treaty (Zuvvihpoy
Zoupoyias, Tlohwuaye Twepyamag wm Auoimac BonBeang — Itfifak, Sryasal
Ishirligy ve Karsihkh Yardim Antlagmasi) was signed at Bled, on Augunst 9, 1954.
The Treaty which was mainly concemed with issues of security, once again attested
the signatories’ faith to the Umted Nations Charter, ther will to promote peace,
security and international cooperation, and their determination to ensure themr
temitorial integrity and political interdependence (introduction).

The most important assumptions of the Treaty were summanzed in Articles
2 and 6. The former stated that the signatories agreed that any armed offence agamst
one of them would be considered an attack agamst all, and thus, the parties had the
right of collective defense according to the UN Charter, article 51. The latter made
an indirect menhion of the obligations that Greece and Turkey were holding agamst
NATO at the ttme. Arficle 6, stated that if a thurd state, that any of the three

signatonies has obligatons of mutual assistance was under mmlitary attack, the
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signatories would meet in order to decide on ther actions (For the full text of the
treaty see To Vima 10/8/1954).

Apart from the sipned agreements, an interestng fact is that good neighbor
relations allowed Greece and Turkey to seek bilateral pegotiations that would settle
the terms of a delmuitation agreement, based on the prmciples agreed between Italy
and Turkey by the December 28, 1932 Accord. Such a request was made by Greece
m mud-1933, and Turkey rephed positively mn eardy 1954, however, no progress was
achieved at that point. Later on, Greece made another attempt fo negohate the
boundaries of the Dodecanese 1slands by a note verbale to Ankara m mad-1955, but
the end of the rapprochement forced Turkey to unofficially reject the Greek request
{Inan and Gozen, 2009- 185).

c. Military cooperation

The 1952 NATO membership for both Greece and Turkey not only enhanced
nulitary cooperabon, but also constitutes one of the most significant elements of the
1950s rapprochement. As of 1952 Turkish and Greek foreign policies became
almost fully coordinated and muliftary cooperation acted as a boost for the

rapprochement process as a whole® .

* On the downside, Erebs (1999: 360), argues that, membership in MATO rendered irrelevant
Greek and Turkish nationsl efforts to ensure their security vis-a-vis the Soviet bloc, providing these
relatively small states with incentives to ride free on the efforts of their more powerful allies and to
shift the focus of their foreign policy from the Soviet threat to their more parochial conflicts. . After
1952, with the Atlantic alliance puaransesine its secuity, Greece believed itself able fo pursue it
long time dream of wnion with Cyprus, and, shortly after its accession, the Greek povernment, which
had considered enosis its evental goal but had long resisted domestic pressures for immediate action
toward that end, officially endorsed that policy. Had Greece remained outside the allisnce, it could
herdly have devoted the respurces or forsipn policy attention to 50 peripheral an aim
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Hence, cooperation between the Greek and Turkish armed forces is one of
the most mportant aspects of the 1950s rapprochement. The mubtary cooperation
was vital as the two states were following a common defense approach agamst the
Soviet threat from the North. Military cooperation had its roots mm the NATO
membership that Turkey and Greece jointly sought m 1950, The outbreak of the
Korean War helped disperse amy disagreements agamst Greece’ and Turkey's
membership and on October 13-17 Turkey’s and Greece’s accession to NATO was
confirmed m London, and membership procedures concluded m Febmary 1952
From that point onwards the two states comstimted NATO's southeast wing
(Hatipogha, 1997: 289). The Americans saw Greece and Turkey “as usefil and
mtually reinforcing outposts™ (Hatzvassihon, 2006: 11) and thus they supported
the efforts for mihtary cooperabon.

Apart from some examples of mulitary cooperation that have already been
mentioned (the 1947 meeting of General Staffs, and Celal Bayar's supervision of
Greek army umits at Salamima and Sedes), there are also other examples that
strongly confirm that the level of cooperation between the Greek and Turkish armed
forces was very lngh Omn Aungust 6, 1950 a Greek delegation led by the second m
command of the Greek Miliraty, Kinlakis visited Ankara for consultatons. The
talks on factical issues continued m Athens (Alexandns 1991: 120). In Augunst
1952, common Turkish and Greek naval exercises took place, while at the same
time the Turkish rear adoural Alhigan paid a formal wvisit to Greece where he met

with Greek mulitary officials, the Greek Pnme Mmister and the Mmister of Defense
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{To Vima 20/8/19532). In Apml 1953, the Greek Chuef of Staff, accompamed by hugh-
ranking officers, visited Turkey and met with Turkish mulitary leaders (ToVima
8/4/1953). A few months later, in June 1933, delegations of the Greek, Turkish and
Yugoslavy General Staffs met n Athens. The talks centered on the selection of the
defensive locabons m case of an offence, the engaging umits and the defense of
Thrace (Hatzivasilleion, 2006: 38). In September 1954, the Torkish and Yugoslav
Cluefs of Staff visited Athens and met with therr Greek counterpart Lieutenant
general Kitrilakis (National Andio Visual Archive, Annotation of Asset D3933).

The collaboration among military officials was the result of the NATO
membership but it was firther strengthened by the Article 3 of the 1953 Fnendship
Agreement and the spint of the 1954 Coalibon Treaty. In general Greece and
Turkey were regarded as two forces that, when combined, could pose a countable
defense against a possible Soviet offensive. In May 1952, after these fwo states
jomed the NATO, the Greek Pnme Minister Plastiras said durnng an interview to a
Twkish journalist: “The military cooperation between Greece and Turkey wall
constifute within NATO a competitive force, capable to face any threat agamst
peace, due to its strategic position and the stremgth of the two armies™ (To Vima,
2/5/1952).

d. Improvement in economic relations

The 1ssue of further financial cooperation was always a sought-after topic as
of the beginning of the rapprochement The parties understood closer economic
relabions as a complementary element to furthenng polibical rapprochement In
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1950, when Plastiras and Koprulu met in Pans they agreed that “especially™
economic cooperation should be one of the important areas of focus for both
comntnes (Millryet, 7/6/1930). The need for stronger economuc fies was further
stressed with the Article 4 of the 1953 Frendship Asreement.
made m November 1953, when Greece and Turkey signed a bilateral commercial
agreement. The commercial agreement fixed the amount of Greek exports to Turkey
at the amount of $10 Million (excluding the value of goods for which the export to
Twkey was free). This was an moportant development considenng that Greek
exports to Turkey were $2,780 Million m 1952, $887 Thousands in 1951, $1.119
Milhon n 1950 and just $600 Thousand m 1949. Greece’s main export goods were
concrete ($3,000,000), fabnc and textiles ($2,500,000), agncultural machmery
($1,000,000), chemical fertilizers ($300,000), glass panels ($300,000) and 60 tons
of Chios mastic. Turkey was gaming by the hifting of some hmitations on its
exporting goods to Greece, mamly pulses, fish and meat, (To Vima 13/11/1933; for
the full text of the agreement m Tirkish see DAGM 030.10/219.478.14).

&. Public statements made by officials

In the Literature review chapter of this study, public statements made by
poliical leaders were menfioned as ome of the key parameters to evaluate a
rapprochement process. Statements that affirm leaders’ confidence m the
rapprochement process also increase the level of trust between the parties, positively

precccupy the public over the process and elucidate the mportance of the
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rapprochement effort. In several occasions statements, and especially the omes
mcluded m speeches which are given dumng official wisit m exchange of
ammabilities 15 a commonplace. But they hardly mean anythmg more than bemg
comphment paid to other party However, there are occasions that official
statements can make lmge advances towards the rapprochement process. For
example in the 1930s rapprochement, the statements that were made by Plastiras
and Képriili m Pans, can be considered as a fummg-pomnt in the Greek-Turksh
relations.

Apart from those that have already been mentioned, there are several other
occasions when Turkish amd Greek polifical leaders made strong statements
regarding the high importance and pnonty they confer om Greek-Turkish
rapprochement. In 1950, Kopriilii gave an inferview fo a Greek newspaper and he

stated:

There 15 no disagreement. We have the best feelmgs towards Greece. We
believe that your polificians also share those feelings, and as untl now, in
the future they will contime the same policies towards Turkey. The Greek-
Turkish fnendship comstitutes a solid basis for the well-being of the two
nabions and the global peace. I will persomally work towards the
strengthening of our ties (To Vima, 26/5/1950)

In March 1952 General Plastiras gave an interview to the Turkish newspaper
Milliyet, where he asked specifically about the Greek-Turkish friendship and his

thoughts about the rapprochement In lus answer he said:

These two nations must be umted, they have to be one_. I believe m the
Greek-Turkish frnendship and umon And I can see that with your actions
you want fo give more value to this closeness (Milhiyet, §/3/1952)

In additon, going beyond the official statements, there were other
ccourrences In which parfies mumtually demonstrated ther igh level of ammty,
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mdicating prevalent mood of amuty between Turkey and Greece at the time. For
mstance, On May 14, 1954 the Twkish Ambassador to Athens Mr Taray was
awarded with the Certificate of Honorary Chairman of the Greek-Turksh
Asspciation as recogmition for his contnbution to the Greek-Turkish fnendship (To
Vima, 15/1/1954). Another mportant gestwe of good will was the change of title
from “mmonty schools” to “Turkish schools™ (Timk [kokullan) with law
3065/1954 wiuch was imhated by General Papagos (Fmrat, 2008: 392-593).

[ Rapprochement 5 influence on the society level

While the rapprochement on the poliical mltary and economme fromts
between Turkey and Greece drasbcally grew, contacts between the Greeks and
Turks at the grassroots level, too, flourished. There are several examples of such
contacts, imcluding contacts between civil-society actors, athletes, arfists,
mtellectuals, students, nstitutions efc. According to Alexandns (1991; 119),
cultural exchanges between Greece and Turkey increased sigmificantly after 1948.

Student exchanges between Turtkish and Greek schools and umiversities
became quite common. In the summer of 1950 for example, a group of 76 female
students from the Kozam hgh-school wisited Turkey and were hosted by Capa
Lisesi (Milliyet, 24/5/1950). In early August 1952, a group of 30 Turkish stodents
visited the cities of Athens and Thessaloniki where they were warmly welcomed (To
Vima, 8/8/1950). In Apnl 1952 Umwversity of Athens’ rector accompanied by a

group of students visited Istanbul dunng the Easter Break (Milliyet, 25/4/1952).
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Additionally, on December 20, 1952 the Turkish mtellectual Ismet Mardan
gave a lechre in a Turkish theatre before a predominantly Greek andience m
Athens. On this special occasion, Stratis Mimvilis, a well-known Greek author, was
present and actually made the opemng remarks (Ta Nea, 22/12/1952). A few days
later Mardan gave another speech regamdng the role of women m the Turkish
society at the Greek-Amenican Educational Institute in Athens (To Vima,
30¥12/1952). Ismet Mardan had m the past translated Greek theatncal plays to
Twkish, which were then played m Turkey with a great success (To Vima,
26/5/1949). In 1954, the Greek Nationmal Theatre amanged a mumber of
performances m Istanbul and Ankara while the Turkish National Theatre was also
mvited to visit Greece. A mmmber of Greek plays had planned to perform in Torkey
during the summer and autummn of 1954 (To Vima, 26/5/1949). In March 1935
Turkish singer Safive Ayla gave a performance of Tudash folk nmsic at the
Eotopouli Theatre in Athens (To Vima, 20/3/1935).

Civil-society orgamizations and quasi-officials were also active during the
early 1930s. In early May 1951, members of the Greek-Turkish board
(Eidnvoroupxncn; Zovieopoc) met with the speaker of the Tudash Parhament
Refik Koraltan (To Vima, 4/5/1951). At the same time the mayor of Istanbul hosted
members of the Athens Doctors Association at the Yildiz Palace (To Vima,
4/3/1951). On Apnl 7, 1954, a group of mayors from Athens wvisited Istanbul where
they received a warm welcome. Dunng their visit they met with Turkish officials,

the Patnarch and the Greek Consul (To Vima, 8/4/1954). In July 1954, the “E&vipo
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Eovormmvounodatoy” (People from Istanbul Centre) was founded in Athens. The
organization ammed among others, to support the Greek-Turkish rapprochement (Ta
Nea, 17/5/1954). Other orgamizabons, such as the “Pancretan Greek-Turksh
Frniendship Association”, took mitiatives for the strengthening of the Greek-Turkish
rapprochement (Ta Nea, 3/12/1952).

On March 18, 1953, an earthquake occomed m the Marmara Sea causing
many deaths and disasters. Greece was one of the first coumtnies to come up with
help to Tutkey. The Greek Red Cross sent medical equipment, food and supplies,
while a mmmber of vohmteers from Greece also parhcipated in the mussion (Nabonal
Andiovisual Archive, Annotation of Asset D2491).

Finally, on several other occasions, sporis games were orgamzed with the
participation of Greek and Turkish athletes. For mstance, m Apnl 1951 Greek-
Turkish sports games were organized in Athens with parbicipation of Greek athletes
and Turkish athletes of Fenerbahce and Demirspor (To Vima, 21/4/1951). Moreover,
m several occasions the fmendly football matches were played between Greek and
Turkish teams (ammoy teams, youth teams etc) (see for example Milliyet 20/12/1950;

Millryet 19/12/1951).
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Table 5.1.

Rapprochement Process

Indicator

Main evenis

Frequency

Summirt level

meetings

5. Venizelos® visit in
1952
Menderes’ vizit to
Athens 1952
Emg and Queen of
Greece vizit 1932
Celal Bayar’s wvisit to
Greece 1952
Papagos™ wvisit 1953
Menderes” vizit 1954

High

Agreements

Friendship and
Cooperation
Apgreement m 1953,
Coalition Treaty m
1954 and a mmmber of
other mmor
ApTerments

Military
cooperation

framework, also

Tl

Economic
cooperation

Statements/
(estures

High

Societal level

different activities
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5.8. The End of the Rapprochement

The mprovement of relations that Turkey and Greece expenienced dunmg
the first years of the 1950s came to an abrupt end in September 1955. On September
6. ten muinutes after mudmght, a bomb simated m the courtyard of the Turksh
Consulate in Thessalomki, a building adjacent to the house wherein Kemal Ataturk
was bom, exploded. Beginming at around 5:00pm, Turkish mobs devastated the
Greek, Armeman, and Jewish distncts of Istanbul, knllmg approx. 37 Greeks and
causmg damage on minonty properties and worship places (Zayas, 2007: 138). The
September Pogrom, as 1t was later revealed, was plotted by the Turkish Govemnment
m order to add exira pressure on the Greek delegation that was at the time
discussing the Cypros question at the London Conference (Weiker, 1980). Soon
after Greece passed a new natiomahty law, the Greek Natiomality Code (law
3370/1955), which stripped Greek nationality from citizens of non-Greek descent
(ohioyeveis) who were leaving the counfry (arficle 19). According to Sitaropoulos
(2004: 205-206) 60,004 Greek cifizens lost ther nationahty between 1933 and
1998.

The unfortunate events that happened m Istanbul deeply shocked Greek
government and the public, while the coverage m the Greek media coninued for
many days after the events. On September 10, only few days after the Istanbul
pogrom, Amernican officials recogmzed that the Greek-Turkish fnendship did not

exist anymore (Ta Nea, 10/9/1955).
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The pogrom agamst the Greek minomty m Istanbul, and other cibes m
Turkey, should be seen as a spinoff of the Cyprus question Ultimately 1t was the
disagreements between Turkey and Greece on the fuhure of Cyprmus that ended the
1950s rapprochement. As Coufoudaks (1983 190) puts it, “the foundations of the
Greek-Turkish détente were not strong enough to withstand the shock waves of the
growmng Cyprus dispute”. In addibion, it should be added that although the
September 1955 Istanbul events constituted the gravestone of the 1930s
rapprochement it was apparent that Greece and Turkey’s interests had been clashing

over Cyprus since automm 1954, A 1954 arhicle observes that:

...Whatever the two governments may proclaim the Turko-Greek umion
15 none foo solidly based The fwo counines have conflicting mierests

and the present wndercurrent of nvalry over Cyprus, fishing mterests,
and other minor matters, 15 not too happy an augmy for the future

(Helm, 1954: 439).

5.8.1. The Cyvprus Question Factor in the Greek-Turkish Relations

The island of Cyprus was captured by the Ottomans in 1571, and was part of
the Ottoman Fmpire until 1878. At that time it was assigned to Great Britain
through the Convention of Defensive Alliance that the two parties signed on June 4,
1878%_ Although Britain unilaterally annexed Cyprus in 1914, Turkey matified the
British annexation with the Sevres Peace Treaty, and also in 1923 with the
Lansanne’s Treaty (for the original documents see Hakki, 2007: 5-7). As the post-

world war era favored self-determimation and decolonization, voices from the Greek

* Also an snmex to this Convention was sipned on Fuly 1%
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Cypriots for “enosis™ (the umon of the island with Greece) started becommmg
stronger” .

Greece was reluctant to open a Cyprus debate, not out of fear of the Turkash
side, but in order to not upset its relations with Botam Thus, m the Pans Peace
Conference there was no mention of the Cypmus queshon by the Greek Govemment
(Crawshaw, 1978: 57). Nonpetheless, in March 1947, the Greek parhament
unanmmously expressed the hope that the wmon with Cyprus would be realized
{Crawshaw, 1978: 58). Nonetheless. umtil the end of 1949 the Greek govemment
was too preoccupled fighting the commmmist guenllas to pursue the Cyprus 1ssue
(Xydas, 1966: 3).

In 1950, the same year that the Greek-Turkish rapprochement started, two
events fimther strengthened the struggle of the Greek-Cypnots union. In January, a
plebiscite was organized by the Ethmarchy’®, where more than 97% of those who
voted expressed themselves mm favor of “Enomis™ (Xydis, 1966). In October,
Archbishop Makanos IIT was elected and took on the umon cause. He stated, “No
offer of a constituhon or any other compromise would be accepted by the people of
Cyprus™ (Crawshaw, 1978: 50-51).

Nevertheless, the Greek povernment was shll reluctant to pursue the 1ssue,
feanng that the conditions at that time, did not allow for nmch optimism Prime

Minister Papagos for mstance, on a speech to the parliament on December 17, 1952,

”ﬂlﬂmghitslmldhenmedﬂmt an mmsuccessiul uprising against the British ecompation kad also
oooarred in 1931
 Archdiocese of Cyprus
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stressed the mportance of the Greek-Turkish fmendship, and mentioned that the
Cyprus 1ssue would be dealt wifhin the framework of current realities (Crawshaw,
1978: 67-68). Earher that year, in Jume, Makanos had wisited Athens and had gotten
a pronuse from Sophocles Vemzelos that he would examine the possibility of takg
the Cyprus issue to the United Nations. However, he added that any decision would
have to take mto account the wider necessites of Greek foreizn policy (Holland,
1998: 18).

In the meantime, Turkish mterest on the 1sspe also started to grow and on
several occasions Tirkish officials wamed their Greek coumterparts that Torkey
would not accept a future union of Cyprus with Greece. In 1951, Kopriili had
warned the Greek Mimister of Foreign Affairs that Greece should not open the
Cyprus question and that if it did 1t would find the whole of Turkey against it, and
furthermore, that the Greek-Turkish friendship imevocably damaged (Mutercimler
and Oke, 2004: 293). In addition, “the Turkish Ambassador m Athens had mformed
the Greek government that Turkey desired to mamntam the status quo on Cyprus, that
any negotiations on the island should mclude Turkey and that the debate in the UN
would undermine Greek-Turkish relations™ (Xydis, 1966: 10). In 1934, before a
meetng between Papagos and Menderes in Athens, the Turkish Ambassador adjured
Kyrou™ against mentioning the Cyprus issue to the Greek Premier, saying that such
a conversation would have extremely umpleasant consequences on the Greek-

Turkish alhance (Xydis, 1966: 12).

* Greek Amhassador to the TN
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Finally, Greece decided to take the Cyprus 1ssue fo the United Nations m
1954. In Apnl of 1954, the Greek govemment wamed the Brtish that if bilateral
talks did not begin before Angust 20, they would go to the UN. Yet, the Bnfish
response was not positive. On Jume 29, the Botish Foreign Office issued a basic
statement about the Cyprus question; statimg that “any Bnfish statement of policy
for Cyprus should declare self-government and not self-deternunation to be the
ultimate goal. Cyprus should remam a Commonwealth fortress™ (Holland, 1998:
36).

The negative British response led the Greek Government to appeal fo the
United Nations. Joseph (1997: 36), who analyzes the Cyprus question within the
analyhcal context of the Greek-Turkish relations, observes that the Greek appeal to
the UN Assembly constituted a tuming point in the Greek and Turkish involvement
m Cyprus. Indeed, as talks proceeded, not only was it made clear that the Greek and
Twkish positons were incompatible, but it was also the first tme Greece and
Turkey publicly disagreed on such an important topic. As a rebuttal to the Greek
clams for vmon, the Turkish representative pointed out that the Greek case was
based on the false assumption that Cyprus was Greek, while on the contrary it was
an extension of Anatolia. He also stressed that Turkey would not accept any change
m the status of Cyprus which did not have its whole-hearted consent (Crawshaw,
1978: 7).

The beginning of the armed struggle led by the Greek Cypniot orgamization

EOEA (Efvua] Opyoveron Eunpiov Ayewvotov) in Apnl of 1935, created new
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circumstances on the island The Bnfish Foreign Secretary, Harold Macomllan
decided to call a tnpartite conference n London among Brtam Greece, and
Turkey, with no Cypriots participating, m order to discuss the future of Cyprus. The
conference, which produced no results whatsoever, withn a few days managed to
accomplish what was avoided for several years. The Cyprus quarrel had shifted
from an Anglo-Greek one to a pnmanly Greco-Turkish one (Holland 1995 39). It
was during the London conference, on September 6™ and 7%, that the events against

the Greek mmonty m Turkey took place.

5.8.1. Other Variables that Influenced the End of the Rapprochement

Apart from the Cyprus queston and the pogrom agamst the Greek
population of Istanbul and other Tudkish cites, another event that happened
approximately at the same time also influenced the Greek-Turkish rapprochement
negatively. In 1953 Stalin died, and 1955, one year after the Bled coalition freaty,
was marked by considerable improvement in the Sowviet-Yogoslav relations. On May
26, 1933, a Soviet delegate led by Khrushchev, visited Belgrade and the two sides
sipned the *“Belgrade declaration™ and agreed on mmtual respect and nom-
mterference in each other’s domestic affairs (Bjelakowic, 1999; 110). Combimned
with the developments m the Greek-Turkish front, the Balkan Pact would remain
mactive and all the processes that the treaty enwvisaged were pamsed (Valmaks,

1989: 55).
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5.9. Assessment of the 19505 Greek-Turkish Rapprochement

The rapprochement between Greece and Turkey, that happened in early the
1950s and ended m 1955 constitutes a failed effort of rapprochement, as the two
countnies were not able to extent their good relations for more than a few years.
Even though the two states managed to make considerable progress on almost all of
the rapprochement process’ mdicators, they were not able to prevent the collapse of
the process. In addition, the agreements that were signed and that were one of the
mam outcomes of the rapprochement process, became meffective as soon as the
relations between the two states deteriorated in early September of 1935, In the
following pages, the coninbution of each of the independent vanables to the

unsuccessful outcome of the rapprochement process will be discussed.

= Impact of the international system to the national secunty

It has already been pointed out that one of the mam mcentives for the
mitiation of the rapprochement was the challenge posed by the post-WWII
mternational environment on both Turkey and Greece. These conditions not only
contimed for the period followmg the mitiation of the rapprochement, but also
became even more prevalent as the compettion between the two major powers
mtensified in the early 19505 and the Korean War, which lasted from 1950 to 1953,
emerged Under these conditions, the incentives for contimung the rapprochement
between Greece and Turkey increased, as rapprochement increased the secumty
levels for both these states.
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In order to elaborate the above point better, 1t mmst be pointed out that the
armies of Turkey and Greece combined constituted a nmich stronger deterrent against
a possible attacker. In addition, the Greek and Turkish General Staffs had managed
to develop close cooperaion in the first half of the 1950s, and the Coalition treaty
further enhanced this cooperation. This fact allowed a common planning of defense
strategies, which. in fum, made military cooperabion even more efficient. Failling to
contimue the rapprochement process meant that the two states would also have to
sacrifice nmch of their secunty towards their northern neighbors.

The unsuccessful outcome of the rapprochement, despite the increased
motives for its contmuation provided by the intermational system shows that this

vanable did not influence the outcome of the rapprochement process.

= State 1dentity

Unhke the first mapprochement, the second rapprochement took place
between two states that, more or less, percerved each other as fnends and not as
possible threats. The foundations for such perceptions were largely based on the
mpact of the positive relations that prevailed during the 1930s, and more generally
put, on the positive expenence that the first rapprochement constituted The 1l
treatment of the non-Muslim mmoerities, by the Turkash state dunmg WWII, cansed
some skepticism but was not enough on its own to create prevalent negative images

among the Greek populahon against the Turks.
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Anocther issue that mmst be raised 1s that, durmg the penod that the current
chapter covers, state identibes were largely, if not exclusively, shaped by the
mternational structure. For states like Turkey and Greece, which belong to the
westem world, communism was the “great evil™ and, hence, the main state identity
developed was anbi-commmumistic and pro-western. This 15 quite clear if one takes a
look at the Greek and Turkish newspapers between 1950 and 1955. The existence of
a common epemy for Greece and Tudkey fimther helped the creation of positive
mages between the two states by constructng the mmage of two states fighting
together apamst a commeon threat. In that sense, commmumism played a role smmlar to
the one Bulgana and the revisionist powers played i the 1930s.

As far as the state images are concemed, theiwr mmpact on the failure of the
rapprochement is hard to estimate. It 15 true that the positive mmages that prevailed
during the first half of the 1950s changed sharply after the events in Istanbul n
September of 1955. However, it 15 equally true that some changes also took place
before that time, and after the incompatibility of the Greek and Twkish goals
concerning Cyprus became clear, sometime in the summer of 1955, In that sense, the
change of state 1dentiies did not cause the end of the rapprochement. but mstead, 1t
nmich more likely that it was in large part due to the pogrom agamst the Istanbul

Greeks.
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= Costs and benefits equlibmmm

The costs'benefits equlibrium did not play a role in the abrupt endmg of the
Greek-Turkash rapprochement process. On the confrary, the benefits from the
process and the low costs of maintaming a clese relationship would have been
expected to positively impact the process and create high incentives for both states to
try and keep the rapprochement going. In other words, the main assumption denving
from the examinaton of the 1950s rapprochement is that at the time the
rapprochement ended the benefits outmumbered the costs, and that both Greece and
Trkey lost sigmficant benefits when the mpprochement process ended m September
1995.

Similar to the first rapprochement case, the first to benefit from the
rapprochement were the minonities. Indeed, nmch hke the 1930s, the conditions of
the mmonties improved The general assumption for the minonties is that them
living conditions followed the developments of the Greek-Turkish relations. As 1t
was already mentioned, during the first half of the 1950s relations between the
Turkish government and the Patriarchate reached their peak after the establishment
of the Turkash state, while Greece approved the use of the term “Turkish™ m order to
describe minonty mshtubons m western Thrace, a decision that caused problems for

Greek governments that followed (Coufoudakas, 1985).
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= Interdependence

Economuc benefits resulting from the rapprochement process were clear for
both states. The vohmne of trade between Turkey and Greece mereased, and the
policy makers worked towards thus drection. The financial benefits that could denive
from friendly relations were not only highhghted by political leaders at the
begmmng of the rapprochement, as it was discussed earlier, but also became the
subject for anmalysis. In an article that appeared on the Greek press (Oikonomikos
Taxidromos, 2/9/1954), for mstance, Professor Lung from the University of Zagreb,
analyzed the mmportance of a closer tnpartite economic cooperation and arrrved at
the conclusion that the possibilities of a Tutkish Greek, and Yugoslav economic
cooperation could endorse many more activities than trade alone.

The developing economic relahons and the prospects for future benefits,
however, were not enough to lead to a successful rapprochement, and, defimtely, not
enough to prevent the fathwe of the rapprochement process. The mamn assumption 13
that despite the mncrease m frade volume and the willingness for further cooperation
m this sector, nferdependence was not a sigmficant enough factor m relafion fo the

success of fallure of the rapprochement case, as far as the 1950s case is concemed

= Leadership
Compared to the first rapprochement the role of the leaders was less
mportant for the mitiahon of the process. This 15 mainly because, unhke the 1930s,

m the 1950s rapprochement, Turkey and Greece had no mportant 1ssues to solve,
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and, hence, the poliical decision for a rapprochement had no complicated
repercussions. Nonetheless, when locking at leadership as an mdependent vanable,
the assumpton 1s that affected the fmhwe of the process, meanimg that Greek and
Turkish political leaders could have possibly prevented the rapprochement process’
faiture, but failed to do so.

As far as the Greek side is concemed, Greek politicians had faled to deal
with the emerging Cyprus issue in a way that would take Turkey's interests under
consideration, even though they had been wamned several fimes by ther Turkish
colleagues. As 1t was menboned earlier, Greek leaders. such as Papagos and
Sophocles Venizelos, had been very careful m dealing with the Cyprmus question and
had publicly expressed that the Greek-Turkish fnendship should not be interrupted
because of Cypms. After 1954, however, the Greek government was not able to
resist the public sentiment and followed a more decisive approach, which although
it was ammung against the British colomal rule, greatly dissatisfied Turkey.

Likewise, Turkish leaders had the chance to save the rapprochement process,
but were unable, or, umwilling to do so. Their mam responsibility lay on the fact that
they faled to protect the Greek population of Istanbul dumng the events of
September 1955, As these events were the decisive and final blow to the
rapprochement process, it 1s only logical to assume that had they been avoided the
rapprochement process mught had the chance to continue and become a soccessful

case.
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= Depth of the process

In the literature review chapter it was argued that when the rapprochement
process has an mmportant mapact on all of the rapprochement’s mdicators, then the
process’ chances for success increase. Nonetheless, this was not the case for the
second Greek-Turkish rapprochement On the one hand . as it 15 clear from table 5.2,
the rapprochement process influenced all of the mdicators of the rapprochement
process, including the sunmt level meetings, military cooperation and the society.
On the other hand the considerable progress of the rapprochement process did not
manage to prevent the fahwe of the rapprochement as the problems causing its

collapse could not be overcome.

* Tuming points

It has been made clear that a senes of unexpected and wnfortunate events
were the mamn reasons leading to the falure of the rapprochement process. The
Cyprus problem is considered by far the man factor in ending the 1950s
rapprochement. Though 1t stll remaims ymeertam why the Greek govemment did not
heed the Turkish wammgs that the Turkash officials vorced mummerous times
throughout the years, the most plausible explanation is that Papagoes simply ignored
the Turkish inferests m Cyprms, as it 15 supported by a mumber of mdications
(Coufoudakis, 1983). One of the indications 15 that the considerably close relations

between Greece and Turkey created the impression to the Greek policy makers that
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eventually the Turkish reaction would be mild especially because neither of the
counines considered the other as a potential threat

The events m Istanbul m September of 1935, consttuted a blow to the
rapprochement process m two ways. On the one hand they shocked the Greek
public. If 1s true that the Cyprus 1ssue had already caused some unfnendly feelings m
both the Greek and Turkish public opimons before 1955, Tachau (1959: 239)
notices:

[In Turkey].. public discussion of the Cyprus 1ssue m the summer of 1955

became permeated with senhments of anger and frustrahon By the time

Turkish mterests m the dispute were recogmzed with the callmg of the

Tripartite Conference m London late in August, feeling within the country
had reached fever pitch.

However, the September events created a nuch stronger trauma and feelings
of enmity than the ones that had been prevalent in the Greek public opinion up untl
that point. On the other hand the September events weakened an actor, the Greek
mimority in Istanbul which had supported. and could have contimied to do so, the
rapprochement process.

Finally, the strengthening of relations between Yugoslavia and the Soviet
Union, although of secondary importance, should also be considered as an event that
contnibuted to the unsuccessful outcome of the rapprochement. Not only were the
tnpartite agreements of 1953 and 1954 weakened but also the possibility for
Yugoslavia to play a mediating role in the Greek-Turkish dispute over Cyprus had

Yiminished
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= GRIT strategy

Similar to the first case, the use (or not) of the GRIT sirategy dunmg
negotations 15 an urelevant independent vanable m respect with the soecess or
faillure of the rapprochement Dhming the early 1930s there were no negotiations
between Greece and Turkey as there was no real conflict between them Most of the
problems between the two countries had been resolved before 1930, and dunng the
19505 discussions between leaders mostly focused on how to further dewvelop

cooperation, rather than on how to solve 1ssues.

5.10. Concluding Remarks

Besides the promising cooperative frends that were achieved in the late 1940s
and throughout the first half of the 1930s, Greece and Twkey did not manage to
create a solid basis that could withstand the frostrations camsed by the Cyprus
question. From 1955 onwards, the Greek-Turkish relabons would never reach the
level of cooperation that was achieved in the 19303 and during the 1950s
unsuccessfiul rapprochement. On the comfrary, as it will be discussed in the next
chapter, the Cyprus question became a major problem and a source of confimmous
fnction between Turkey and Greece, and the two couminies, m fact, came to the bnnk

of war several times before the next effort for rapprochement was attempted m 1987
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CHAPTER 6

THE 1988 GREEK-TURKISH UNSUCCESSFUL RAPPROCHEMENT

6.1. Infroduction

The Cyprus 1ssue which became the mamn cause of the farlure of the 19507
rapprochement should not be percerved as “just another problem™ Indeed, its
mportance and 1ts overall mipact on the Greek-Turkish relations has been greater
than any other 1ssue between the two states. In aftermath of 1955, and especially
after 1974, the situation im Cypmus is the main factor shaping Greek-Tudkish
relations*. In a way Cyprus woke up feelings between Greeks and Turks that had
been buned for decades. It offered a new ground for confest and new space for
uredentism to develop. In a way Cypms became a second Asia Minor; a battlefield
for another clash between Gresk and Torkish natiomalisms.

Consequently, even though few things relating to the pre-1955 status quo

between Turkey and Greece changed, the Cyprus issue constiuted such a stromg

* This is the case for both the third and the fourth rapprochements
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catalyst, that Twkey and Greece started percerving each other as competitors
engaged In a zero-sum game. In tom, new 1ssues arose relating to the Aegean Sea
waters and amspace, while the conditons for the munonties worsened as well
Dunng the decades following the 1930s, all these 1ssues were compiled m order to
form what 15 currently our understandimg of the Greek-Turkish conflict.

Although, the relations between Greece and Turkey mmproved bnefly m the
early 1960s after the sigmng of the London agreements, estabhishing am
mdependent Cyprus state, the first real effort for a new rapprochement occurred
only in 1988, when the Turkish Pnme mumister Turgut Ozal, and his Greek
counterpart Andreas Papandreou met m Davos, and fned to mmbate a new era for
the Greek-Turkish relations, what 1s now remembered as “the Davos spint”™. In this
chapter, the 1988 rapprochement wall be discussed, and the reasons for its failure

will be examined.

6.2. Historical Backzround to the 1988 Rapprochement

Before examining the 1988 mapprochement, it is important to discuss
developments in Greek-Turkish relations in the previous years. Undoubtedly, the
most serious blow to the relations between Turkey and Greece came in 1974 with
Turkey’s military intervention in Cyprus following the unsuccessful attempt by the
ruling junta in Greece to overthrow the Cypriot president Archbishop Makarios.
Concomitantly, from 1973 onwards the tension in the Aezean Sea began to rise and

reach its zemth m 1976 when the two states reached the bnnk of a war In 1976,
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following a mumber of meetings between Greek and Turkish experts an agreement
was finally signed in Bern on November 11, which aranged a framework for future
negotations between Turkey and Greece. The agreement was kept secret from the
media (art. 3), while the two sigmatones agreed to abstamn from any action that
would threaten the negotiations (articles 6 & 7) (for the full text of the agreement
see To Vima 29/3/1987). From 1977 unfil 1981, a mmber of mestings—including
five experts meetings and 11 meetings at the level of Foreign Mimsines® Secretary
Generals, and a sunmut level meeting between the Greek Pnme Mimster
Konstantinos Karamanlis and his Torkish coumterpart Bulent Ecevit, on March 11
& 12 1978 m Montreux—tock place. However, no progress came of the said
meetings.

In 1981 all negotiations between Greece and Turkey collapsed as a result of
the change of government in Greece. The newly elected Greek Prime Mimister,
Andreas Papandreon, had i the past used hardlmer rhetonc on Turkey, and his
party officially defended a position according to which negohations were usefil
only when both parbes have something to clam and as Greece did not claim
anythmg from Turkey then no negohation between the two states should take place.
Whle m opposihon, Papandreou had contmmously cnficized the New Democracy
government for engaging in negohahons with Turkey. Moreover, during the 1976

crisis Papandreou issued a call to “Sink the Hora™!, an action that would most

*! Hora is the ocemnographic Turkich vessel imvolved in the Summer 1976 Asgean incident
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likely result m war between Greece and Turkey if it had been mmplemented by the
Greek government (Clogg, 1987: 139).

Hence, 1t was not swpnsmg that Greek-Turkish relatons further
detenorated durmg the first years of the 1980s. In December 1982, followmg
repeated Greek allegations of Twlash infringements of the Greek airspace,
Papandreou handed out persomally a memorandom detmling the Tudash
mirmgements at the NATO mumstenal council meeting. In September 1983, Greece
boycotted the NATO mibtary exercise “Dhisplay Determunation ‘83 m an
expression of protest for the Turlash msistence that the island of Lemmos should be
demilitarized In addifion, the umilateral declaration of mdependence of Turkish
Republic of Northern Cyprus, on November 15, 1983 and the Greece newly
adopted defense docinne, which considered Turkey rather than the Warsaw pact as
the main source of threat, in December 1984, brought Greek-Turkish relations to a
new low. The puzzle of hostile relations mn the 1980s was completed by two border
mcidents. The first one m 1984 concerned allegations that Turkish destroyers fired
against Greek destroyers observing them from within Greek temitonal waters
during an exercise. The second mcident took place m December 1986 when Turkish
and Greek border patrols exchanged fire on the Evros niver, resulting in the death of
two Turkish and one Greek soldier (on Greek-Turkish relations prior to 1987
seeRuizas, 2006; Rozakis, 1991; Herakleades, 2007; Bolukbasi, 2004; Baheeh, 1990;

on the 1980s see Clogg, 1991: 18-19).
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6.3, The March 19587 Aegean Crisis

The short review of the relations between Greece and Turkey before 1988
clearly indicates the high level of tension between the two neighbonng states. Ths
bult-up tension was finally released mn late March 1987 when Turkey and Greece
engaged in another cnsis in the Aegean Sea that once again dragged them on the
brmks of violent conflict. The 1987 Aegean cnisis 15 important as it made clear to
both parties that if they did not try to mprove their relations, not only the hikehhood
of future cnses would be high but also the scenano of engaging in warfare was
possible. Thns, immediately after the end of the March 1987 cnisis, steps were taken
to mutiate an effort that would result in a Greek-Turkish understanding.

The road towards the cmsis opened in February 1987 when a new
exploration program for oil was announced by Demison Mines Itd a compamy at
that time was partially owned by the Greek Public Oil Company (10% of its
shares). Although Denison had been conducting oil surveys smce 1976, this time
the exploration targeted an area beyond the Greek temiomal waters, at the
Bambouras location, 10nm wiflun the international waters of the Aegean Sea
(Damitrakis, 2007: 102). At the same time the Greek govemnment drafted a law that
would allow it to take confrol of the majonity of Denison Mines’ shares and thus
control 1ts exploration program.

It was not the first fime that research for oil in the Aegean Sea and ifs
exploration was causing fnchon between Turkey and Greece Apart from the

problems that arose between 1973 and 1976, also mn the 1980s Greek exploration
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activiies were alarming fto the Twdosh government In 1982, the Greek
government, answenng Turkish complaints, gave assurances that 1t would comply
with the 1976 Bem Apreement and mvoked a “force majeure™ provision of the
concession agreement in order to cease exploration activities (Bolukbasi, 2004:
298)". Similar demarches were made by the Turkish side after 1984, conceming
explomation rights the Greek povernment had granted to the natiomal pefrolenm
company mchading areas beyond Greek temtonal waters, close to Thermaikos and
Strymomkos gulfs (Bolukbasa, 2004: 298).

The Greek hterature supports that the cnsis was the outcome of a
musunderstanding, as the decision of the Greek govermment to acquire the majonty
of Demison’s shares was aming to stop the company’s exploration activiies beyond
Greece’s temitorial waters (UN documents 5/18766). Turkey, on the other hand,
became convinced that the Greek government was plannmg to proceed with the
exploration and exploitation activities beyond the 6 nm lomt (See for example the
letter sent by the Turkish permanent representative to the UN Ambassador Thter
Twkmen UN documents 5/18759). Turkey's distrust was exacerbated after several
statements made by Greek officials that the “how, where, and when” exploration

and exploitation activibies will take place 15 a decision that the Greek government,

%2 At this point it should be noted that on several occasions the PASOK zovernment had declared that
it did not recognize the Bem Apresment. In March 1982, the deputy minister of foreipn affairs had
informed the Greek Ambassador to Ankars that “. . the Greek government considers inalisnable it
rights to conduct research drilling and mining within the Greek Asgean Shelf” Also in Tume 23, 1983
Yannis Eapsis, depoty minister of foreizn affaire, informed the Turkich ambasssdor M Alacam that
the Bemn Asyeement does not mean amything o Greeks, while in Sepiember 1985 Eapsis repeated the
same to Turkish Ambassador Mr. Akiman who replaced Alacam. See Andreas Papamdreon speech at
the Greek parlisment see Ta Nea G10/1985
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and nobody else, will take (UN documents 5/18766). Lack of understanding
between the Turkish Ambassador Mr. Akiman and Greek deputy MFA Mr. Kapsis
was also one of the reasons that prevented the diffusion of the cnsis (Dimmtrakas,
2007: 104). Fmally, Stephen Foman. the Demison’s Chaimman, contnibuted to the
creation of the misunderstanding by (dis)informing President Ozal that the Greek
government indented to nafionalize the company in order to proceed with oil
surveys beyond ber temtonal waters (Dimutrakis, 2007). On February 24, Demson
announced that the dnlling at Bambouras location had already been agreed wath the
Greek government (Ta Nea, 25/2/1983), something that the Greek povernment
demed

The crisis peaked on March 26, when Turkey published a map mcludmg
areas of the Aegean Sea where the Turkish government was grantmg exploration
and exploitaton rghts to the Twkish natiomal oil company TPAQ mn the
government newspaper (Fesmi Gazete). These areas included parts of the Aegean
Sea, to the west of the Greek islands of Lesvos and Lemmos (Ta Nea 27/3/1987).
On the same day the Turkish Secunty Council met and decided to send the “Hora™
to the Aegean for oil surveys (Milliyet, 27/3/1987)%. Several harsh statements by
both Greek and Turkish officials followed this only to further deteriorate the
situation, while a meeting between Ambassador Akiman and Mr Kapsis fell too
short to yield any result. On March 27, the Greek Navy was already m its combat

posihon. The Greek destroyers patrolled to the east of Lemmos island waiting

*! The Hora was at that time renamed as Sismik 1
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overthere for the Sismuk and its escorts to amve. Similarly, the Greek air force
sustained a 3, 5 minute preparedness level and land forces were quuckly settling into
a battle posiion across the Evros nver (Ta Nea, 28/3/1987). Papandreou made a
statement saying that Greece would protect its nghts over the Aegean Sea, and that
the Greek armed forces would give a bitter lesson if Turkey contimued its
provocations (Milliyet 28/3/1987). On the other hand, Ozal, who was at the time
visiing England appeared calmer and stated on BBC that “There 1s the Bem
Agreement We have to comply withit... I am not mierested on this 1ssue any more,
we will see what happens™ (Milliyet 28/3/1987). The crisis was finally diffused on
March 28, and the press in both Greece and Turkey perceived its ending as a win of
their respective states (Millivet 29/3/1987; Ta Nea 30/3/1987; see also Kapsis

1990, for an extended narrative of the cnisis from a Greek perspective).

6.4 The Initiation of the Rapprochement

The Aegean crisis that ocourred im March 1987 was the starting point for a
mumber of developments that finally led to the imuhation of the third Greek-Turkish
rapprochement 10 months later, in January 1988. There is little mformation on the
exact events that took place durmg these 10 months as all parhes mvolved were
very cautious so that there are no leaks concerning the process. In general, what can
be said is that the situation was simlar to the 1928-30 negotiations period, although
m a different context Given the hostile relahons between the two states and the

lack of public support for a possible understanding between Greece and Turkey, the
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negotiations remained secret, mvolved a very hmuted mmmber of people and were

extremely topic speafic.

6.5. Procedures Leading to the Initiation of the Rapprochement

The most decisive moment that took place dumng the cnsis was
Papandreou’s meeting with the Turkish ambassador Nazmm Akiman which took
place on the morming of March 29 after the Greek pnme mimster’s myvitabon. Thas
meeting had a nge immpact both on the diffusion of the crisis and what followed the
months after. According to Akiman*, Papandrecu welcomed him not i his office
but m a bungalow that was also part of the property. The two men were alone
without the presence of other diplomats, adwisors etc. The Greek Prime Mimster
served the Turkish ambassador some whisky and explained to him that he believed
“he could do business with Mr. Ozal”, and that the next step should be to discuss a
protocol on what the next steps mmst be and what is fo be discussed He also added
that “if Vemzelos and Inonn were successful. we can also be snccessful ™.

Based on Akiman’s description of s meeting with Andreas Papandreou it 1s
clear that the Greek prime mimster tred fo take the first step by opening to the
other side. The unofficial and frendly tone that Papandreou gave durmg the
meetng, by seemg Akiman mn the lmgalow and serving dnnks himself mst also
be considered as an mdicabon of a step-back from lus previous hard rhetonc. In

order to remove the cnsis and open the hnes of commmication with Turkey,

* Interviewed by the muthor
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Papandreou had to “lose face™ and also confess the disappomtment that Mr. Kapsis,
whom he had appomied had caused im In a way, the opemng of the meeting
produced a sumilar effect with Vemizelos™ speech which ended the Megali Idea In a
sinnlar way, the meeting with Aloman signaled the end of Papandreou’s
miransigence and the adoption of a new outlook regarding the Greek-Turkish
relations.

The meeting also had a great trust-bmlding effect Papandreou’s admission
that he believed he could come to terms with Ozal was an important step to that
direction. Earlier that moming Ozal also mstructed Akiman to reason with
Papandreou directly*’, as the Turkish Prime Mimister also believed that Papandrecu
would do his best to moderate the crisis. The developing understanding between the
Greek and Turkish Pnme Mimsters was moportant to the trust-bmlding process. It
should be also emphasized that the only other person mvolved i the
commmmication between Papandreon and Ozal was Ambassador Akiman®, who
travelled several imes between Athens and Ankara to personally deliver the notes
each prime mimister sent to the other.

Followmg the first meetmg an unusual type of shuttle diplomacy started
between the Greek and Twkish prime pumisters. This process resembles
comespondence processes m other rapprochement cases. For instance, there are

commonalities with the persomal commespondence between Vemzelos and Inoou m

o This call was very likely recorded Ty the Greek secret senvices snd it is probable what cansed
Papandreon’s invitation albout an hour later

* There is no information of any participation of the Gresk Ambassador during the shistle diplomacy
phaza
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1928, or between George Papandreou and Ismail Cem m 1999. There are of course
differences between the 1987 process and the other two, most notably the duration
that the period of exchanging letters took. Nonetheless, the goal which was fo
prepare the groumd for the mutation of the rapprochement, was common across
these three cases.

To sum up, leaving the special condifions that shaped the 1987 pre-iniiation
peniod aside, 1t i1s clear that some of the basic steps leadng towards the mfiation of
the rapprochement process were present m this third case as well. Taking the first
step, trust-building and prepanng of the ground were steps that were followed
1987, as they have also been followed n the other cases, although they were

manifested 1n vanous ways.

Table 6.1.

March
March March 29, March 29, 1987-
1987 1987 January
1988
'1‘1:@;
First siepy bualdng
towards a T[ﬂ_ a5
{ml dialogue = I ’I]I:I =

141



6.6. Main Incentives for the Initiation of the 1988 Rapprochement

As two neighborng countries with a leading role to play i the South East
Europe, Greece and Turkey had several stakes m advancing thewr relahons to a
lugher level. Hostile relations between the two states depnived them of valuable
resources and were costly. As the past expenences already proved, moproved
relations offered sipnificant benefits. Domestic political situation m Twrkey and
Greece for instance favored rapprochement as the two pnme ministers were facing
urgent issues that were seeking solution Ome of the mam tasks Ozal had to
undertake was the smooth “civiblamzation™ of Turkash political hfe (on this 1ssue
see Evin, 1994). The other major 1ssue, that of secumty, was created by the nse of
started at the South-East part of Turkey (see Taspinar, 2005). Other than that, Ozal
stood for a modem society that would be moral, relimously pious and respectful to
traditional walue (Kalayoiogin, 2002). In Greece, dunng the last two years of
PASOK’s rule (1987-1989), m whach 15 mncluded the penod of the rapprochement,
the party was mcreasingly fragile to the ongomg allegations about vanous scandals,
mchuding the imfamous Koskotas scandal and Papandreon’s affarr with the nmch
younger stewardess Dimitra Liami. In turn these scandals cansed mstability to the
government not only because a mumber of mumsters quitted or were bemg
dismssed, but also because the opposihon parties started pressmg for early

elechons (Mendmnou, 2006; Close, 2002, Clogg).
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Economuc considerations were also favorable for a  Greek-Tudash
rapprochement The 1980s was a time when Turkey tned to stabilize and open its
economy (Oms. 1991). ANAPs (Anavatan Partisi) plan for economic revival was a
military government and liberal policies supporting the entrepreneumal spint and
hmiting the state’s engagement in commerce and mdustry (Ikin, 1991). In general
the economuc policies adopted m the 1980s were gqute fnutful, leadng to a
dramatic increase in exports of goods and services (Saracoglu, 1994). In Greece,
following the 1983 elections, an effort for stabilizang the economy was assumed by
adoptmg austenty measures, tight mcome policies, and efforts to conirol the public
deficit A new set of mstitubonal'stroctural reforms that emphasized the
hiberalization of the banking system, the flexibility of the labor market and the
promotion of the stock market were also adopted (Tsalakotos, 1993: 118; om
PASOK’s economic policies see also to Pagoulatos 2006: 137 and Hekimoglouw,
2006).

As far as the foreign policy strategies are concemed, rapprochement was
favored by Ozal’s ideas, who favored an effort for normalization of relations so
much with the counines to the east as well as with the ones to the west of the
Turkish borders. Foreign policy in Ozal’s era was led by the economic and political
mterest rather than ideclogy (Stembach, 1994). According to Birand (1991: 27),
especially concerming the policy vis-a-wis Greece:

The Turkish Prime Minister (Turgut Ozal) introduced for the first time a

policy aimed at changing the public opimion and the subconscious idea of
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the “estabhishment™ and the methods of approach, while at the same time
trying to understand “the other mde™. He decided to destroy the deeply
rooted anti-Greek sentiments in s country, thereby indoing the taboos set
aside by the Greek-Turkish disputes. Greece was now confronted with a
whole new set of ideas and Ozal made his courageous attempt to review the

problem under a whole new hght
IugemraLﬁzalismusi:hmduapmmute;mﬂfmﬂElﬂh,ufﬂEm

ottomanism doctnne which dictated Turkey’s active engagement both in the East
and the West (See Ataman 2002; Cengiz Candar’s article, Sabah, 28/4/1992). As
for Greece, nmich of the discussion on PASOK’s foreign policy focuses on how
Papandrecu shifted to a more pragmatic position towards those 1ssues that matter to
Greece’s foreign affairs (See for instance Coufoudakis 1983; Coufondakis, 1988;
Couloumbis and Yanms, 1983: 370-372). This change was mainly an outcome of
the PASOK's development from a small anti-juntist movement to a goverming party
between 1974 and 1981. However, to the extent that relations with Turkey were
concerned Papandrecu remamed relatively consistent with hos pre-1981 1deas. This
mflexible approach towards Twkey continued after the 1985 elections, even
though emerging economy and secunty concems favored an even more reahstic

view on foreign policy. As Coufoudakis (1988) states:

Om the core 13sues of Greek foreizm pohicy, however, PASOK remaimed firm
Until the end of 1986, no direct negohations were undertaken with Turkey
despite pressures from the U.S., the EC, and the conservative opposition m
the Parliament as long as PASOK's preconditions for a dialogue with
Twrkey were not met. Greece also confinued 1fs nonparbcipation m NATO
exercises In the Aegean that queshoned established conmmand and control
structures and other Greek sovereign nights; and contimued to object to the
nomabization of Tukey's relations with the EC umless Turkey revoked
discnmmatory measures agamnst the Greek muinonity of Istanbul

The previous discussion leads to the assumption that some basic incentives
for mpprochement were present both withm the previous two cases and the present
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case, which surfaced from 1988 onwards. However, it must be pointed out that
none of these mcentives actually played a role. The explanation 15 that relafions
between them had reached such a low pomt that Greece and Turkey were prepared
to bear the costs of conimung hoshle relabons than cooperate. The option to
cooperate was only explored after the March 1987 cnsis, which made 1t apparent to
both states that, if famled to mmprove therr relafions, the hkelibood of an ammed
conflict between them could by no means be completely elimmated.

Hence the Aegean cnisis must be considered as the foremost, 1f not the only,
meentive for the 1988 rapprochement. The rapid escalation caused a shock to both
Tukey and Greece. It sinmltaneously made obwvious that the two states were
lacking even the basic commmmication channels that could contribute at times of

cnses so that 1ssues could be solved in a peaceful manner.

6.7. The Rapprochement Process

At this point 1t 1s important to clanfy that unhke the previous two cases of
Greek-Turkish rapprochement, the one in 1988 was taking place at the time when
two states could just avold an armed confrontation in 1987; even a small bt
essenbal improvement can be counted as a rapprochement according to the
defimtion provided m the second chapter This 15 becamse even a conservative
approach towards cooperation can be considered as a “significani normalization

and improvement, followed by a noteworthy increase in the will te cooperate” when
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the previous state of affairs 1s warlike relations. The mihation of the rapprochement
happened m the last day of January 1988, approximately ten months after the
March crsis.

The meetings between Andreas Papandreou and Naznm Akiman were not
kept secret from the public, but selective mformaton was leaked to the press
concerning the content of the messages that the two Pnme Mimsters exchanged
According to Akoman (2002: 27) most of the times the two men “worked on a fext
that would explam to the public why the two countnes decided to start a dialogue,
what would be the subject matter of this dialogue, and what the mechanism for it
would be”. As the “message diplomacy™ contioued, the idea that a dialogue could
be beneficial to both parties started taking root. For instance, after another meeting
between Papandreou and Aliman in July, the head of the Pome Minister’s
Diplomatic Office stated:

Mr Prome Mimister welcomed today the Twkish Ambassador Nazmi

Akman who delivered the Turkash amswer to the message that the Greek

side had sent. _[T]oday’s answer by the Turkish side 15 part of a process,

and 1t mives hopes for the contmmation of this process to the benefit of both
neighbonng countnes (Ta Nea, 23/7/1987)

On the same issue Papandreou stated:

It (Ozal’s message) includes new elements and it gives hopes that it aims
towards the benefit of the people of the two neighbonng states (Malliyet,
23/T198T)
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6.8. Breaking Down the Rapprochement Process

By the end of 1987 1t was apparent that commumcation between Andreas
Papandreou and Turgut Ozal was paying off and it was expected that 1988 would
brmg muportant developments to the Greek-Turkash relabons. Before the end of
1987, a meeting to bring together Papandreon and Ozal in Davos, at the end of the
Jamary 1988, had been amanged, without annoumeng such fo the public on both
sides(To Vima, 3/1/1988). However, the expectations before the meeting were not
particularty high

Withm the next pages we are going to explore how the indicators of the
rapprochement, which were put forth m the literature review chapter, apply to the
Greek-Turkish 1988 rapprochement.

a. Summit level commumication

One of the most interesting characteristics of the 1988 rapprochement was
that 1t was mihated dunng a meeting between the Pnme Mmister of Tutkey Turgut
0Ozal and his Greek coumterpart Andreas Papandreou at the World Economic Forum
(WEF) m Davos. The meeting was the outcome of a long lasted commumication via
messages (talking papers) that were exchanged between the two men

The meeting itself constituted a major breakthrough for the for Greek-
Twkish relations, considenng that even the hard-liners, such as Papandreou,
adopted after 1981 concerning negotiations did not allow for any dialogue to take
place, even though efforts were made by the Tudash side. Two years before the

Davos Sunmmit, in 1986, the two leaders were attending another Davos Forom and
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pressure was put on Papandrecu by the WEF crgamizers and the Turkish side,
especially the Turkish businessman Sank Tara, for him to amange a meeting with
Ozal (To Vima, 22/1986). The Turkish press previously reported about am
upcoming meeting in between two leaders. But, instead, Ozal and Papandreou met
only bnefly and did nothing but shake hands and have a bnef talk (Milliyet
1/2/1986; Millryet 2/2/1986).

On the contrary, during the 1988 WEF, Ozal and Papandreon met six times
m total from Saturday January 30 to Monday February 1, 1988, The meetings were
successful m establishing a personal relation between the two Pnme Mimisters and
create an atmosphere of trust which would allow a frmtful dialogue to develop.
After the meetings Papandrecu was asked whether he believed the “ice™ was broken

between Greece and Turkey. He answered:

On the personal relations level, yes. As far as the two nations are concemed,
which I believe both of them desire peace, it will take some tme to
overcome the stereotypes of the past and create new omes (Ta Nea
2/2/1988).%

Establishing better relations, even if this was linuted to the decision making
level, was one of the mam goals of Davos mn the first place. At the fime there was
the impression on both sides (but especially on the Turdkish side) that once a
mumimum level of trust developed, then it would be easier to discuss the problems

The problems had piled up and imfortunately very few efforts were made for
ther resolution. The problems conhimue to pile up and at some parts of the
two nations several harsh posihons relating to the Greek-Turkish problems
had been noted. We understood that the solubon to the problems 15 not easy,

1 In this case PM Papandreou means positive stereotypes
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on the contrary it 15 very hard. ..\ We know that there are different views for

the same problem m each nation, and, thus, in order o find a solution we

first need to melt the ice between the two states (Ta Nea, 2/2/1988)

Similarty, Papandreou noted:

I think on both sides we want to emphasize the fact that the course has now

changed. The course now is clearly peaceful The goal 1s to overcome our

difficulties to the degree that this 15 possible or leave them aside and work
for the benefit of the two nabons, towards development and good
neighbonng relations, which will grve the opportumity for both countries to
take decisions on their own and not being paternalized by thord parties (Ta

Nea, 2/2/1988)

Ozal and Papandreou met two more times in Brussels during the NATO
summit, which ocourred m March 1988, The two Pnme Mimsters managed to
reassure that the Daves spint was still alive. The first meeting occinred on March 3,
lasted for 90 punutes and the joumahsts were not allowed to attend Followmg
statements were also short, and in general they pomnted out to the spint of good will
and cooperation that prevalled durmg the meetng. Dunng the meeting the two
Foreign Mimsters, Mr. Papoulias and Mr. Yilmaz were also present. The followmg
day, however, a detailed common statement was drafted and then shared with the
press with a richer content of mformation on what Papandreou and Ozal had
discussed, and what decisions they took™.

It 15 clear from the common statement that umlike what had happened m
Davos, the two Pnme Mimsters m Brussels decided to discuss the essence of the
problems between Greece and Turkey, or at least some of the problems. Thus,

155ues such as the forlune of the Greek cihizens iving m Turkey, the mubitary awrcraft

“% The content of the statement will be discussed Later in this chapter
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fhights over the Aegean and Cyprus were discussed After the second meeting,

which lasted three hours, Papandreou mamtamed-

We have just started on a long toad to overcome the problems. Ogzal is
providing all the imdicabons that he 15 honest and objective. We have
established a “hot line™ m order to soften the problems that mght anse. Cur
goal 1s a long-lasting peace at our relations, so that the fear that the one
country is a threat to the other will decline. With Ozal we agreed that no war
shall happen (Ta Nea, 5/3/1988; on Brussels meetings see also Ta Nea
4/3/1988; Malhet 4-5/3/1988).

Although the results of the meetings were encouraging and 1t was apparent
that both Papandreou and Ozal supported what they accomplished in Davos,
happenng at a tme when relations between Greece and Turkey were still quute
fragile Accordmgly, m order for the rapprochement to be successful it would take
mmense efforts to reverse the hostile mages that were constructed over the past
years.

The third, and last, time that Papandreou and Ozal met was duning the
latter’s visit to Athens in June 13-15, which was decided in Brussels. Ozal's visit to
Greece, which was the first visit of a Turkish Pnme Mmister after Menderes™ visit,
caused mass demonstrations especially by Greek-Cypnots living m Greece. For the
protection of the Turkish officials 8,000 police officers were conscnipted, mn one of
the biggest police mobilization that Greece had ever expenenced (Ta Nea,
13/6/1988).

The two prime ministers met twice on June 13® for a total of two hours in

parallel with the meeting of the Economy Commnittee™ The Greek government

# The committes will be discussed in detsil later
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spokesperson stated that the atmosphere was better than before, but added that there
was no solubion or agreement on any of the problems m Greek-Turash relations (Ta
Nea, 14/6/1988). Nonetheless, by the end of the second day of Ozal’s visit, it was
quite obvious that the two parties’ views were stll very far. The problems that came
to fore were about the all-known agenda of the Greek-Turkish conflict As Ozal
also stated, of the problems between Turkey and Greece were the issues of the
length of international space, the width of termtonal waters, the mlitanzation of the
East Aegean 1slands and the Fhght Informaton Region (the FIR).. This view was
directly opposed by Athens, which stuck fo the onginal line that the debmitation of
the contmental shelf was the omly i1ssue between the two counines (Ta Nea,
15/6/1988). The lack of any development was immediately publicized by the Greek
and Turkish press. For mstance, Milliyet's main title on the wisit was “No result
from the visit™ (Millivet, 15/6/1988), while after Ozal left Greece the Greek press
reported “the ghost of Davos™, mplying that whatever was achieved until that fime
was runed by the Athens meetings.

Even though Papandreou and Ozal started discussing the Greek-Turkish
problems, the divergence of their posibons was so stark that the two Pnme
Ministers anxiously pushed their pomnt to a point of rendening the rapprochement
process m dormancy. Ths 15 quite clear in Papandreou’s statement on the last day

of the visit. As he stated:

I would hike first of all to say that the meeting at Athens 15 the thord of a
senes of meetings that started in Davos, and that, certamly, there will be
other meetmgs fo follow. There 15 an exaggeration on the press headlmes,
and I don’t only mean the Greek ones but also the Turkish as far as the
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possibihities and the quality of these meetings. Whoever insists that with
three meetings between Papandreou and Ozal all the Greek-Turkish
problems will be solved of course he has no idea with the whole
story...Was there any progress? It 15 natural that we don’t expect problems

to be solved miraculously m these types of meetings (Ta Nea, 16/6/1988)
Likewise Ozal stated:

The senes of meetings between Papandreou and me was realized m an
environment of mutual understanding and i respect to the benefit of the
two nafions. The course we mitiated m Davos was contimued here with the
same ornentabion, and it 15 without doubt that the meetings of the two
commissions I Ankara and Athens the following September, as well as,

Papandreou’s wvisit to Ankara next fall, will go even further and solidify our
work (Milliyet, 16/6/1988)

It is apparent from both the above statements that Papandreou and Ozal
were well aware that therr work in bndging the Greek and the Turkish wiews was
hard. However, they did not share —at least not completely- the views expressed by
the press, which saw the wisit to Athens as an abmnupt end to the Davos process.
Finally, it should be mentioned that during his visit, Ozal, met with the head of the
on the second day of lus visit he lad a wreath to the Unknown Soldier monument at
Syntagma square.

b. Signing of agresmenis

Although the rapprochement process of 1988 did not last long there were
several 1ssues agreed between the two sides. In accordance with the Davos spint
wihich dictated that brealing the ice and estabhshimg trust is the first step towards
rapprochement, the agreements that were signed befween Greece and Turkey were

mamnly concerned with procedural 1ssues and ammed at creating the condifions for
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building a strong foundation upen which fiture negotiations could be based In
and were compmmicated through the common announcements that the two parties
drew up together dunng their meetings. The second group mcluded wmtten
agreements that were signed by the two parties.

One of the most mmportant decisions that were taken after the Davos
meetngs was the establishment of two separate commuttees (See Davos common
annmmcement Ta Mea, 1/2/1988). One of the commmttees wonld forus on 15sues
relatmg to the economuc and social level cooperabon, such as business
collaboration, commerce, founsm commmmicatons, and cuoltural exchanges
(paragraph 7). The second committes was given the task of recording the problems
and. if possible, explonng the possibilities for the closure of the gap between the
two countries (paragraph 7). Ozal and Papandreou would personally supervise the
progress of each commmttee. In the mean time, they also agreed to encourage
meetngs between mubitary, press, and businessmen representatives, as well as
establishing a common chamber of commerce (paragraph 7).

The two Prme Ministers also decided that they should meet at least once
per year and exchange visits. Apart from the visits Ozal and Papandreon agreed to
establish a “hot line™ of commmmication that would allow for immediate action m
case of a future crisis (paragraph 8). It is interesting that when Ozal was asked by

Turkish commespondents what the “colowr™ of the line would be, he rephied “Blue,
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because this 1s the color of the sea between the two countnes™ (Milliyet, 1/2/1988).
In addition they agreed that their representatives m infermational orgamzations
should meet more often so as to estabhsh cooperation (paragraph ). Herachdes
(2007: 153) suggests that the Davos announcement was a groimdbreaking text for
the context of Greek-Turkash relations’ at that fime, and that could open a new era
for the relabons between Greece and Turkey, even if the spint of the text, alone,
was applied.

The second common annowncement that followed the Brussels’ meehngs
also mvolved a senes of agreements on the crifical 1ssues that divided Greece and
Tukey (For the full text of the annowmcement see Ta Nea, 5/3/1988). This 1s
because, as it has already been pointed out, in Brussels the two Pnme Mimsters
discussed these problems. Firstly, it was decided that both countries should abstain
from any achions that could indermine the prevailing good atmosphere (paragraph
3). Secondly, 1t was decided that a sub-commussion of the political conmmission,
established at Davos, would meet within March, in order to discuss issues related to
the national mulitary exercises, as well as, those problems that are hnked to the
mulitary amplanes’ flights over the Aegean Sea. Diplomats and mmlitary experts
would form this sub-commuttee (paragraph 4). On the Cyprus issue that was
especially urgent for the Greek side, 1t was decided that the mussing persons’
commuttee, which mcluded people from both the Cypres’ commumities and

members of the Intermational Red Cross should be re-activated. There was also
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exchange of information concerning the missing persons, which was provided by
Greek and Turkish Cypriots (paragraph 5).

The followmng two paragraphs (58:6) are also mmportant as they show
another strategy that was used durnng the negohation, what i1s known as fit-for-tat.
Trkish side aimowunced (paragraph 5) that after the hifting of the 1964 decree which
was announced m Jamuary 1988, before Davos, Greek cifizens of Twrkey were
allowed to invest the incomes denved from their properties in Turkey. It was also
declared that the Torkash govemment would take all necessary achons to restore all
rights of Greek citizens in accordance to the Turkish law”™. This development
allowed Greece to give her consent so that the addibonal protocol of the 1964
Apkara Association Apreement would be signed before the meeting of the
Association Council in Apnl 25, 1988 (paragraph 7). Greece finally signed the
protocol on March 22, 1988 (Stephanou and Tsardamides. 1991: 218).

Unhke the announcements that were made after the meetings at Davos and
Brussels, the two parties faced a lot of difficulties drawing up a text that would be
acceptable to both sides, after the meeting between Papandreou and Ozal in Athens.
The difficulty of finding an acceptable way of phrasing caused Ozal to delay his
press conference for two hours. Ozal himself was under the impression that there

would not be a common annocuncement when he started the press conference but,

hWMMMMIH.II.IMMEMMWMEﬂE
“Eamamame”. The decres forbade transactions of the Gresk citizens’ residing in Torkey balongings
mnd especially of their estate in Torkey. Since mid-1985 the Greek Government sef the lifting of the
18464 decyee as a preveguisite for her to lift her objections to the reactivation of the 1964 Association
Apreement between Turkey and the Euwropean Conummity (see Aleccamdris 1091:511-512 Clogg
1901: 21}
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meanwhile, the Mr Makns Greek Ambassador at Ankara and the Tudash
Ambassador at Athens Mr Akiman somehow mfused ther views mto a one single
text. Nonetheless, the final asnoumcement did not mention any of the major 15sues
that divided Turkey and Greece and 1t was linmted to making general comments
concerning the good will atmosphere and the satisfaction with the ongoing work
(Ta Nea, 16/6/1988).

The second group of agreements includes the signed agreements between
the two partes. The only agreement that can fit under thas group 1s the Papoulias-
Yilmaz memorandum that was signed in Athens on May 27, 1988 (For full text of
the memorandum see Ta Nea, 28/5/1988). The memorandum reflected the work of
the Political committes that was established imn Davos and assembled for the first
time in Athens between 24™ and 26® of May. With the memorandum, the two
parties commutted to respect each other’s sovereignty as well the nghts to open sea
and miemnational air space (article 1). In addition, the two parties agreed that during
abstamn from any achon that nught come to obstruct navigation and am fraffic,
according to international laws and regulations (article 2). With regard to mulitary
exercises the signatory parties agreed, furthermore, that the 1ssue of waming notices
(the NOTAM) should refrain from a) isolatng an area b) commit areas for long
time penods c) takmg place durmg high tounstc penod or national and rehimous

celebrahions (article 3). Finally, the memorandum noted that diplomatic channels
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should be used more often and that its content should be held m harmony all the
time with what was decided in Davos (articles 4£5).

The common ammouncement that came out was to reveal that the two
numisters agreed to establish two working groups. The first group led by the Greek
deputy MFA Mr Kapsis and his Twkish counterpart Mr Kandemur discussed
confidence bmlding measures (CBMs) and common NATO infrastructure shares.
The second led by the Greek Foreign mimistry general secretary Ambassador
Georgiou and the general secretary of the Turkish department of bilateral relations
Ambassador Akbel discussed the hifting of wvisa requirements for Tuwdash
diplomatic and state passports, as well as, cooperation m areas of dmug traffickmg,
temmorism etc. In fact, the first person to benefit from the liftmg of visa requirement
was Prime Mmister Ozal, who wisited Greece two weeks later, while for example
Mesut Yilmaz had to validate his passport during his late May wisit to Athens (Ta
Nea, 28/5/1988).

Some years after the Davos meetings Greek sources suggested that
Papandreou and Ozal inked an agreement in 1988, which foresaw the withdrawal of
Turkish troops from Cypros. This information was first presented by Papoulias m
2000, who also pointed that Ozal himself worked on the agreement, and that the
agreement would have been implemented if it wasn't for Ozal’s untimely death™.

Ambassador Naznm Akimman however, demed knowledge of such an agreement, and

S
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suggested that it most likely did not happen™. (On the decisions reached in Davos
see also Athanasopoulos 2001, Hale 2008, Akinan 2002)

c. Military cooperation

The 13sue of military cooperation was part of the agenda that which gamed a
concrete form during the meetings between Papandreou and Ozal When Ozal was
asked by joumalists whether we thought that what was accomplished m Davos

could also bolster military cooperation he answered:

I beheve 1t (Davos process) will have posiive miplications. As you can see
m the common announcement our Ambassador at miematonals
orgamzations, the UN, the NATO, the OECE will have closer contacts. But
for visits of mulitary men we can see today that even between opposing
camps there are visits. Our Chuef of Staff has wisited the Soviet Umon and
they have visited us. Also there are a lot of visifs poing on at NATO
meetings. But [ am talking about bilateral visits not only at the Chief of
Staff level but also Chief of Ammy, Choef of Naval Forces efc, so that there 15
betiter understandimg (Ta Nea, 2/2/1988).

Concermning malitary there 15 mmuch to be done. The way [ am sensing it, what
I would propose is that our mulitary men have to come m terms with each

other. They have to try and solve some of these 13sues, which are m majonty
of techmical and not poliical nature (To Vima, 16/5/1988)

It 15 quite clear that mulitary cooperation during the 1988 mapprochement
was rather aiming at finding a modus vivendi between the two sides, than engage a
type of cooperation that would mclude for mstance, joint mmhitary exercises or other
types of joint achon. Indeed, sources from the Greek government assired there was

mention of joint military exercises m Davos or Brussels (Ta Nea, 22/3/1988).
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The 1dea of a meeting of experts on nulitary i1ssues, however, became a topic
of discussion between Ozal and Papandreou, and a sub-committee of the political
commuttee met m Athens for 3 days, between March 30 and Apnl 1. This sub-
commuttee was presumed to discuss national mihitary exercises and military aircraft
fhights. The Turkash group mcluded 13 members and was headed by vice-adnural
Omer Akbel and the head of the Turdash department of Aeronautic Affairs, Ugur
Ziyal (Ta Nea, 29/3/1988). The Greek group also included high ranking mulitary
men and diplomats (Ta Nea, 30/3/1988). After the end of the three-day meeting no
specific results were ammownced, however, an announcement was made saying that
the work of the sub-committee would be presented to the meeting of the political
commuttee, which was planned to take place m two months m Athens (Ta Nea,
2/4/1988). Thus, it was almost certain that some of the positions that were adopted
by the Papoulias-Yilmar memorandum were mitially discussed by the sub-
committee that summoned in March™.

d. Economic cooperation

By the year 1988, space for economuc cooperation between Greece and
Turkey was extensive. The commerce between the two countnies accounted for a
mere 1% of their total commerce, and out of 893 foreign businesses that operated m
Turkey only three had some Greek parbcipation (Oikonommkos Taxidromos,
21/4/1988). The Greek-Turkish commmerce had remamed stagnant from 1983 to

1985, and while it rose m 1986, it still remained ymder 1008 mullion. In 1988, it was

% This is becanse some of the issues that the memorandum touched upon were also issnes that the
sub-commmittes discnssed
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expected that the bilateral frade would reach 200% million (To Vima, 7/2/1988). In
addition, the tremendous possibiliies of Greek-Turkish economic cooperation 1s
also evident at the statement of the president of the Umon of Chambers and
Commodity Exchanges of Tutkey (TOBB) Al Coskum, who in 1988 said that by
1990 the trade volume between Greece and Twkey could double (Milliyer,
231088

It 15 therefore absolutely undisputed that a successful rapprochement
between Greece and Turkey m 1988 would be financially beneficial for both of
them_ This was well understood by Papandreou and Ozal, who also believed that
once economuc cooperation was established 1t would be easier to discuss the
significant problems m the two states’ relation. A month before hos visit to Athens,
Ozal said to a Greek journalist

I have said so, and I repeat that on many areas, outside those were there are

problems, we could start cooperating. For example, with wisits of

businessmen__ they could agree to collaborate, or even fo establish joint

commercial and industnal enterprises. . .or maybe on toumsm, there could be

tounsts” visits. . This will create an atmosphere of full trust (To Vima
16/5/1988)

Efforts to mprove economic cooperation had started years before the
political rapprochement, since the beginming of the 1980s. The efforts were mitiated
by the Twkish side, and especially businessman Sank Tara, who in vanous
occasions came 1n touch with Greek businessmen, among whom Costa Karras. At
the same fime the president of Istanbul Chamber of Commerce Mr. Yasar, tried to

keep i touch with the Athens Chamber of Commerce and Industry Mr. Effaimoglu.

* This statement was made duming 3 meeting Mr Coskun had with the president of the Greek-
American Chamber of Commerce Mr Politalis
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During these initial contacts the possibilities of an approach between Ozal and
Papandreou were explored. The meetings between Greek and Turkash businessmen
which had started m May 1984, stopped m Jamary 1983, after Kypnanou and
Denktag meeting faled (To Vima, 9/2/1988).

Both sides common desme to elevate economuc relahons with one another
became clear in Davos when the Turkish and Greek Pnme Ministers decided to
establish a commmuttee that would discuss 1ssues relating to economic collaboration
(paragraph 7 of the common announcement) In addihon Twkish and Greek
businessmen held a separate meeting at Davos, where they discussed 1ssues relating
to moports and exports, tounsm, commumcations and transportabons etc. Some of
the participants of this meeting were Sank Tara, and the president of the Tudkish
Confederation of Employer Associations (TISK) from the Turkish side and Mr
Papalexopoulos, President of the Helleme Federahon of Enterpnises on the Greek
side (Milliyet, 2/2/1988).

The efforts for economme cooperafion created a number of commuitees
geared to discuss and promote econonue cooperation. Firstly, two commitiees, one
Turkish and one Greek, were formed by businessmen. The Turkish one was called
Turkish-Greek Business Council (Tiirk-Yiman I3 Konseyi) and was headed by Sank
Tara (Milliyet, 2/3/1988) and, the Greek one, the Cowncil of Greek-Turkish
Business Cooperaion (Zopfovkioc Elavo-Tovpsuals Emyepnparsalg

Tovepyociac) was headed by Mr. Papalexopoulos. The two committees’ met twice

“ 1t should be noted that occasionally they are mentioned as one body
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m 1938, once m Apnl m Athens and once mn early October m Istanbul (Millryet,
20v4/1988 and 8/10/1988). In addition. Papalexopoulos met with Ozal during the
latter’s visit to Athens m June (Ta Nea, 16/6/1988).

Secondly, two committees, one for each side, were formed m order to
discuss economuc 1ssues according fo the decisions that were taken m Davos.
Together the two commuttees formed the economuc commuttee, which met m
parallel with the political commuttee. The mam task of the economic committee,
and what differentiated 1t from the businessmen mitiative, was to try and establish
the basic principles upon which the “Davos spint” could realize (To Vima,
17/4/1988). The first meeting of the joint committee took place in Ankara between
24 and 26 of May The discussion touched wpon three man issues a) the
mstitutional and legal framework, b) infrastmucture 1ssues and c) cooperation by
different sectors. A number of decisions, such as, mncreasing cooperation on the
15s0e of road transportabon, mproving the telecommumcations network and
promoting collaboration on the areas of trade, banking tourism etc were taken (Ta
Nea, 27/5/1988). The second meeting of the jont economic committee also
proceeded mn parallel to the poliical commuttee m early September. The second
meeting was in Athens and did not produce any results worth of mentioning here.

In general, despite the good will for cooperabon which was sfressed by both
sides, few things were finally accomplished as far as economic cooperafion is
concerned. It was because of the shared mood in both sides that econonuc matters

will be agam sacnficed for poliical 1ssues, thereby they simply saw no point m

182



pressing for business related 1ssues before a comespondent advance could be made.
Specifically the Greek party was motivated by this same logic. The Tirkish side
made a mumber of suggeshions, such as the estabhishment of a Greek-Turkish bank
of a plan to promote mvestments, but the Greek side remamed cautious and dilatory
(To Vima, 19/6/1988; Ta Nea 3/9/1988; Ta Nea, 7/9/1988).

&. Public Statemenis made by officials

In the 1988 Greek-Turkish rapprochement case, public statements at the top
poliical level played an mmportant role. As the three key moments of the
rapprochement were an intfernational forum, a NATO sumnut and an official visit of
a pnme mumster, the mitiators of the rapprochement, meaning the two pnme
mimsters and their environment, were able to give many mferviews and make
public statements that attracted nmch attenfion Special attention was given by both
Papandreou and Ozal to stress out in every chance that the atmosphere within
which the discussions and the commmmcations took place was pleasant and
responsive. This 15 made obvious not only in vanous statements by both of the
leasers but also on every joint announcement that followed the vanous meetings.

As some mmporfant statements have already been quoted. it would be
beneficial to present some statements that show how the protagomists of the 1988
rapprochement fried occasionally to commect thewr efforts to the 1930
rapprochement between Venizelos and Ataturk. For instance, dunng a reception the

Greek Ambassador m Ankara Mr. Makris gave at the Ankara Palace, Ozal stated:

In this nlding the agreements between between Kemal Atatwk and
Elefthenos Vemzelos were signed m 1930. In the same bulldmg the Greek
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Ambassador gives a reception. I think there 15 a symbolism. I am optmmshc
that something positive will amve for the Greek-Turkish relations (Ta Nea,
31/3/1988)

I dom’t see amy reason why we camnnot reahize today the cooperahon that
started at the ttime of Ataturk and Vemzelos (Millryet, 1672/1988)

Finally, durng the meeting of the mmhitary experts, n March, the head of the
Twrkish delegation, Admiral Isik Biren wisited the Vemzelos Museum in Athens.
After his visit he stated:

Maybe now the rapprochement between Turkey and Greece 15 difficult, but
it was even more difficult (meaning m 1930s). However, it was aclueved
due to the efforts of Vemzelos and Ataturk (Ta Nea, 2/4/1988)

The abovementioned quotes prove the impact of the 1930s mapprochement
which became a reference point for Greek-Turkish relations in the 20® century. In
addition, the reference to the 1930s, mainly by Turkish officials, conshiutes an
mdication of the preferred level of cooperation that Turkey was craving for.

The 1988 rapprochement between Turkey and Greece offers an example of
how statements made by officials can caunse negative reflections to the other side
and endanger the rapprochement atmosphere. For example, statements were made
by Mr. Yilmaz and also the Mmstry of Foreign Affans’ spokesperson Mr. Batu,
concerming the presence of the Turkish military m Cyprus and Denktag” junsdiction
and responsibibities, caused much skephcism on the Greek side, to the extent that
the Greeks wondered whether Ozal’s visit could actually take place under these

circumstances (Ta Nea, 23/4/1988)% Finally, few days before his wisit to Athens,

HIts]muhihepuiﬂadmﬂuIHr.YﬂnmzmdLﬁ. Bam's statements were in fiull conformity with
Tarkich official line on the Cyprus isswe at the time Howewer, it was expected by the Greek side thet
Ozal would proceed with a good will gestore on the Cyprus issue bafore his visit to Athens.
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Ozal stated that there couldn’t be any substantial progress in the Greek-Turkish
relations becanse of Greece upcommg natiomal elections, m 1989 (Ta Nea
8/6/1988). This statement was spothighted by the Greek press. However, the Greek
government fned fo downplay 1f and added that Papandreou would ask for

[ Raprrochement 5 influence at the society level

It 1s difficult to assess the influence that the Davos process had on the Greek
and Turkish societies. Due to time limitation, this round of rapprochement does not
allow for measurng its affect at the prassroots level. In general, however, it can be
said that the mter-societal mterachons were not very common erther before or after
the Davos process. After all. 1t should be stressed that the 1988 mpprochement was
a top-down process, where the mmpact at the societal level was of secondary
mportance. Apart from the stated time limnutations, which perhaps help
rapprochement from reaching the society level, media’s natiomalistic thetoric
throughout the months that followed the meetings at Davos, and negative images
that were created by the events m Cypros, should also be considered as fwo
mportant factors that prolubited rapprochement between the Turkish and the Greek
societies.

Public opinion polls that were made at the time showed the mustrust
between the Greek and Turkish people. A poll among Greek high-school students,
which was publicized immediately after Ozal’s visit to Greece, showed that close to

a 70% of all students m that school considered Turkey as the most hostle country
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(Milliyet 16/6/1988)"". Nonetheless, m early 1982 polls indicated that both Turks
and Greeks were m favor of a rapprochement befween the two counimes.
Concretely, n a poll that took place sinmltaneously in Greece and Turkey by the
Twkish magazme “WOKTA”™ and the Greek "PONTIEI", 77% of the Turks and
58% of the Greeks sad that they would be supportive of a rapprochement process
and peaceful resolution of the problems between Greece and Turkey (Politakis,
1987).

Other than that, any efforts for mproving cooperation between the Greek
and the Turkish societies were mostly imdertaken by elite mdmniduals, such as
artists or wnters. Two of these efforts are worth mentioming. The first 15 the Greek-
Turkish fiendship commuttee. The committes, which consisted of a Turkish and a
Greek commuttee, was created mn late 1986. Its goal was to support the Greek-
Twrkish rapprochement and to help the creation of those conditions that could
support the easier resolution of the problems between Greece and Turkey (Ta Nea,
13/12/1986). The establishment of the committee(s) was the idea of Aziz Nesin, a
leading Turkish author, while from the Greek side the contnbution of Mikis
Theodorakis, a well-known Greek composer, politician and polifical activist was
mvaluable. In addibon to these, the muhative was supported by a number of
academicians, jourmalists, artists efc (Ta Nea, 26/11/1986). The work of the
commuttee focused mamly on the orgamzation of jomt events such as concerts,

book presentations, film festivals™ and the like.

T The poll was made by the Greek magazine “EMA™
“* For instance the committee organized 3 Greek Film Week in Turkey in December 1988, see Ta
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Table 6.2.

Rapprochement Process
Main events Frequency Importance
Indicator _ _
Ozal & Papandreou
Summit meetme m Davos High Mednm
level Ozal & Papandreou
meetings ‘meeting in Brussels
Ozal’s visit to Athens
June 13-15 1988
Agreements mamnly
Agreement 1n form of common High Mednm
5 Signed announcements,
Papoulias —Yilmaz
Memorandum
Sub-commuttee on
Military military issues Low Low
cooperatio m Athens
n from March 30 to
__Apnll
Several commuttees
Economic formed to discuss Low Low
cooperatio possibilibies of
n ECONOMIC COOPeTation
Several positive
Statements/ statements made by High Mednm
Gestures political leaders
especially after the
official meetings
No major
Societal level breakthroughs Low Low
among elites

The second was the “Abdi Ipek¢i™ awards of Greek Turkish friendship
which was founded in September 1979 m the memory of the Turkish journahist

Abdi Ipekci a supporter of the Greek-Turkish rapprochement who was

Mea, 1WI21988
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assassinated earlier the same year The award was given to the authors of
journahistic or hiterary articles that supported the Greek-Turkish rapprochement (To
Vima, 24/9/1979).

Nomnetheless, 1t 1s clear that both the Greek-Tudash Fnendship Commuittee
and the Abdi Ipek¢i Peace and Friendship Awards were itiated before the 1988
rapprochement and confinued thear work while the rapprochement lasted

Finally, according to Clogg, followmng Daves, there was an imcrease m
Greek nationals visiing Turkey by some 170%, to approxmately 360 000 wisitors.
Clogg attnbutes this merease to the liftimg of visa requirements for Greeks by the
Turkish state; however, it should be made clear that the visa requirement was hfted
m 1984, shortly after Akiman’s amval to Athens Actually, the hifting of the visa
requirement was a goodwill gestme made by Ozal while appointing a new

ambassador to Greece (Akuman 2002).

6.9. The end of the Rapprochement

There are different opimions as to why and when the 1938 mapprochement
between Greece and Turkey ended In most cases, a mmmber of factors that acted
sinmltanecusly are offered as an explanation to the end of the Davos spint. These
factors mamly concerned exogenous obstacles that appeared in late 1988, By the
same foken, factors imbedded m the process of the rapprochement are also
responsible for its short duraton. As to when the rapprochement ended, there are

two different views (see Herachdes, 2007: 156). The most pessimustic of those
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views sustams that the spint of Davos ended with Ozal’s visit to Athens, while
and the last, meeting of the political commuttee In September 1988

The September of 1988 15 a more comvincimg alternative for one to
chronologically sifuate the end of the rapprochement This is for mainly three
reasons. First, the assembly of the political commuttes m early September not only
failed to produce any results, but also revealed that the two parties had different
understandings of the process. Greece and Turkey had thewr own mmferpretabons on
what therr dialogue should include. The frostration was mamly cansed by Greece’s
preparedness to discuss only some of the 1ssues while neglecting others, coupled
with Turkey’s msistence to add issues to the agenda. One day before the end of the

polifical commuittee’s proceedmgs Mesut Yilmaz stated:

Contrary to the Davos spmt, Greece does not discuss 1ssues such as the
termtonal sea and air space linats, the fortification of her islands and her
minonty 1ssue, claming that these ssues concern sovereigmty nghts A
dialogue that does not include these issues 1s not possible to lead to
permanent solufion, which 15 the goal of both states (Ta Nea, 7/9/1988)

Second, Andreas Papandreou’s health sharply deteniorated m August 1988
and he left for England mn order to have an open-heart surgery. Papandreoun’s health
adventure forced lum to abstamn from the political life for several months, and it
was the main reason for the cancellahon of Papandreou’s wisit to Turkey that two
sides agreed to hold in 1988, Finally, a major financial scandal broke out n the

second half of 1988, destabilizing the PASOK government and putting Greece m a

long pre-elechion peniod.
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In 1989, there were two elections held m Greece (June 18 and November 3)
and both of them failed to elect a one-party majonty government. It was not unfil
Apnl 1990 elections that Konstantmos Mitsotakis managed to form a majonty
government and became the new pnme minister (on how the PASOK Government
found a rapid end and left its place to Greek elections see Anastasiadis. 1993;
Mendnnou, 2006). As such, dunng this time there was no development m the
Greek-Turkash relations. Indeed, 1t could also be argued that there were setbacks as
a meeting between Papandreou and Ozal at the NATO summmt i May 1989
produced no results and clearly showed that Davos spint had faded away (To Vima,
28/5/19809).

Mitsotakis who had in the past cnticized Papandreon for engaging Turkey n
a wider dialogue rather than discussing only the delimitation of the contmental
shelf, uplified the Cyprus issue to the oumber one problem between Greece and
Turkey, and sustaned that no progress could be made without tackling Cyprus
(Ker-Lindsay, 2007: 27). Mitsotakis met with Ozal on Augnst 25, 1990 at the
European Democracy Umion meeting in Antalya (To Vima, 20/3/1990) and m
Davos in 1992 (To Vima, 2/2/1992), however, the two leaders were not ready to
revive the Davos spimt or start another stmilar process that would mprove relations

between Turkey and Greece.

* This was the first official summit level mesting between Greece and Turkey after Ozal’s visit o
Athens in 1988.
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6.10. Assessment of the 1988 Greek-Turkish Rapprochement

After the failed rapprochement of the 1950s, and following more than three
decades of strammed relations, the 1988 case constitufed another failed
rapprochement process between Turkey and Greece. Although the two countries,
and especially the two pnme numsters, were successful mn sustaming a posiive
atmosphere for several months and managed to create expectations and hopes for a
peaceful coexistence, the Davos spint was not able to survive even the end of the
year. In the following pages the discussion will focus on whether, and m what ways,
each of the mdependent vanables mfluenced the outcome of the rapprochement

process.

= Impact of the mternational system to the national secunty

Unhke the 1955 rapprochement which i1s mamnly seen as part of Greece and
Tukey's efforts to elmunate thewr secunty concems, the Davos process,
unanticipated as it was, is mainly attnbuted to situational factors relating to the two
states reahishe aspirabions of a vis-a-vis normalized relation As such the mpact of
the imfternational system to the mutiation, development and failoe of the
rapprochement is quite limited

Special menfion, however, should be made to the ways the European
Economic Community (EEC®) offered significant incentives for a successful

rapprochement, especially to the Turkish side. Even though Greece and Turkey had

% 1 ater EUJ
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signed association agreements with the EU since the early 1960s (June 9. 1961 and
September 12, 1963 respectively), Greece submitted her full membership
application om 12% 1975 and became effectively a full member on January 12,
1981 (See Stephanou and Tsardamdes, 1991). Having been delayed by domestic
poliical concemns, Turkey could not submit her application for full membership
before 1987, only a couple of weeks after the Aegean cnisis (for a short chroneology of
Turkey-EU relation see Erdemli, 2003). In general, the literature suggests that Greece’s
membership fo the EUJ was not beneficial for Greek-Turkish relations specifically in
the period of tme previous to 1999 (Fumelih, 2004). As it 15, fhis does not
contradict the fact that if Turkey wanted to fulfill her EU aspirations, she had to
come mm terms with Greece, as the latter’'s veto power could block Turkey's

membership mdefimtely. According to Rumelili (Celik and Rumehli, 2006: 216)
EC membership was percerved as and valved for having provided Greece
with bargamimg advantages in its dealings with Turkey. As a result, Greece's
membership has created and sustamed the understanding i Turkey that the
EC/EU has become ‘captured by Greece, and therefore, cannot be impartial
with respect to Greek-Turkish 1ssues.

= State identity

Undoubtedly, state idenfity played an important role in the farhwe of the
third Greek-Turkish rapprochement. Durng the decades precedmg the mitiation of
the rapprochement, both sides constructed one another i the 1mage of an enemy.
The negative images and mustrust, dominating the space in post-1960s, were by
large the outcomes of the oufbreak of the Cyprus problem Nonetheless, other

155ues especially concerning the Aegean Sea, too, came up mn the 1970z by addng
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further matenal to the construction of enemry images between the Greeks and the
Turks. Especially on the Greek side, the Turkish mvasion of Cyprus constituted a
great shock, emboldenmg Greek perception of Turkey as a hostile occupying force.

Special mention ought to be made to the ways Andreas Papandreou had
unhl 1987, encouraged the creation of pegative mmapes agamnst the Turks by
adoptmg a hardliner political rhetonc agamst Turkey when he was the leader of the
opposition party. Papandreou who was a harsh cotic of the United Stated and the
EU, tned to compensate s declaratory to lus operational policy on foreign affamrs
soon before and, also, after he became the pnme mumster However, to the extent
that relations with Turkey were concerned, Papandreou remained relatively stable
to his pre-1981 ideas. This mflexible approach towards Turkey continued after the
1985 elechons, even though emerging economy and secunty concerns favored an

even more realishc view on foreign pohicy. As Coufoundalas (1988) mentions:

Om the core 13sues of Greek foreizm pohicy, however, PASOK remaimed firm
Until the end of 1986, no direct negohations were undertaken with Turkey
despite pressures from the U.S., the EC, and the conservative opposition m
the Parliament as long as PASOK's preconditions for a dialogue with
Twrkey were not met. Greece also confinued 1fs nonparbcipation in NATO
exercises In the Aegean that queshoned established conmmand and control
structures and other Greek sovereign nights; and contmued to object to the
nomabization of Tukey's relations with the EC umless Turkey revoked
discnmmatory measures agamnst the Greek munonity of Istanbul

The mopact of the state 1dentihes, which were shaped durmg the years
before the rapprochement, had a great mmpact on the process and its oufcome,
especially in two disinct ways. On the one hand both polifical leaders had to deal

with the cnficism of the opposibon and the public opimon This cnificism not only
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increased the political costs for Ozal and Papandreou, but also made it difficult for
the poliical leaders to move forward faster than they may wish to do. The fact that
their correspondence was kept secret, and that therr meetings were held without the
presence of joumalists clearly mdicate that the two leaders were considerate of

possible reactions erther from the public opimon or other poliical parties.

Even though the third Greek-Tudish rapprochement lasted for a linuted
amount of ime, this process stll left behind substanhal benefits to be reaped by the
states. Both Tukey and Greece, to start wath, now had the opportumty of
mproving the relations with one another, thms found themselves well-positioned to
significantly improve their national secunty. As previously touched upomn, the
efforts for the mmhation of the rapprochement started momediately after the cnsis,
which was about to consume both of them mto a bloody conflict. And, these pre-
existing efforts indicate that both Greece and Turkey thought of rapprochement as a
way of escaping from an mminent conflict. The signing of the Papoulias-Yilmaz
memorandum showed that the rapprochement process had from early on benefited
the two states as far as thew secunty was concemed.

Moreover, there were good mdications that if the rapprochement had
contimued the benefits from the process would have been even greater for both
parties. Theodoropoulos, a very expenenced Greek diplomat and an acute observer
of Greek-Turkash relations, suggested on a newspaper article that hostile relations
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with Turkey were costly for Greek diplomacy as they forced Greece to monopolize
her foreipn policy focus (To Vima, 4/12/1988). For Turkey, normalization of
relations with Greece would also mean positive repercussions on her relabions with
the US’ Congress after hiting the lowest-possible-point m 1974. At the same fime,
Ankara would be able to concentrate her secunty concems on the sitnation m the
South-east (Kramer, 1991).

As far as the costs of the process are concerned there were not amy
considerable costs for Turkey and Greece. The only costs were the political costs
that the polifical leaders had to withstand, but those were not relevant to the states,
but only to politiclans.

Despite the considerable benefits that accrued to both parties, encouragng
each of them to anficipate even fiwther benefits m the future, their impact on the
rapprochement process’ outcome was mimmal Indeed, the benefits from the
process provided with the mvolved parties extra motivahion go along the dialogue
phase.. But, these motivations were obviously not strong enough to keep Greece
and Turkey as players vested m the continuation of the game On the other hand,
the costs from the confimuation of the rapprochement were not sigmficant enough to

be considered as the canses of the process’ falure.

= Interdependence

As with some of the previous independent vanables the short time that the

rapprochement process lasted gave little space for any mterdependence to develop.
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Although for nstance the improvement of relaboms was expected to increase
economic cooperation and. m fum, trading volume between the two countnes there
was no considerable process made wihile the rapprochement lasted

According to the discussion in the literature review chapter, lugh levels of
mierdependence are generally seen as beneficial for the rapprochement process,
whereas the absence of inferdepence does not bode well for the wiability of
rapproachment. The Greek-Turkish rapprochement of 1987, for that matter, did not
produce high levels of mterdependence. However, it 1s rather doubtful that thas
played an mportant role mn the emergence of unsuccessful ending. Indeed there 15
no mdication to believe that the lack of mterdependence had a role to play mn the
way the rapprochement process came to a halt, or that it produced adverse an

mpact on an otherwise successful endeavor.

= Leadership

Similarly to the cases discussed so far, the pobiical leaders played an
mportant role to the inihation of the rapprochement and while that lasted The most
notable difference of the 1987 case should be that the two prime ministers, Ozal
and Papandreou, monopolhized the process and, hence, the success or failure of the
rapprochement, at least seemed to be, dependent on the leaders™ ability to manage
the difficult task of repainng Greek-Turkish relations. It 15 quite charactenstic that
Papandrecu had asked from the Turkish Ambassador to fly n person to Ankara and

update lus superiors about what they discussed m Athens, between March 1987 and
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Jammary 1988. In the fear of leaks, no phone calls or other type of communications
were used Consequently, leadership must be considered one of the mdependent
vanables that had an miportant impact to the unsuccessful outcome of the process.

To begin with, it nmst be pointed out that both Papandreon and Ozal tried
hard m order for the rapprochement process to succeed. They had carefully planmed
thesr steps dimng the previous year through the exchanpes of personal notes, they
both took advantage of thenr personal power and prestige and they were both
willing to bear the poliical costs that the Greek-Turkish rapprochement would
brmg. Thus, it is not an exaggeration to say that the fact that the Davos spirit lasted,
even for the short time that happened. was due to Papandreou and Ozal’s personal
efforts and commitment to the process.

Nonetheless, problems that the two prime munisters faced durmg after nmd-
1988 forced them to loosen their commitment to the rapprochement process. Firstly,
according to Birand (1991: 33-34) Greek and Turkish bureancracies started putting
pressure on both Papandreou and Ozal, demanding a more careful and less
enthmsiastic approach From the Greek sade the problem was that the Cyprus 1ssue
was left out of the talks, while mn the Turkish side much reluctance was present,
concerning Greece’s willingness or commrtment to meet her obhgations.

In additon, developments m domestc affairs camsed supplementary
concerns fo the Pnme numisters, makmg their commtment to the rapprochement
process weaker. This 1s especially true for Papandreou who at the end of 1988

expenienced senous health 1ssues that led to the cancelaton of lns tnp to Tutkey m
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late 1988, which had been agreed upon by the two prnme numsters earlier that year.
Personal and domestic polibical problems for Papandreou prolubited him from
proceeding with major foreipn decisions, while domeshe political developments m

Turkey were also troubling Ozal (Coufoudakis, 1991).

= Depth of the process

The 1983 rapprochement remained a relatively superficial process. This 1s
an outcome of its short duration, the way the process developed, but also the
general hostonical context that the rapprochement took place. In short, dormg the
few months whereby the rapprochement was still robust, the mam locus of the
process remained on the top political level In addibon, not only did the process fail
to engage, or gam support, from a larger part of the population, but 1t faled to
deliver significant results on the level that it actually took place. The political
leaders that imbated and supported the rapprochement did not manage to provide
solubions to the Greek-Turkish problems, and 1t was these problems that conshituted
a significant obstacle to the success of the rapprochement.

The failure to produce results on the Cyprus 1ssue for mstance worked to
negate the enfirety of the rapprochement process. The Greek-Cyprnots both m
Cyprus and Greece, were skeptical of the rapprochement and considered that their
mterests were not fully served by the process. As it has already been mentioned,
Cypriots demonstrated their bitterness against Ozal during his visit to Athens, while

sinnlar demonstrations took place when the Mayor of Istanbul visited Athens m
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early May, 1938 (Pndham, 1991: £3). It should be menhoned, however, that the
begmmng of the Davos process comcided with the elechon of George Vasiliou as
the new president of the Repubhic of Cyprus. a man who represented a rather
moderate face and. to some extent, received support from the commmist AKFL™.
Even though Vasiion met with Denktas mn Aungust 1988 and a certain level of
enthmsiasm did exist, the negohiations soon proved unproductive, and talks ended m
failure m March 2, 1990 (Bolukbasy, 1993 463). In general, the lack of progress cn
the Cyprus problem should be considered as an obstacle to the continuation of the
Greek-Turkish rapprochement

Apart from Cyprus, lack of progress m dealing with the problems in the
Aegean Sea and mmonfy issues also cansed for the mitial enflusiasm to fade away
quite rapidly. The non-solution of the problems led to the collapse of the
rapprochement process m two ways. Fist, further the problems remained
unresolved, more did they cause fnchon between Greece and Twrkey as the
dialogne was still contiming. Coufoudakis (1991) distimgumishes three such points of
friction™ that came forth, especially, in 1989:

L. The growing number of Turkash viclations of the Greek amrspace

IL Provocations regarding the Muslim minonity in Western Thrace

I Turkey's failure to take steps towards restonng property nghts of

the Greek mmeonty of Istanbul

&8 Although independent
% Ac seen from the Greek side
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Second, as there was no progress by the summit level meetings as well as
the several commuitees that had been formed behef to the process started

evoporatmg, as did the trost to the “other’s” conmmitment to the process.

As it was mentioned earlier m the current chapter, the 1988 mpprochement
process did not end abruptly, but, on the contrary, after May 1988 it started losing
momentum and subsequentty became mmpalpable. It is, hence, clear that the end of
the rapprochement was not the result of an umexpected event, but rather the
turming points 15 an irelevant independent vanable as far as the third Greek-Turkish

rapprochement 15 concerned.

= The GRIT strategy

The 1988 Greek-Turkish mapprochement is the first case of a situation
which the two states engage 1 negotiahons after the mitation of the rapprochement
m order to solve sigmficant issues that set them apart Due to the fact that the
discussions that took place during the meetings were larpely confidential and only
selective mformation was leaked to the press, it is not possible fo know with
certainty what was the nature of the negotiations, what type of issues were raised,
and what type of approach that Papandreou and Ozal assumed during the

negotations. Nonetheless, from the leader’s statements 1t can be mferred that the
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two sides had completely different expectations from the process, and hence, their
approach to the negohahons were also quute far apart.

On the one hand  if one examines Ozal’s interviews before and after Davos,
one can see that Ozal did not care about discussing the Aegean Sea issues or
mmonty problems. On the contrary, he understood that these issues were so
complex and difficult to resolve that it would take several years of negotahon to
reach a mutually acceptable solution. Past negotiations between Greek and Turdkish
representatives were a proof that Ozals concerns were not unfounded Ogzal
beheved that economic cooperation was what should be estabhshed first, m order to
create an atmosphere of collaboration and frust. Then there could be a discussion of
the Aegean Sea, the airspace etc. This view was also reflected to the Tudash
businessmen supporting the Greek-Turkish rapprochement.

On the other hand, Papandreou was eager to produce tanmible results that
would be presentable to the public. For instance, 1t was miportant for Papandreou to
consolidate with Turkey a jomt stance towards Cyprus, especially concerming the
withdrawal of the Turkish armed forces. The Greek prime mimister did not oppose
the idea of economic cooperation, but be also understood that such should be given
no poorty ahead of much more pressmg political 1ssues. However, it should be
pointed out that the Greek side was eager to discuss the 1ssues that she considered

as problems or as part of the agenda.
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6.11. Concluding Remarks

The progress that was made m 1988 by Andreas Papandreou and Turgut
0Ozal did not last for long. Soon relations between Greece and Turkey tuned back
to 1ts “customary’ mode—that 15 defined by enmuty and competion By the early
1990s relations had deteriorated so much that even the mutiators of the 1988
rapprochement were not seen as trustworthy by the other side. For mstance, on a
letter sent to the UN General Secretary in February 19, 1991 Greece accused Ozal
of directly threatening to use mubitary force agamst Greece (UN Documents
522243, for the Tudash answer to the Greek accusations see UN Documents
5/22297). A meeting between Mr Mitsotakis, the new Pnme Mimster of Greece
and Mesut Yilmaz the new Prime Minister of Turkey in September 1991 in Pans®
did not produce any results erther. In fact, 1t did not even come amywhere close to
contimuing the effort that Papandreou and Ozal had initiated in Davos. On the other
hand, Mitsotakis and Yilmaz should not be blamed for the end of the

rapprochement process, as the rapprochement had faded away nmch earlier

% See historical review in 1999 rapprochement chapter
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CHAPTER 7

THE 1999 GREEK-TURKISH SUCCESSFUL RAPPROCHEMENT

7.1, Introduction

Shortly after the Greek-Turkish rapprochement that took place im 1988,
world pelifics expenenced a great shuft: that 1s, the Commumst Bloc collapsed
paving way for the estabhishment of mmlbitude of new states m Turkey's and
Greece’s neighborhoods. Despite the momense changes that took place, however,
the frosty relations that prevailed at the end of 1988 continued for the first half of
the 1990s. Then came a sharp deterioration after 1995, which brought the two states
on the edge of a war. It therefore can be said that the 1999 rapprochement, smularly
to the one m 1988, follows a penod of tense relaions. Nevertheless, 1t 1s a far more
comphcated and prolonged process than how 1t looks at the first brush, as 1t covers
a peniod of several notable progress and some occasional setbacks from the mmd-

1999 umtil to thas date.
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The fourth Greek-Turkish rapprochement is largely epitomized by the role
of the European Umon. Twrkey's decisiveness to jom the Union provided Ankara
with exira meentives for the peaceful resolution of the Greek-Turkish comflict
whereas Greece's strategy to use the EU as an external balancing mechamism
against the Turdash ‘threat’ also contnbuted fowards this end (see Tsakonas and
Toumikaotis 2003; on the role of the EU on the Greek-Turkish conflict see also
Oguzin, 2004; Oms 2001; Aybet, 2009). The attention that the EU received from the
scholars studying Greek-Turkash relation 15 mdeed justifiable. The EU 15 not just
another mtemational mstitofion, or another NATO. Despite the fact that before
Greece was admutted the EU had declared that it would not be a party to the Greek-
Twkish conflict (Aydin, 2004), the EUJ was able to shape the framework of the
Greek-Turkish relations through two different ways. On the one hand, Greece used
its membership “to impede progress m EU-Turkish relations™ (Bahcheli, 2004:
112). Secondly, both states had to “Europeamze™ their foreign policies, a shaft that
made the rapprochement more welcoming.

Nevertheless, in order for it to succeed, the 1999 rapprochement needed
more than the motivations the EUJ had to offer. Thus, chansmatic and darng
leaderships on both sides, important decisions that changed the foreign policy
strategies and honest efforts for cooperation wath support commg from different
strata of the Turkish and the Greek societies, also played an mmpertant role i the

mufiation and the successful outcome of the 1999 rapprochement.
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7.1. Historical Background

As of the early 1990s relations between Greece and Turkey remained tense.
Several events contnbuted to the bwldng up of tension between the two states,
finally leadmg to the complete detenoration of relations and a “pear-omss”™
reconciliation opportunity in the first months of 1996. The departure from the
Davos spirit sheerly surfaced itself when Konstantinos Mitsotaks, the Greek Pnme
Mimister met with lns Turkash counterpart Mesut Yilmaz in Pans, in September
1991. The meeting did not produce any tangible results other than causing harsh
crficism of Mitsotakis by siznificant portions of the Greek national press (See for
mstance To Vima 15/%/1991, Ta Nea 13-14-15//1991). The only positive outcome
from the Pans meeting was that of Mitsotakis® menhon of lus preparedness to
change the article 19 of the Citizenslup Law (KEI) of 3370/1933, which hitherto
allowed the stnpping of the citizenship from Greek Muslims under special
conditions®*.

Two years after the Mitsotakis-Yilmaz meeting in Pans, under a new
PASOK government, in November 1993, Greece and Cyprus announced a joint
defense pact. This pact was about helping coordmate Greek and Greek-Cypnot
embolden/synchromze their mulitary equpments. Turtkey reacted to this by

annmcing that 1t would offer a sinular type of assistance to the Turkish Cypnots.

‘“ Howewver, it should be pointed out that the law 33701955 was anoulled nmch Later, in 1998, by Law
26231008, Ses Itipeado-
citizenship.en/MNational DB /'doc s/ GRE%203370%:201955%:2 (original). pdf (accessed 20/9/2013)
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In 1995, Greece rafified United Nations Convention on the Law of Sea (UNCLOS),
which became effective on July 21% 1995 (See Government Newspaper,
Af136/19935). The Article 2 of the Law 2321/1995, which ratified the convention,
confirmed Greece’s nght, according to the Article 3 of the UNCLOS to extend her
termitorial waters up to 12nm, at a time of her choosing. On June 8% 1995, only 8
days after Greece had matified the Convenfion, the Turkish National Assembly
1ssued a resolution granting full authonity to the Turkish government to employ any
means, mcluding the use of mulitary force, to mantam and protect Turkey's
mterests m the Aegean in case Greece extended its temmitorial waters fo 12nm (casus
belli threat).

In the late Jammary 1996, while important domestic changes were taking
place in both Turkey and Greece, a major crisis, the biggest after 1974, took place.
A month earlier, on December 26, 1995, the Turkish ship Figen Akat ran aground a
small islet in the Eastern Aegean The captain of the ship refused Greek assistance,
argung that he was within Turkish temnitory. The Torkash ship was, finally, assisted
by the Greeks after commmmication with the Turkish Mimstry of Foreign Affairs,
while notes were exchanged between the Turkish and Greek Mimistries of Foreign
Affairs conceming each party’s views on the ImuaKardak Islets’ statns. This
mcident was some days later leaked to the Greek press, culnimating in the raismg
of the Greek flag on one of the Islets, by a group of ciizens led by the mayor of the
nearby Kalymmos Island The Greek flag was taken down by a group of Hurmyet

newspaper jounabsts and was replaced by the Tuwrkash ome. The sifuation soom
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spiraled up, as nationalistic rthetoric dominated the media in both countnes. The two
countnes, and especially Greece, managed to concenfrate considerable firepower
around the 1slets, and a warlike situation rapudly developed m the area (the view
that Greece had managed to concentrate superior forces 1s expressed by Limpens,
1997). The diffusion of the cosis was only made possible through vigorous the
USA mediation during the might of Jammary 30-31.

A year after the Imia/Kardak cnisis, another cnsis ocomred relating to the
purchase and mstallment of Russian-made PMU-1 (5-300) mussile system, in the
Republic of Cypros. The plans of the Cypriot government alerted Turkey, which
perceived the achons of the Greek-Cypnots as a polifical and mulitary provocation
On the other hand the Greek-Cypnot leadership considered the installation of the
mussiles as its inalienable night The 5-300 cnsis, though not as senous as the
Imia/Kardak one, became one of the dominant issues m Greek-Turkish relations
during 1997, and until the end of 1998, when Clendes, the Greek-Cypniot president
decided for the missiles to be mstalled in Crete, instead of Cyprus. The 5-300 cnisis
15 evident that the Cypms queshon contmued constituting a key component of
Greek-Turkash relations, and a constant threat to stability. For instance, the
demonstrations on the Green Line m summer 1996, which resulted in the murder of
two Greek Cypriots™, had also caused friction between Greece and Turkey.

At the end of 1997, the EU Luxembmrg Summut did not mchide Turkey m

the hist of official candidates. The assumphons of the Sunmit menfioned:

# Also a month after the events a Turkish Cypriot was found dead
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The Ewropean Council recalls that strengthening Turkey's lmks with the
European Union also depends on that country's pursuit of the polibical and

economic reforms on which it has embarked, mcluding the alipnment of

human nghts standards and practices on those m force m the European

Umnion; respect for and protechon of mimontes; the establishment of

satisfactory and stable relations between Greece and Turkey; the settlement

of disputes, in particular by legal process, meluding the International Court

of Justice; and support for negotiahons under the aems of the UN on a

poliical seftlement in Cyprus on the basis of the relevant UN Secumty

Council Resolutions. *®

The results of the Luxemburg summmt caused much disappointment to the
Turkish side® and actually caused further distress in Greek-Turkish relations, rather
than forcmg Turkey to approach Greek position. In addibion to Turtkey's hardenimg
mmhmﬂEcmmmﬂ,mmgmmm
extremely difficult.

The final blow to the relahons between Greece and Turkey was the arrest of
the PEK leader Abdullah Ocalan in Kenya, in February 1999. Amidst Ankara’s
official plea to the intermational commmumity for his return to Turkey, Ocalan entered
m Greece camrymng a Greek-Cyprniot passport and took a shelter m the Greek
Embassy in Kenya in nm-up to his subsequent arrest. The Ocalan ncident put the
Greek Government to a very difficult positon, as it was not Smuhs’ will to provide
help with the Kurdish leader. In fact, Stmtis had met with Mesut Yilmaz m Antalya

m October 1998, and had reassured the Turkizh Pnime Mmmster that Greece would

% hitp./fererw. consilinm europs.en‘uedocs/ons data/docs/pressdata/en/ec/032a0008 htm  (accessed

o Sea Tunkish Eovernment s official statermemis,
T T B i home? Thecember ] 007-Febmeary 1 008 STATEMENT. FDFE, and,

“ Cpa officisl statement bitp-fwrrwmfa. soy inurkish—republic-of-morthem-Cypmes - Fover et
statement en mifa (aocessed 20/972013)
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not provide political refigee statos to Ocalan, who had already left Syria (To Vima,
21/2/1999). The revelation that Ocalan foumd safe haven even for a while, in a
Greek diplomatic mission further mfimated the Turkish side amdst accusations
against Greece for allegedly supporting terrorsm™. In Greece, the Ocalan
mobrogho led to the disnussal of three mimisters inclodimg, but not limited to, Mr
Pangalos, the Mimster of Foreign Affamrs. who was a well-known hardlmer George
Papandreou, the son of Andreas Papandreou, who later imhated the Davos process,

Among the abovementoned events that conmbuted to the steep
detennoration of the Greek-Turkish relations, few efforts were made to acheve
nomuahization, but none of them managed to make considerable process. There are
two cases that are barely worth menfioning. The first one 15 the Madnd Declaration
signed between Turkish President Demirel and Greek Pnme Minister Sinmtis durmg
a NATO Summut in July 1997. The agreement was engineered by the US Foreign
Minister, Madeleme Albright, and covered six basic principles to designate the
future discourse of the Greek-Turkish relations. These, bnefly, included pmrtual
comnutment to peace, respect for each other’s sovereignty, respect for intermational
law, respect for each other’s legitimate and vital interests, commitment to refram
from umlateral acts, and commitment to setfle disputes through peaceful means on

the basis of mutual consent™.

Seefnrmsml:em;mumﬂETmhshpm
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The second step towards cooperation was made by the Turkash Foreign
Minister Ismail Cem who on Febrmoary 12, 1998 sent a letter to lns Greek
counterpart Mr. Pangalos. The letter elaborated on a possible solution to all of the
1ssues related to the Aegean Sea and called for high level talks to begin by the end
of March 1998™ . Greek side came to conclude that Cem’s proposal did not bring in
anythmg new, but only reproduced Turkey’s longstandmg view favoring bilateral
negotiations, thus politely politely rejected his overtures™. Ismail Cem sent a
second letter, m March 11, to push one more tme for a re-consideration of s
former request, and the Greek Foreign Mmister once more tumed hum down on the
same basis™. (On the Greek Turkish relations prior to the rapprochement as well as
accoumts of the abovementioned cnses see Veremms, 2001; Ker-Lindsay, 2007a;
Herakleides, 2001; Herakleides, 2007; Smtis, 2003; Cem, 2001; Bolukbasi, 2004;

www.mfa govir; mfa gT)

7.3. The Initiation of the Rapprochement

The year of 1999 started with the worst condiions for the Greek-Turkish
relations. The Greek involvement in the Ocalan Case caused mmch bitterness on
Turkish side, which went beyond the policy-makmg elites to spread across the

different segments of the society. It was at that time that even individuals and

1997-07-10 (accessed 20v9/2013)
" Sep foll text of the verbsl note hitp./wwwmfa mov ir's-call-for-peacefrom-torkey-to-
Eeege br februarv-12 1008 epmia (sccessed 20/0/2013)

™ Apart from the point proposing the formalization of the Madrid declaration.
htip'www.mfs.sovie p the -rephy-of-smibassador-necati-utkan -theforeisn-ministry-
spokesman-to-a-question-addressed-to-him _ br march-30 -1998- p en mfs (accessed 20v9/2013)
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groups from the Turlash side. otherwise m favor of rapprochement, grew hesitant
towards reconciliation with the other side of the Aegean For mstance, almost the
enfirety of the Turkish part of the Greek-Turkish Forum withdrew, and the Forum
was only saved because one Turkish member decided not to abandon dialogue.
Nevertheless, the condiions changed dramatically in the months that followed
Ocalan’s arrest When the summer came arommd corner the Greek-Turkish relations
started to mmprove, swrpnsmgly. at a quick pace, prepanng the groumd for the

mufiafion of the fourth Greek-Turkish rapprochement.

7.3.1. Procedures Leading to the Initiation of the Rapprochement

It 15 generally held that the first step towards the fourth round of Greek-
Turkish rapprochement came about with letter of Ismail Cem to George Papandreou
on May 24, 1999 (for the full text of the letter as well as Papandreou’s reply, see
Ker-Lindsay, 2007a: Appendix A). In it the Tuwkash Mimister of Foreign Affairs
suggested that the first step to ameliorate bilateral relations should start from
concluding an agreement on combating teronsm. In addition, Cem suggested that a
plan for reconcihation should also be arranged. Papandreou’s reply, which was sent
to Cem on ume 25%, was a lengthy one. Papandreon welcomed Cem’s willingness
for mproving bilateral relations in the letter, and suggested a mumber of 15sues that
he believed thos cooperation should prenmse upon. More specifically, Papandrecu
pointed out six topics covenng everything from cultore to tounsm, from
emvironment to crime, and from economic cooperation to ecological issues.

in



Furthermore, the Greek Mimster of Foreign Affairs expressed their will to meet
Ismail Cem m person whenever a convement opportunity appears m the honzon
This answer, obviously pleasing Ismail Cem, reassured him about that “tings were
possible.” (Cem, 2001: 182)

The letters that Cem and Papandreon exchanged were significant for the
mifiation of the process. Therr mihal commumeation was qute smmilar to the
exchange of letters that Vemzelos exchanged with Inonn m 1928. Nonetheless,
apart from Cem'’s first step and Papandreou’s reciprocation, one can mention of a
burgeomng process of trust-bmlding m between these two countnes. Indeed,
bearing in mind that Cem had already sent two letters to Pangalos i short notice,
only to be turned down by the Greek side, his decision to send a yet another, sinmilar
letter to the new mimister of foreign affamrs shows that Cem anticipated Papandreou
to react differently.

An opportumty for the two mimsters of foreign affairs fo meet n person
soon armved, on June 30. Therr vemme of meeting was New York, m the margms of
UN's “fnends of Kosove™ meeting, wherein the two decided to put together a team
of Turkash and Greek high-rankmg officials in hopes of discussing matters of low-
politics. Among the topics to be handled by this committee were "tounsm”,
"environment”, "trade”, "culture”, "regional cooperation”, "organized crime”, “drug
trafficking”, “1llegal mgration”, and finally “terronsm”. Tounsm, environment and

trade 1ssues apparently took a pnor place with parbies appomfing them as the
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subjects of discussion dumng the first meeting n Ankara, on 26-27 July 1999, while
leaving the rest to the following summit in Athens, on 29-30 July 1999™

Papandreon and Cem’s meeting m New York, sigmficantly contmbuted to the
trast-ulding process, as the two men had the opportumity for the first time to meet
m person and exchange thewr thoughts on the future of Greek-Turkish relations. The
establishment of the commuttees clearly indicates that the dialogue that took place
was not superficial but i fact authenficates the overall willingness of Cem and
Papandrecu fo move forward. Alternatively, the commmttees can be considered as a
tactical move to prepare the ground for the mutiation of a more decisive step taken
m the direct of a Greek-Twkish reapproachment which would, for instance,
mclude the signing of agreements between the two sides.

In August 17 a catastrophic earthquake measuring 7.5 on the Richter scale
struck Turkey's [znmt distnct, by the Marmara Sea cansing massive destruction.
Fifteen numutes after the earthquake the Greek Embassy mn Ankara received a plea
from the Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs for help. In less than half an hour,
Papandrecu had contacted Cem and assured lum about lus governments resolve to
offer whatever help Twkey may have needed Be noted that this was the first
answer from mnfemabonal commmmity to Cem’s request for help (Ker-Lindsay,
2000). Indeed, Greece immediately sent the Greek Emergency Fescue Team

(EMAK), fully equipped and accompanied by sniffing dogs. In addition, two

@Eﬁg—mﬂnﬂm br ]u_IE-lE -1009 en mifs (mocessed 2092013)
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mobile hospital umts together with a team of doctors, and a team of seismologists
were also dispatched to Turkey (Ker-Lindsay, 2000).

Nonetheless, 1t should also be noted that, besides the official response by the
Greek state, the response by the Greek society was also qmck and attentive to the
himanitarian fragedy that wrecked a havoc on Turkey. The Greek Church i
accordance with the Patriarchate offered bumamitanan help. The mayors of Athens,
Thessalomki, Piraeus and Patras and Herachion met in order to better coordmate
thesr common efforts for help. The acadenue commmmities of two Umversihes m
Athens decided to give a helpmg hand to the vichms of earthquake, as well Other
NGOs such as the Médecins Sans Fronhiéres, the Trade Umion Centre of
Thessaloniki, and the Greek Women's Association, too, did not fail to stand by the
side of Turkey in the face of the said natural disaster Finally, the Daily Newspaper
Editor Umon sent a letter to the Istanbul and Ankara Joumahst Umons to express
their sincere condolences, while Mr. Koutsikos, the president of the Greek-Turkish
Business Association also sent letters with similar content to the Turkish business
commmmity, cifing the will of the Greek busmessmen to help Turkey recuperate
from the resultant humanitarian and matenal loss (Ker-Lindsay, 2000; also see Ta
Nea, 19/2/1999). Greek assistance was reported n the Turkish media in a way they
all praised Greece’s timely offered help (see for mstance Samm Kohen's article on
Millryet, 25/8/1999, page 18; also Ta Nea, 23/8/1999).

Just in a matter weeks, this time around Athens fell vichm to a smmlar

earthquake. Even though the emergent damage was mcomparable to what had
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happened in Turkey, the Turksh state and Turkash cifizens eagedy voiced them
willingness to assist their Greek neighbors. A team of the Tuwdish Emergency
Rescue Team (the AKUT) lost no time fo establish comnechion with the Greek
Ambassador in Ankara only mimutes after the earthquake to offer help. The AKUT
departed for Greece mmmediately after the earthquake to commence on its first
mussion outside Turkey (Ker-Lindsay, 2000). The Tukish President Suleyman
Demirel, Pome Mimster Bulent Ecevit and Ismail Cem sent their condolences to
the Greek govemment (Ta Nea, 9/9/1999). Additionally, many Turkish citizens
mformed the Greek consulate m Istanbul they are prepared to give support to ther
neighbors burt by a simmlar disaster A few days after the Athens earthquake the

Greek Prime Mimster stated:
The presence of the Turlash rescue team as well as the presence of the
Greek rescue team dunng the earthquakes m Turkey is mdicative of the
sobdanty and the fnendship that nations m the area must have, and m
general all nahions, in order to proceed m peace (To Vima, 9/9/1999).
The earthquakes’ relative weight within the mitiation of the Greek-Turkish
rapprochement nught have been a bit overstated. As also mndicated m the official

statements by Ismail Cem and, especially, George Papandreou; a proven sohdanty,
one nation showed fo the other, at a time of great distress , became a force for

pushing the momentim to the “nght’ direction (see for mstance Gundogdu, 2001).

Papandrecu (2001: 6) accordingly opmed that
Tragedy generated a genuine feeling of human warmth between two peoples
inveolved mn histoncal stnfe. Spontaneous and dramatic acts of frateraty and
sohdanty were expressed between the citizens of Greece and Turkey. These
acts short-crowmted elaborate diplomatic strateges and exerted powerful
pressure on our governments to move ahead boldly. Owr mandate became
clear. Our peoples desire to hive in peace together
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Yet, the “exploitation’ of the earthquake for even noble pohifical causes soon
started to lose its steam Owerall it 1s not the earthquakes that imaided imitiated the
polifical will for cooperation. Instead, before these natural disasters ocourred, the
political will was already there and commmmicated between the two governments.
However, the help that each nation offered to one another, in turns, mvoked m both
sides of the Aegean a sense of empathy and sympathy. These feelings offered the
decision makers a lnstonc opporhmity to take ig steps forward safe in knowledge
that they now have the support of thewr people for a rapprochement .

The third major change that ocoured m 1999 and propped up the
sohdification of the rapprochement’s mitiahon was the hftmg of Greek objections
to Turkey’s EU membershop. Such constifuted a major change m the traditional
Greek foreign policy that, to that far, aimed to somehow impede Tutkey's EU
prospects. According to Sinmtis (2003: 75-6) after the ImiaKardak crisis it became
clear that there was need for a new strategy m which to re-examne the bilateral-
bipolar nature of the Greek-Turkish relations through new lenses that goes beyond
the simplistic logic of problem-solving by the means of violence. This new thinking
was to become an mportant strategic choice after the 1996 elections m Greece.

The change of Greek foreign policy’s perspective allowed Turkey to attam a
candidate status for full membership to the EU, thms folfilling a time-hononng goal
of the Turkish state™. According to Tsakonas (2010: 23-24), the Helsinki Sumumit

was the outcome of an “ideational change™ that ocourred in Greece's foreign pohicy

" For instance see
torkey s-candidacy-to-the-en br december-11 -1900- en miffa (accessed 200872013)
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especially regarding the latter’s relations with Turkey. This shift was an outcome
denving as much from a more Europeamzed Greek foreign policy as from a vasibly
sharp pragmatist tum in the foreign policy making mentality of Greece. As for the
said pragmatic shuft m Greece perception of Turkey, 1t sugpested that “successful
mterconnection of the two states” inferests with legitimate international rules and
standards —as for example that of European mtegrahion- i1s both feasible and
realistic.™

Hence, other than satisfymg Turkey’s objectives, the Helsinki Presidential
Conclusions (for the full text of the conclusions Bl
hittp:/ fwww europarl europa.ew/summitshell en him) were extremely satsfactory
to the goals of the Greek diplomacy as well On the one hand, the resolution of the
Cypmus problem was no more a precondrion for accession to the EU (paragraph
Ob). On the other hand if Turkey wanted to become a full member of the EU, she
should have to solve her problems with Greece (On this 1ssue also see Fumehl

2004). Much quoted paragraph 4 of the Conclusions stated that
... In this respect the European Council stresses the pnnciple of peaceful
settlement of disputes mn accordance with the Umted Nations Charter and
urges candidate States to make every effort to resolve any outstandmg
border disputes and other related issues. Faillmg this they should within a
reasonable time brning the dispute to the Internatiomal Court of Justice. The
disputes, mn particular concermng the repercussions on the accession process
and m order to promote their settlement through the International Court of
Justice, at the latest by the end of 2004. ..
The Helsinki Summmit made cooperative attitude more appealing not just for
Twkey and the Turkish-Cypriots but also for Greece and the Greek-Cypmots,

provided that the soluhon of the Cyprus problem per se was no longer deemed as a
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precondiion for Turkey’s accession, too (Loizdes, 2002), (For pessible outcomes

of cooperative non-cooperative policies see Loizndes, 2002: 433).

Table 7.1.
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7.3.2. Main Incentives for the Initiation of the 1999 Rapprochement

The fourth case resembles more to the 1987 Greek-Turkish rapprochement
as far as the meentives for the mihiation of the rapprochement are concerned. The
series of crises discussed above had alarmed politicians in both states as they made
clear that Turkey and Greece had to work on their problems in order to avoid an
armed conflict. Once again the element of threat seems to render two states msecure
with each other’s potential immfentions by creatmg mcentives strong emough to
comvince the polifical leaders from both sides to decide m favor of a
rapprochement.

Other than the threat to natonal secunty, it 15 speafic to Tukey that
Ankara’s willingness to jom the European Union mmst be considered as a cotical
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motive for the rapprochement. Meanmg, Turkey had to normalize its state of affairs
with Greece as this normalization was the only way to secure Greece’s backing of
Trkey’s bad for full membership.

Other than these major incentives the domestic poliics In Greece (see
Koliopolos et al, 2010) and Turkey (see Carkoglun, 2000; Hale 2002), as well as the
financial situation of Greece (Hekmoglow, 2006: 409) and Turkey (Omis, 2003) did

not provide any considerable meentives for a Greek-Turkish rapprochement.

7.4 Breaking Down the Rapprochement Process

Similar to the rapprochement of 1930s, normahization of relations between
Twkey and Greece was supported by the decision-makers and the public m both
countnes, while the motivation was also sirong enough fo push 1t further In the
succeeding pages, the development of the Greek-Turkish relations from the year
2000 onwards will be discussed, and the rapprochement process will be broken
down to 1ts basic components.

a. Summit level commumication

The Pnme Mimsters of Greece and Turkey were meeting quite often, even
before the begmming of the rapprochement, in the margins of NATO meetings or
other summit level meetings of vanous mternational orgamzations. Such was the
Heads of Government of the Countnes of South-Eastern Europe summit meeting,
which tock place m 1997 for the first time m Greece. The meeting, among other

15sues, aimed to create those conditions that are needed for the prospenty of the
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participating nations m a framework of peace, secunty, good neighboriness and
stability (UN Documents 5/1997/910). Smitiz (2005: 8Y) menbons his meeting
with the Turkish Prme Mmister Mesut Yilmaz durmg this convention, adding that
the Turkish Pnme Mimster insisted on an open dialogue that will melude all 1ssues,
while the former proposed a step-by-step approach Later on, Simbs concluded that
meetings between the Pome Mimisters became material for Turkash domestic
opposition to expleit, thus there was almost no room back then for rapprochement.

Thus, dunng the future occasions when Smutis met with Twrkish Pnme
Ministers (for mstance he met again with Yilmaz dunng the 1998 Heads of
Government of the Countnes of South-Eastern Furope summuit meeting in Turkey,
and with Bulent Ecevit m Istanbul duning the OSCE summut meetng), yet, no
significant progress could be made Simitis’ strong belief that meetings between
Greek and Turkish Pnme Mimsters will be no means fnutful, was the reason why,
during the first years following the mitiation of the mpprochement process, he
neither accepted any of the several mvitations to wvasit Ankara (Sinmfis, 2003: 89),
nor did he extend one such mvitation.

The victory of the Justice and Development party (the AKP) in the 2002
Turkish national elections became a turming pomnt concerning the summut level
meetings between Greece and Turkey. Soon after, Simitis commmmicated through
diplomatic channels has wish to meet the leader of AKP Recep Tayyip Erdogan

(Smmtis, 2005). Erdogan accepted the mmwvitahon and wisited Athens on November
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18, 2002 Erdogan’s visit to Athens was of great importance, as during the visit he
was shll not m office due to domestic legal obstacles. As Greece was the first out of
the seven countries of Erdogan’s tour, the Greek government showed her support to
the Turkish leader, while leaks by Erdogan’s associates adnmited that Erdogan was
very pleased by the Greek invitation (To Vima, 19/11/2002).

Simifis (2003) states that Erdogan gave lim the impression of a leader who
was determined to precipitate developments m Greek-Turkash relations. Later on,
during the Ministerial Comncil he admitted that he believed Erdogan was "well-
intentioned and positive””. However, during their meeting the two Prime Ministers
did not share views on whether the EU should postpone giving Cyprus full
candidate status until June 2003 Summit in Thessaloniki”™. Before he left Greece
Erdogan also met with Kostas Karamanlis, the leader of the opposition party and
with Mr. Avramopoulos, the mayor of Athens with whom he became friends when
Erdogan was they mayor of Istanbul (To Vima, 19/11/2002).

Erdogan visited Greece again in late June 2003™ durng the European
Council in Thessalomki. Even though this was not an official vasit, it 1s mportant to
note that dunng s stay Erdogan wisited the Turkish Consulate m Thessalomlka,

wherein he went to the house Kemal Atatork was born. This was the first visit of a

o WAL I om'h phpTnews—ak- - - ior-e-CoInies-io- -
2002-11-18 {accessed 2000/ 2013)
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Turkish Pome Minister to the house of Kemal Atatuk™. It is also noteworthy that
the permission for the visit was provided with hesitahion due to secunty concems.
The fact that Erdofan was, finally, pemutted to visit Atatork’s house should be
mterpreted as Greece’s suppert made available for im as this visit strengthened
his profile as a leader who is not at vanance with Republican heritage. During the
Thessalomki Summut Erdogan met with Smuts, but there was no progress
concerning Greek-Turkish issues.

In 2004 Prme Minister Erdogan was to make an official wvisit to Greece, his
first as the Ponme Mimster of Turkey, and the first wisit of any Turkish Pnme
Minister since Ozal’s visit in 1988. His host was the newly elected Greek Prime
Mimister, Kostas Karamanhs Dhnng lus vasit Erdogan met with several officials as
well, such as the imhator of the rapprochement George Papandreou who at that
time was the leader of the mam opposition, the leaders of all opposition parhes, the
president of the Gresk Parliament and the President of the State (Ta Nea, 8/6/2004).

Erdogan’s official wisit to Greece in May 2004 15 mmportant for several
reasons. 1o begin with, the visit was mdicative that Greece’s strategy on Greek-
Turkish relations had not shifted after the govermment change at least not
dramatically™. It was not only the visit which took place, but also the statements
made by both Erdofan and Karamanlis that affirmed the persistence of the

rapprochement spint. For mstance, Karamanlhis pomted out that
We have had good tmes and bad times. Ciorcumstances, mistakes and short-

06-23 (wocessad 20/02013)
&% This issne will be discussed in detsil Later in this chapter
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sighted choices have brought hardships to both natons and widened the
divide. Of course, the two sides should not dishomor their past by forgettimg
or distorhing what has gone before, but I bebeve 1t 1s time to make a big
decision. We have to teach fuhwe generations that both nations have the
desire for development and welfare that will benefit all those living on both
sides of the Aegean™.

Similarly, Erdogan stated:

What we say 1s that we have to look at the future. Leave the modents of the
past to the past. We should keep in nund the generations to come and not
what we hived. Because we don’t wish for the commng generations to live
through what we have lived through (To Vima, 8/3/2004).

Secondly, durmg Erdogan’s wisit to Athens, the Turkish and Greek Pnme
Ministers had the chance to strengthen their personal relations. The two men had
met on several occasions m the past, and were known to have a very good rapport
towards one another (Ker-Lindsay, 2007b). In Athens Karamanlis invited Erdogan
to his house, and with their spouses they had dinner which was of private nature™.
The private dinner lasted for three and a half hours and from the Greek side leaked
that nothing concerming poliics or diplomacy was discussed (To Vima, 7/52004).
Good personal relations between Erdogan and Karamanlis were also confirmable
by the fact that, few months later in July 2004, Karamanlis was to participate in
Erdogan’s danghter's wedding ceremony, m fact, as one of the two witnesses. ™.

However, the most important aspect of Erdogan’s official visit to Athens
was his short visit to Western Thrace and meeting with people from the minonty.

This visit, which was the first one of the kind since Bayar's visit 52 years earlier" .

% Also the Greek MFA and Turkish Minister Aydin with their spouses attended
™ htp:/warw erimews. comzxpublish/article 263 shiml (accessed 2009/2013)
% In 1967 Demirel had visited Alexandropolis by the Torkish borders

273



had caused concems to Athens and mmch discussion as to whether it should take
place or not. Finally, not only did the visit to Western Thrace take place™, but with
his attitude Erdogan eased Greek side’s womes and forther strengthened the
rapprochement spmt. Duning his visit at the city of Komotini, Erdogan talked to the
people who had gathered outside the Turkash Consulate and said “My presence here
mmst be a lesson [of fnendship] for all people...”, while later on he stated “Tm
especially addressing my brothers. You will, without doubt, protect your special
wdentity. Nobody 15 telling you fo lose or give up your Tudhish idenbty, bt
remember that you are citizens of Greece™ . Comments conceming Frdogans visit
to Western Thrace by the Greek press were very positive, while they acknowledged
soothing undertones in Erdogan’s statements (For Instance, see Ta Nea, 10/5/2004,
Kathimenni gr 11/52004).

Another major breakthrough for the Greek-Tudash rapprochement came
about durng Karamanlis® visit to Tukey im 2008. The wvisit of a Greek Pnme
Minister to Turkey, a very rare occasion m itself, also venfies the good level of
bilateral relations and the success of the rapprochement process. It has already been
mentioned that Smmbis, who was the Pnme Mmster wmil 2004, had avoided
visiting Turkey, before and after the mrhation of the rapprochement. The hesitation
of Greek Pnme Ministers to visit Turkey, especially after 1974, is explained by the

public disgrace that would cause an official wisit to a coumiry that is seen by the

® Even though it was labeled as a private visit
" bttpefwrww harmiyvetdaibvmewrs. com'h php Pnews=srdoman-visit-hums -new-page-in-ties-with-gresce-
2004-05-10 (sccessed 2009/2013)
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Greek people as the occupation force of an mmportant part of Hellemsm It 15
therefore not a surpnise that last official wisit of a Greek Pnme Mimster to Turkey,
before the 2008 Karamanlis wvisit, had taken place 49 years ago by Karamanhs’
uncle Konstantimes Karamanhis. Such makes Karamanlis one of the third Greek
Prime Ministers who have ever paid an official visit to Turkey™.

Accordng to the Greek press, Karamanhs’ wisit to Tutkey was ongmally
planned for 3 years earlier However, due to an incident close to the Imua/Kardak
1slets shightly prior to a wisit by the Greek Foreign Mmister Molywatis to Turkey,
which Greece perceived as a planned provocation, he postponed his wisit
Therefore, durmg Karamanlis® visit an unofficial agreement between the Turkish
and Greek mulitanes to avold any confrontation that could mmbate an unpleasant
incident over the Aegean took place (Kathimerimi gr, 24/1/2008)%_ A week before
has wvisit to Turkey, Karamanhs justified lus achon dunng a speech given before the
Greek Parliament by saymg:

Greece and Turkey have a wvery long history and a very long difficult

ups and therr downs They have moments of tension and moments of

abatement. There have been several efforts since the time of Kemal Atatiirk

and Elefthenios Vemizelos, some went better some went worse. We follow a

strategy with the eye to the future and not as a hostage of the past We are

looking for a gradual restoration of muinal trust. We are workmg on the fll

nomahzation of our hilateral relations, which, of course, presupposes, a

solution on the Cyprus 1ssue. With these crystal clear thoughts, this refum

visit of mine to Twkey 13 being planned There 15 nesther excessive
optimism nor pessimism. There is realism. There is a sense of duty.*

% The third one was Venizelos

* On the Greek fear of provocation see also
all-the-fnss-re inF-karamanmlis-visit

o L, i i com'b php Tnews—messe-marks-back karamanliss-visit-
2008-01-21 (accessed 20/9/2013)
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As both Erdogan and Karamanhs had recenily reelected, the wisit raised
expectahons among many who saw this as an opporhmity for both leaders to set
aside a long listory of mutual distrust. As 1t 15, Karamanhs® tnp fo Turkey did not
produce any spectacular results; it was, however, satsfactory. Apart from the
Turkish Prime Mimister Tayyip Erdogan, the Greek Prime Mimister also met with
the Turkish President Abdullah Gul and the leader of the main opposition party,
Deniz Baykal® . During his stay Karamanlis visited Atatork’s Mauscleum. and gave
a lecture at Bilkent University. As an importance anecdote, he used the France-
Germany example as a model that Greek-Turkish relations could/should follow
(Kathimenni gr 25/01/2008). The most mportant outcome of the meeting was the
agreement to mtensify the exploratory falks, which became less substantive during
Molywiatis time at the Greek Mimstry of Foreign Affanrs, to one meeting every two
months (Enet gr, 25/1/2008).

One of the most important parts of Karamanhs® official wiait to Turkey, at
least from the Greek perspective, was his visit to the Ecumemical Patnarchate m
Istanbul. The visit which fell under Karamanlis® private schedule according to the
protocol™, offered a chance to the Greek Prime Mimister and the Patnarch to
highhght the constructive role that the Pamarchate could play not only to the

further moprovement of the Greek-Turkish relahons but also to EU-Turkey

to-pay-private-call-on- Mml 72 [acr.usad mmuu}
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relations™. Karamanlis defined the patriarch as “the firm European voice in Turkey,
despite all adversibes and disappomiments” while Bartholomew, the Patmarch

stated:

The patnarchate always aims for the bulding of harmonious and peaceful
relabions between those hving in the same geopohifical area, the peoples of
Twkey and of Greece, and believes that both can always live peacefully and
fraternally ymder the same sky which we hope will never be overshadowed
by clouds of conflict™.

The two official visits, plus Erdogan’s wvisit as the leader of AKP. that tock
place in the ten years since the initiation of the rapprochement process” . are not
enough to yudge for the completion of the rapprochement process considermg the
extent to which a rapprochement process may demand However, it should be
underlined that umlike the 1988 case the 1999 rapprochement especially umtl
2004, was a process mamly dnven by the Greek and Turkash Mimsters of Foreign
Affairs—but not the Pnme Mimsters. Indeed, after their first exchange of letters in
nud-1999, Papandrecu and Cem met a mmber of times on several occasions. The
relationship they developed, their frequent commumication, their willingness for
collaboration and the support of backchamme]l Greek-Turkish working groups was

the drving force belund the rapprochement process.

s For instance k)

Jmrerw. skai prinewspolitics article 70369 0CEY0 54O FHi0HCEYa AR O 3% CE B AT
E%BS WCFoliteCEYE 79U el 3 CF ol 4% CEYB 7-
HCEM O CEY B % CEYE 3% CE A CHCEY B %O E B T- % it CE B e Frais-
TaCE 032 CEH AT CERBD Y CEHBF e CF 48 SaCFHEl-
HaCEY A 3% C Pl i T CEY e EF W CEY R WCE %A RS (aocessed 2WE2013)

* Please note that this chapter covers the rapprochement until the end of 2009 Erdoegan’s visit to
Tuorkey which took place in 2010 is not covered in this paper.
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b. Signing of agreemenis

The decade m aftermath of the mutiation of the rapprochement expenenced a
sipnificant merease in the number of hilateral agreements that were signed between
Turkey and Greece. According to Ganapati®® (2010), Greece and Turkey had, since
1923 and until 1999, signed a total of 19 bilateral agreements. Of these, 10 were
signed before and dunng the first rapprochement and 8 were signed before and
dunng the second rapprochement The only agreement between the two states
between 1955 and 1999 was the Agreement on International Road Transport signed
m 1970. It 15 therefore mportant to note that, after 1999, Greece and Turkey signed
33 bilateral agreements, includng protocols, memorandums of understandmg,
while they have adopted 24 confidence building measures (Ganapati, 2010: 173).

The signing of those agreements between Turkey and Greece, which mainly
concerned 1ssues associated with “low polihcs™, has been the outcome of the
cooperative atmosphere that prevailed since the very begmnmg. It has already been
mentioned that durng their meeting in New York, on June 30, 1999, Papandreou
and Cem decided to create a group of Turkish and Greek high-ranking officials,
who would discuss cooperation in six different fields. Afier the first meetings that
took place withn the final days of July, the Greek and Twkish officials met
again for a second roumd m Athens (9 and 10 September 1999) and Ankara (15 and
16 September 1999), even amangmg a follow-up meefing to hold i the late

October ¥’

* Data based on UN Treaty Collection
o IIIII':II- II.'- II-IlIlIIIIII-I .'u..'_-lil paiiT —Elf hi=h ﬂim_'lg-{[—ﬂ]_e—
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The effectiveness of those meetings became apparent dunng Papandreou’s
official visit to Turkey from 19 to 22 January, 2000. Papandreou’s visit, a milestone
m itself considenng that the last wisit of a Greek Mmister of Foreipn Affairs to
Tutkey was in 1962 by Averoff", bore the fiuit with four bilateral agreements
signed i between the parties (For full text of all four agreements see Greek
Parliament official record, Plenary session 27/3/2001, www hellemcparliament or).
Those mncluded a) agreement for cooperation on environment protection which also
encouraged scienbific. legal and techmcal cooperation, as well as cooperation
between Greek and Turkish NGOs, b) Cooperation between the Turkish Mimstry of
Intenior and the Greek Mimstry of Pubhc Order to form a common front agamst
illegal trans-border activities, especially terronsm, crganized crime, drug trafficking
and illegal mmipgration This agreement referred to the exchange of information
between Greek and Turkish services especially. ¢) Cooperation on tounism and d)
agreement for the nmitual promotion and protechon of mvestments, which created a
solid legal framework for the Greek mvestments m Turkey and vice-versa.

Papandrecu’s wvisit to Turkey was followed by Cem’s wvisit to Athens a few
weeks later. This visit was labeled as lustonc by the Greek press due to the fact that
a Turkish Minister of Foreign Affairs for the first time made her/his way to Greece
since 1960. Dunng Cem’s official visit to Athens, Greece and Twkey signed five

more agreements on Febmary 4. These include™ a) cooperation on the areas of

'.|r:'|'I 5_|'_ﬂl|ﬂ|']]_ [
asreerments- J00-01-19 (accessed 200972013)
* For full text of all five agreements see Greek Parlisment official record, Plemary session
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science and technology under the supervision of TUBITAK and the Greek General
Secretanat for Besearch and Technology, b) agreement on ecomomuc cooperation
which also included the establhishment of common Greek-Turkish financial
commuttee (article 3) which would promote and make balateral economic
cooperation easier, c) cooperation of customs admimstration ainung at more
efficient tax calculation and proper/farr application of customs lemslaton, d)
Cultural cooperation, which mamly encouraged cooperation on education,
mchiding cooperaton between umversiies and exchange of professors and
teachers, ) agreement on cooperation I mantme transport with an eye om
strengthemmg Greek-Turkish cooperation m the mantime field as well as
contnbuting to the development of international shippmg_

Although all these agreements were part of low politics, their mportance
should not be undervalued Affer all, the two meetings in Athens and Ankara
constituted the highest level of diplomacy the two states have ever had m istory.
Cem (2001: 183-184) defended the importance of the mine agreements by

advancing:
... We have accomplished m 6 months more than what had been done 1n 40
years... The current talks and the nine agreements signed are substantial All
are of equal relevance.. If what we have already achieved i six months
were “munor-confidence-buildmg measures™ why then they were not
reahized m 40 years?
Finally, next to the nine agreements, during Papandreou’s visit to Ankara m
Jammary 2000 the parties concurred with that Greece should provide Turkey wath

technical know-how on EU (acquus) related 13sues (Herachdes, 2001: 24).

13/3/2001;27/3/2001; 12/6/2001, warw hellenicpariiament =7
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In the years that followed, Greece and Tukey sigmed a mumber of
agreements that covered cooperation on several issues such as bealth (signed m
Athens mm September 2005), justice (protocol was signed dunng Turkish Mimister of
Justice to Athens m hme 2003), transportation (lughway connecting Greece to
Istanbul and second bndge over the Evios/Meng nver), agreement for cooperation
on vetermary 1ssues (signed mm November 2000), cooperation on agnoultural 1ssues
{Protocol signed in Jhne 2000 m Ankara), cooperation on plant protecton (also
signed in November 2000), and emergency relief (protocol for the formation of a
jomt disaster response wmf). On top of these agreements, the two countnes also
agreed on two other matters which m the author’s wiew convey even more
mportance. These are; the Readmission of the Illegal Immugrants Protocol
(mplementation of the Arhicle § of the previous agreement concemng fighting
crme, which was signed m Ankara) and the memorandum encowraging cooperation
between the Greek Diplomatic Academry and the Tordash Foreign Mmmstry's
Traming Centre'™ (on Greek-Turkish agreements see Ker-Lmndsay, 2007:
Herachdes 2001).

In addition, a mumber of agreements dealing with strengthening economic
and business cooperation were also signed after 2000, while 24 confidence building
measures, which mamly concerned mubtary cooperation and tension reduction,

were signed .

. Cm Greek-Tarkish aFTeMmEnis Sed also bittp:'wrww. amora. mafa. =T,

hitp.//news kathimerini zr/4dcgi’ w articles politics 1 12062005 146941 (accessed 20v/9/2013)
11 Wil be discussed in following sections
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¢. Military cooperation

Military cooperation between Greece and Turkey was a key component of
the rapprochement process. By the end of the 1990s both counimes were
mamtainng strong militanes, while dogfights were a common occurrence over the
Aegean Sea. Even if such confrontations can be considered superficial they could
easily lead to more senous events in case of an accident Strengthenmg mulitary
cooperation could lead to tension reduction over the Aegean thus mininmzing the
hikehbood of mcodents that could provoke a cnsis or, m general endanger the
rapprochement process.

Military cooperation was closely related to the discussion around confidence
building measures (CBMs) which were first put on the negotiation table in early
2000"™. The Turkish side nsisted on the adoption of a number of military related
CBMs, while the Greeks believed that the CBMs could also mclude other areas of
mterest as well. Finally, Greece and Turkey decided to discuss three separate
categories of CBMs. The first would be measures that had already been agreed in
the Pappoulis-Yilmaz Memorandum  durmg the previous rapprochement, in May
1988 (see previous chapter). These CBMs would be discussed by the Greek and
Turkish representatives at NATO. The second and third categones mmclhuded

measures of tension reduction and good neighborhood respectively, and would be

mTIEM&MWﬂE;BiﬂdEﬂHﬂEEﬂiﬂﬁmufﬂEmﬂrﬂﬁﬂnﬂms Prior 1o it
Grﬂﬁﬂﬂl‘nﬂﬂy,ﬁ:mmg&dhyﬁﬁﬁmﬂﬁmﬂrﬂfﬂﬂlﬂ]mﬂﬂmhﬂdm
nnﬁ[h:u:e-mnl_dmg megsures-in-the-serean br june-5 -1008. en.mfa{m&adlﬂ."ihﬂﬂl_’r}
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discussed between the Mimstnes of Foreign Affamrs (for an analyfical review of
those CBMs see Tsakomas & Ntokos, 2006: 140-1).

Fmally, Greece and Tirkey sipned twenty-four confidence buildmg
measures, most of them amming either to strengthen cooperation between the two
militanes, across all levels of command and all army branches, or to create the
condifions for tension reduchon over the Aegean Sea. On the first group the two
states agreed on the CBMs such as; arranging regular visits between chiefs of staff
{discussed between Babacan and Bakoyanm at Athens m 2007), exchange wisits
between officers of all three branches and visits military academies” cadets (agreed
between Papandreou and Cem in late May 2003 in Crete), invite officers to monitor
other state’s mibitary exercises once a year (one of the first CBMs that Papandreoun
and Cem agreed upon in November 2001), and nmitual briefing in relation to the
planned malitary exercises (the first agreed CBM in December 2000). A number of
jomt forces or units were also established

The second group mchudes agreements such as estabhishmg a direct line of
conmmmication between the chiefs of General Staff and the Mimisters of Foreign
Affairs, expanding the flight moratormum from June 14 to September 14, mstead of
the Two Month (Faly-Augunst) Moratonum that was ammanged by the Papoulias-
Yilmaz memorandum, “red-line” between the combined air operation centers in the
Twkish city of Eskiselur and the Greek city of Lanssa. In addiion, a g step
towards creating a trustful environment appeared with the signing of the Ottawa

Convention on anb-personnel mines and that of the Olympic Truce (on the CBMs
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see Tsakonas & Ntokos, 2006; Twkey's EU annual progress reports from 2000-
2009; press reports durmg Foreign Mmisters’ official visits).

In total, the CBMs that Turkey and Greece jointly agreed on had a positive
mmpact on the rapprochement process. There are at least two meidents that could
lead to cmsis, but mn both of them tension was rapidly defused through those
mechanisms that the CBMs had established The first mecident refers to Turkey's
plans to proceed with seismic surveys with the “Piri Reis™ vessel'™. The Greek
Papandrecu and Cem (Ta MNea, 31/52001). The second event concems the tragic
mcident of two fighter jets colliding over the Aegean Sea. In the mimutes that
followed the crash the Greek Chief of Staff Hmofotis called General Ozkdk, and
they agreed to land all fighters m order to avoid further wmpleasant developments
(Ta Nea, 24/5/2006).

The cooperation between the Turkish and Greek mmlitanies that the CBMs
encouraged, also allowed for several mutual wvisit of ngh-ranking mihtary officers.
Thus, General Bityiikamt visited Greece two times, one as the Chief of Tudkish
Amy (Land Forces) in Jume 2003 hosted by the Chief of the Helleme Army
General Staff Lientenant General Douvas (To Vima, 22/62005), and the other as
the Chief of the Tudkish Armed Forces in November 2006. During is second visit

he stated:

What 15 miportant 15 fo 1solate the atmosphere that could create cnises m the
Aegean It 15 important for detenoration to take place. We will try to

1% T¢ chould be stressed out that Pir Eeis did not belong to the Tarkich republic bot 1o University of
Izmir
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accomplish this. Off course two mulitary men cannot solve all the Greek-

Tlnhsh;mﬂenm.Whattheycmdnmtumangefmthepuhtmausamfe
environment. .

Similarly, the Greek Admiral Hinofotis paid an official wisit to Turkey m
July 2006 and hosted by General Ozkék, only weeks before the latter’s retirement.
Hinofotis, who was the first Chief of General Staff to visit Turtkey after 1974, was
warmly welcomed m Turkey, while the Turkish media noted that this was the first
time whereby Turkish military’s honor guard played the Greek national anthem'™.

In contrast, there happened a negative event caused by the CBMs. On Apnl
11, 2004 a group of two Turkish officers and 5 cadets amved to Athens, following
an invitation by the Greek Military Academy. The mnitation was part of an
agreement that Cem and Papandreou mmtally signed on May 26, 2003. Over the
might ofAprl 12, the Turkish group found in their room a half destroyed Tudkish
flaz with msults wniten on it m English The Turdash group as a result was
mstructed to leave Greece and it did so immediately’™.

d. Economic cooperation

Economuc cooperation between Greece and Twkey followed the
development of Greek-Turkish relations after 1987. As such, although only few
companies were active across the borders, those business councils that were
established after Davos, which were discussed n the previous chapter, were stll

achve. Nonetheless, relabons among business associabons detenorated sharply

nf%—smﬂ'—mknk—iﬂﬂﬁ—m X7 {I:Eiﬂd!ﬂn’gﬂﬂli}
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after the Ocalan case, echoing the general spirit of mistrust that prevailed among
the Turkish people In Febmary 1999, two of the most important Tudish
busmessmen, Rahmm Koc and Sank Tara, declared that they would mhubit the
operations of the Greek-Turkash Cooperation Coumcil and boycott Greek products,
while Mr. Koc, who was the president of the Council resigned from hos posihon
Previously, on February 22, Tumkish businessmen had sent a letter to the European
Emplovers Union accusing Greece of pandening terronism (Ta Mes, 4/3/1900).

Even then by the end of 1999, business relations started to bounce back.
Notably, the Greek and Turkish business commmmihies always constitute one of the
mamn pillars of the rapprochement process. The first official meeting after the
mutiation of the rapprochement between Turkish and Greek businessmen took place
m Athens in mud-October where it was decided that “workshop groups should be
formded to develop relahons and cooperation between the two countnies’ business
commmmities™"". The Turkish businessman Sarik Tara became the new President of
the Greek-Turkish Cooperation Council, and was the host of the Papandreou-Cem
meeting on January 22, 2000, while other important Turkish businessmen and the
President of the Greek-Turkash Business Cooperation Council, Mr. Koutsikos, also
attended (Millryet, 23/1/2000).

From 2000 omwards economic relations between Greece and Turkey
significantly mcreased, while the cooperation between Tudash and Greek

businessmen became mmich more frequent. Collaboration on the business level was

ia® il _fm T -|-|:| [iET
1909-10-14 (mocessed 20/92013)
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based on a vanety of imbatives, which ammed at bnnging together businessmen
from the two sudes mn order to idenhfy the obstacles on the road towards a more
mtensified cross-border commerce and publicize products (For some important
initistives from 2004-2009 see at www.Ermews.com under economy section). For instance,
m February 2000, around 150 Greek and Turkish businessmen held a conference in
Istanbul. In addition. in March 2000, the Greek-Turkash Business Forum was held
{Ta Nea, 7/3/200{0) and sustamed its achwvities mcessantly withm upconing years,
as well. The Forum and other meetmgs among Greek and Turdash busimessmen
attracted also political mterest, extending inthation to vanous prominent polificians.

Banking sector was one of the most mportant hnks in business cooperation
between Turkey and Greece dunng the rapprochement process. From the very early
stages, banks supported inter-border business by providing funding to those
businessmen who wanted to conduct business with the other side. Duning the
aforementioned Istanbul businessmen conference m March 2000, the Greek and
Turkish Bank Unions signed a “Principles Paper” with which they agreed upon 6
points of cooperation (Ta Nea, 163/2000). These mcluded exchange of
mformation, cooperation in comespondent banking and common issumg of large
loans. In 2006, the National Bank of Greece became the majority holder of
Finansbank, acqunng 46% of normal shares and 100% of the latter’s founders’
shares  (http://www. finansbank com tr/'en/pdf/annovmcements/ 20060818 pdf)' .

This deal, valued at around $2 8 billion, plus another $225billion m 2007,

1% This percentape was later doubled according to the apreement
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skyrocketed Greek foreign direct mvestment to Turkey for 2006 and 2007, wiuch
was until then pegligible. From 2004-2008 Greece ranked as the third biggest
source of FDI in Turkey after Holland and the USA (Euflay. 2009). Finally, plans to
establish a Greek-Turkish Bank (Aegean Business Bank - ABB) were put forth
simlﬂﬂjlm1huwwegmﬁlmﬂlethMEﬁj]Edturﬂhze{mememﬂmaﬁm
on economic cooperation and its prospects see Liargovas, 2004).

Apart from the efforts made m the povate sector, the political wision to
support economuc cooperaion was also strong from the very begimming of the
rapprochement process. Three of the mne agreements that Cem and Papandrecu
signed m January and Febmary (economuc cooperation, protection of mvestments
and tounism) ammed at strengthening economue ties and economic mterdependence
between Greece and Turkey Especially the agreement on economic cooperation
mentioned a vanety of sectors such as; energy, telecommmmication and ship
bulding, where cooperation between the two states was possible and should be
encouraged.

The mmportance of economic cooperation for the policy-makers was also
apparent dunng the two-way official wvisits. Durmg Erdogan’s wisit to Athens m
May 2004, an official dinner took place to which many businessmen attended as
well. Thiring the dinner Karamanhis pmpointed that trade volume between Turkey
and Greece had reached $1.3 billion, now three times more than what was it i

1999 He also marked that many Greek enterpnises were expanding to Turkey, whale

Ty hitp-/ o srimmews com er/poblish/article 582 shiml (accessed 2009/2013)
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there were 77 mvestment programs, rumming at different sectors (Toe Vima,
9/52004, also for more mformation on cross border frade and foreign direct
mvestments see Papadopoulos, 2009). Likewise, dunng Karamanhs visit to Turkey,
the two Pnme Mimsters attended the Greek-Turkish Busmess Forum which took
place at the same time in Istanbul'"’. Duning the Forum, Erdogan stated that “the
cooperation of businesses, msttutions and NGO's are pushing pohficians forward to
cooperate and create common policies. The contmbution of the busmess world 15
especially vital i this partnership™!!. Apart from the summit level business
cooperation was also encouraged dunng meetmgs among Greek and Tudash
officials, just as m those meetmgs of the Jomnt Greek-Turkish Economic Committes
which brought together mimistries n 2002

The most mportant achievement of the official efforts for economme
cooperation became realized in December 2003 when the two states agreed upon
the construction of a pipelne that would nm from Komotim to Karacabey,
comnecting the Turkish and Greek natural gas networks and threading a Ik for the
transportation of natural gas from Asia to Europe. This project, as extensive as 86.6
kilometers, forms ome of the greatest deals between Greece and Turkey. The
constmuchion was lmmched by Karamanlis and Erdofan at the Greek-Turkish

borders m July 2005 (To Vima, 3/7/2003), and the same Pnme Mmsters

*** hitp//news.in Fr'economy article Taid=360164 (accessed 20°0/2013)
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mangurated the operation of the pipe m late 2007 (www.desfa gr, see press release
18/1172007).

&. Statements made by afficials

Previous to the mifiation of the rapprochement, almost all statements by
Greek and Tukish officials came to put additional tension and friction to the
already worsened relabons between the countnes. The best example of such 15 a
statement by Pangalos m late September 1997 when he accused the Turks of being
“thieves, rapists and murderers™ on Greek telewvision The statements of the Greek
Mimister of Foreign Affairs mvited momediate reaction from the Turkish media as
well as the Greek media that is in support of then the opposiion party (See for
instance Milliyet, 26-27-28/0/1907). The Turkish Mimstry of Foreign Affawrs 1ssued a
statement accusing Mr. Pangalos of being delusional a racist and a fascist '
Likewise, the Greeks were also reacting to vanous statements, made by Tukish
officials, which they found provocative, offensive or threatening’*

As far as the penod following the rapprochement 13 concemed, official
statements in general did not play an mmportant part of the process. True, many
public statements concerning the new era m the Greek-Turkish relations were made
both by Cem and Papandreou, the imtiators of the rapprochement, and later on by

the Greek and Tuwrdash Pome Mmisters. Monetheless, these statements were not

{accessed 20/9/2013)
1 Sap for example reaction on Ciller’s threats on use of military force Ta Mea, 17/1271906; Also on
semeral occasions, Gresk reacted to Turkish threats for annesting the TRMC
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creating positive developments tut rather followed them  In other words, there were
no such sirong statements that would advance the rapprochement a step forward
On the other hand, the lack of provocative or insulting statements should itself be
appreciated as an indicator of the strength of the process specifically if one
compares the present to the situaton m pre-1999 era. Occasionally, however,
cerfam portions of the media n both coumiries did not fail to 1solate certain parts of
statements fo be able to present what is left of to the public as a provocation from
the other side'!”.

In thos hight there are two official statements that are relevant to the
rapprochement and should be mentioned bere. The first one concems Erdogan’s
first visit to Greece as the leader of AKP m 2002. Dunng hus stay m Athens

Erdogan stated (To Vima, 19/11/°2002):

We should not perceive Greece as a competiive counfry anymore. Greece 15
Ataturk and Elefthenos Vemzelos had started

The second statement actually refers to the message that Karamanlis wrote
m the quests’ book after the wreath ceremony at Atatwk’s Mansoleum dunmg s

official visit to Turkey. As he wrote (Kathimerim | 25/1/2008):

Eemal Ataturk and Elefthenos Vemzelos had the political courage, the wall
and the insight not to let the conflicts and the tragedies of the past become
an obstacle to the efforts for bwldmg a better fufure of peace and
cooperation to the benefit of both our peoples.

Both Erdofan’s and Karamanhis® statements prowvide, once agamn strong

evidence of the 1930s rapprochement’s mfluence on the Greek-Turdkash relations,

1** For example Greek media would regularly present Turkish statements on Cyprs as provocations,
even thongh they were just repeating Torkey's official view on the Cyprus problem
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meaning how Venizelos™ and Atahwk’s achievements became a reference point for
future Greek and Turkish political leaders.

[ Rapprochement 5 influence on the societal level

Omne of the most charactenstic features of the 1999 rapprochement is that it
also gained traction from different levels of the Greek and the Turkish societies.
This 15 partly becanse of the empathy and sympathy feelmgs that the earthquakes
mvoked However, there are other factors to be considered as well The fourth
Greek-Turkish rapprochement takes place at the tume of globalizahon, when travel
and commumication across borders 15 easier than ever before. The rapprochement
also takes place when civil society 15 stronger compared to the past, even if not as
strong in Greece and Turkey as in the rest of the western world. Thus, from 1999
oowards an immpressive number and vanety of Greek-Turkish mmbatives became
part of the rapprochement process. If these mihatives are juxtaposed agamst other
simular events, it can be easily grasped that the 1ssue mnder consideration should be
separated and then discussed under three mam categories—that are, quasi official,
professional, and grassroofs cooperation.

Cooperation between quasi-officials has its roots at the work of Amencan
scholars and practitioners who engaged key people representing conflicting parties
m unofficial dialogue, as means of accessing the root causes of the confhet This
approach, which is now more commoenly known as track-I1 diplomacy has been put
to use since very early stages, but especially m the 1990z m Cyprus, but not
between Greece and Turkey. Undoubtedly, the most important group of this kind
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was the Greek-Turkish Forum (the GTF), an imtiative that matenalized even before
the mitiation of the rapprochement It did not stop but contmued its activibies even
beyond the year of 1999 (for more information see Kotehs, 2006). The Forum acted
as a backchanmel of commmumcation between the two states at a ime when no
official dialogue between the two sides was m place. It was formed by key
mdividuals from Twkey and Greece, ncluding academics, retred diplomats,
advisors to policy-makers and businessmen The GTF discussed several bilateral
155025 and even commmmicated some policy proposals to the poliical leaders.

exploratory talks between Turkey and Greece in 2002 The exploratory talks started
on March 12, 2002. Typically, in each round of discussions the participants were
two Greeks and two Twks. In the first round, the Tuwdish team included
Ambassadors Ugur Ziyal and Deniz Bolukbasi, and the Greek team Ambassador
Skopelitis and Professor Argiris Fatouros''®. The exploratory talks, as they were
perceived by Athens, were not negobations, mor a dialogpe on all 1sspes
(Herakleides, 2007: 201). According to Simutis (2005: 102) they merely aimed at
understanding the real mtentions of the other side. Nonetheless, as the talks were
held behind closed doors and were confidenfial, there 15 very hitle knowledge on
what discussed or agreed durmg the meetings. Even though at times the Greek and
Turkish press mentioned that the sides were close to completing an agreement on

the termfonal waters and the Aegean Sea shelf these soris of mformaton have

% Fatouros had been a member of the Greek-Turkish Forum before
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never been confirmed officially. Durng an mterview in 2003, Papandrecu actually
demed that there was a secret agreement between Greece and Turkey, but added
that the exploratory talks were contimung within a positive spirit'!”

Cooperation between professiomals covered a large number of mitatives
that were orgamzed after the imitiabon of the rapprochement Apart from the
meetings among Turkish and Greek busimessmen that have already been discussed,
there were mmmerous, occasional group meetings. Such were, for example, the
journalist’s mmtative which orgamzed meetings befween Greek and Tudkish
journahsts m order to discuss how to promote the rapprochement and tone down the
nationalishic thetoric in the press (see mn detail Kotelis, 2006; also on the change of
Greek press’ thetonic see Lazarou, 2009). In addibon, a strong basis of cooperation
transpired in the field of tourism, especially between the business and agents on the
Turkish Aegean coast and on the Greek islands by it'®. Cooperation on tourism
amed at mcreasing the number of Greeks wisting Turkey and vice-versa, and,
moreover, creating the condiions for strengthenmg both Turkey's and Greece’s
touristic competitiveness . Disaster-related collaboration is also an interesting
example that took place among professionals. Apart from the help provided cn the
governmental level, the 1999 earthquakes put forward an opportumty for a number

of Greek and Tuwrkish teams to cooperate. These mclude the Radio Amateur

"*mfmmmmmmnm.m?mﬁmﬂﬂ:uﬁm:{:u
03686608 8m=3612 8moe=22 20433 58 =2 (accessed 20VQ2013)

""" See yrarw srtmews com for such initiatives
" Ces for instance the Greek-Turkish protocols on Towrism that were sizned between the two

coumtries: http:/‘news. insr/econonny article Taid=435812 (accessed 20V92013), httpowerw.skai g
127112006
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Association of Greece (the FAAG) and thewr Tudash counferpart, the Tudish
Amatenr Radio Emergency Commumication Service (Telsiz ve Radyo Amatorleri
Cemiyeti - TRAC)'™, the Turkish Bed Crescent Society (Kizlay, TRCS) the
Turkish Confederation of Fire Rescue Agencies (Tiim Itfarye Tegkillen Birligr),
Twkish Federaton of Search-and-Resome Associations (Arama-Kurtarma
Demeklen Federasyom) and therr Greek counterparts (Ganapati et al, 2010: 167-
168). Equally mmportant imtiatives among scienfists, teachers or mayors were also
orgamized In June, 2006 economust journahst Bruce Clark comed the term “the
baklava effect” m order to descnibe the “sweet” atmosphere that started to prevail
over the moods of both Greeks and Turks during the organized seminars.'*!
Finally, contact and cooperahion on the grassroots level has also been quite
substantial An important step towards strengthenimg ties at the grassroots level was
the establishment of several University departments, especially in Greece, that were
dealing, in one way or another, with Turkey'". These departments created a new
generation of Greeks who were eager to know thewr neighbors better, and above all,
they were learming the Turkish language. In Turkey, the most sigmficant sinmlar
effort was the imfiation of a master’s diploma on Greek-Turkish relations at Bilg
Umniversity. Apart from that, there is a variety of other imtiatives on cultural 1ssunes,

such as music concerts, fashion exlubihons, book presentations etc, where Turks

' These two crganizations had also cooperated in the past after the 1992 and 1995 earthaquakes at

S0 3)

122 gt the moment there are five such departments in Thessaloniki, Floring, Komotini, Athens and
Fhodes.
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Table 7.2.

Rapprochement Process

Indicator

Main events

Frequency

Summit level

meefings

Erdogan’s visit to Athens
2002
Erdogan’s visit to Athens
2004
Karamanhs’ wisit to
Turkey 2008

High

Medmm

33 hlateral asTeements

Agreement on a vanety of
CBMs Buyukanit’s two
visits to Greece
Hinofotis” visit to Turkey
m 2006

Economic
cooperation

e —
orgamzed by Greek and
Turkash busmessmen,
sigmficant increase of
agreements signed

Statements/G
estmres

Several statements made
by official rather follow
rather than creatmg them

professionals, students,
artists, journahsts etc

andﬁm&shweﬂmq:pmﬂmitjrmmmtshamﬁewsmdwutmgeﬂﬂm.ln

addiion, infernet has offered another ophon for Greek-Turkish teamwork, web

T W

See
mfa. pr Anthorifes Al

R Bilateral'Cultoral’ (accessed MV92013)
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pages and mternet groups such as “Kalimerhaba™ shaped a connection link between
Turks and Greeks and fhus, support the rapprochement Cooperation at the
grassroots level was supported by the Civil Society Development Program, which
was imfiated m 2002 and mcluded an 8 Milhlon Euro budget for two years to
enhance cvic dialogue and empower NGOs m Twkey. Further fimdmg was
provided by the Ewropean Commussion to promofe cross-border cooperation
between Greece and Turkey (for more mformation see Omis and Yilmaz, 2008; for a
detailed amalysis of ciil society cooperation between Twkey and Greece see

Birden and Fumehh 2009).

7.5, The Fuiure of the Rapprochement

The cumrent study covers only the first ten years of the rapprochement from
June 1999 to June 2009. At the end of the process, relations between Greece and
Twkey mproved considerably when compared to the period pnor to the
rapprochement. Even though little process has been achieved as far as the important
problems sl continue to divide two states, Turkey and Greece have reached a level
of commmmication that allows for furthenng cooperation on many areas. At the
same time the fear of war has decreased considerably as the Greeks and Turks have
proven In practice that they are capable of resolving cnises fast, without allowng
further escalahon to take place. It 15 also true that the rapprochement process has
lost some of s early momentum: however, this was anbcipated given the

prolonged process.
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Aganst this backdrop, the mmmediate fuhwe seems quite promusmg for
Greek-Turkash relations. In late 2009, the PASOK won the Greek parliamentary
elections and George Papandreou, who had assumed leadership of the party
2004, became the new Greek Pnme Mimster, while he also took office as the
Minister of Foreign Affairs. Papandreou proceed to a lighly symbolic gesture only
days after his election, when he decided to visit Turkey m order to attend the
mformal meeting of foreign ministers of South-East European Cooperation Process.
This was Papandreou’s first tnp abroad after his election. Dunng his time in Turkey
Papandrecu wvisited Ismail Cem’s grave where he left an olive branch, wiile he also
met with the Turkish Pnme Mimister Recep Tayyip Erdogan'*.

Moreover, in 2010, Erdogan paid an official visit to Athens, which is his
second as Turkey's Prime Minister Duning his visit, Turkey and Greece signed 21
agreements (including memorandums and joint declarations). Those agreements
sealed the manguration of the Greek-Tudkish High-Level Cooperation Council, and
covered a mumber of areas mchiding ecomonme and business cooperabon,
environment, commerce and energy'—. The High-Level Cooperation Council was
planned to have a meeting every year, chaired by the two Pome Ministers and with

the participation of many ministers'®.

= PR oy’ ishiarticle 1086.shiml
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7.6. Assessment of the 1999 Greek-Turkish Rapprochement

The Greek-Tudkish rapprochement of 1999 along wath the 1930s
rapprochement counts as the only successful effort for normalization of relations
between Greece and Turkey. The two states managed to mamtan fendly relations
for a long peniod, while there 15 a continuous effort for finding new ways to broaden
cooperation. Of course, and this should be considered the mam drawback of the
process, none of the important 1ssues concerning the Aegean Sea, the minonities or
Cyprus were solved dunng the rapprochement. As for the statos of Cyprus, the best
chance for re-umfication was lost in Apnl 2004, while a major part of the problem
has been transferred to the European Cowrt of Human Rights (ECHE). Conditions
for mmornties have certainty mproved, but agam part of the problem is transferred
to the ECHE. Nonetheless, even though the rapprochement process did not lead to
solution, 1t was stll successful to the extent that i1t created an environment that wall
at least not easily pernut problems to escalate mto cnises. Furthermore, the process
allowed for a sincere dialogue to take place on all issues via the exploratory talks

for the first ttme.

= Impact of the mternational system to the national secunty

The 1999 rapprochement takes place m a relabvely stable and secure
mternational enviromment. It 15 a fact that both Turkey and Greece needed to deal
with certain problems in their neighborhood, such as the Kosovo issue, Greece’s

15sues with its northern neighbor FYROM, or Tutkey's growing anmety towards the
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situation In Irag. Nevertheless, none of these problems constituted an imminent or
direct threat to either Greece’s or Turkey’s national security. In that sense, the 1999
rapprochement case 15 siular to the 1988 failed rapprochement as such that m both
of these cases, the mam threat for the parties was the other side and not a third,
jomtly perceived, hostile party. Concisely, the impact of the mtemahonal system on

the two states’ national secumty was famrly mimimal.

= State 1dentity

The negative images that persisted durng the 1988 mapprochement
contimied durmg the 1990s, as well, and even came to prevail over the counines’
mood anudst the 1999 rapprochement process. Moreover, as the ime went by and
the problems between Turkey and Greece remamed unresolved those negatives
mages crystallized mnto negative stereotypes. The senes of cnses that took place
after the mid-1990s exacerbated those images, so that nght before the mitiation of
the rapprochement, Greece and Turkey sumply perceived one another as an ‘Other’,
which nsked a potential an armed conflict or even a full scale war.

A significant remedy to the negative images and stereotypes, at least among
the Turkish and Greek pubhic opimions, was the two major earthquakes that took
place in 1999, and the feelings of empathy that they created The earthquakes
provided the pobticians with the space they needed m order to aclueve fast growth
m the early stages of the approchement As useful as this was it did not lead to a

change of state idenfities. On the confrary, that change constifuted a much slower
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process, and 1f had leisurely started developing before the mubiation of the
rapprochement. The change was not dramatic, it developed slowly, but it was,
however, positive. The backchannel negofiations, the frequent visits and the overall
cooperation on several fields, made clear that even though problems remained the
two countnes were capable to discuss their problems in a crilized manner.

On the Greek side a lot has been wnitten on Greece’s new approach which
came mio complete confrast with the policies followed m the past. The new
thmking, which largely made the Greek-Turkish rapprochement possible, has been
the subject of mmch scholarly discussion on this new pattern of pohicy™s motives
and/or effechveness. In general, most scholars agree that changes m Greek foreign
policy are part of the Europeamzation process (for an extended hterature review on
the Europeanization process of the Greek foreign policy see Stavrides, 2003).
According to Economides (2005) “...in essence the real Europeanmization has
ocourred m the domain of translocabon of Greek foreign policy preferences m at
least two key 1ssue areas, Turkey and Cyprus, into the EU agenda™.

The change of Greece’s foreign policy is also attributed to the alteration of
the state’s “agentic cultwe”, which was possible when the modermzer’s ideas

became dommant withm PASOK._ According to Tsakonas (2010: 109-110):

Dnven by an agenfic “resolubon culture™ Greece's active socializabon
strategy had ammed at Imlang process on Turkey's candidacy/membership
with the resolution of its border dispute with Greece...This had m tum
provided Greece with a potent negohating leverage for putting an end to
what Greece considered as mostly umlateral claims by Turkey agamst 1is
sovereign nghts m the Aegean
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= Costs and benefits equlibmmm

The diplomatic pandemonium that prevailed in the early 2000 led to the
sipning of a mumber of agreements that were discussed m detail mn this chapter
Later on, the two states signed more agreements, covenng a mumber of issues.
Signing of agreements became a crocial part of the process and made it clear that
cooperation on some 1ssues was beneficial to both Greece and Turkey, thms the cost
of defecting from cooperation was mereasing for both sides.

The cost of defechng was chimbed up as a result of Turkey's and Greece’s
overlappmg interests at the time when the mpprochement took place. The most
commonly cited example to make a case for this arpument 15 the hink between
Greek foreygn policy and the Kosovo issue, something that by destabiizing the
Balkans drove Turkey and Greece closer to one another However, there were other
urgent 1ssues as well that required Turkey's and Greece’s closer cooperation to
disappear Such were, for example, the fight agamst temonsm and orgamized cnme,
illegal immigration and, in gemeral. issves that neighboring countries usually
manage through joint policies.

= Interdependence

Economuc benefits were also mmportant for both coumtnes. Even though
Greek-Turkash commerce was also nsmg before 1999, the mprovement contimed
after the mutation of the rapprochement The volume of Twdash moports and

exports to Greece for example had increased from $273,2 million in 1994 to $709,8
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million in 1999 and $8974 mullion in 2002 (Evin 2004: 16). Apart from that
cooperation among businessmen and enterpnses created a dynamuc that was
positive for both sides, and especially for Turkey which benefited by the Greek FDI
especially after 2006. Finally, mmber of Greek and Turkish tounsts to Tukey and
Greece respectively increased sigmificantly, from 311.000 m 2001 to 776.000
people in 2006 (Couloumbis and Eentikelems, 2007; also on economic cooperation
see Tsarouhas, 2009).

Rapid mprovement of relatons dunmg the first of the rapprochement
process led to the consohdation of pohihical mterdependence (see Couloumbis and
Kentikelenis, 2007). Overall, interdependence might have not been a primary
motive for the contomation of the rapprochement but it must be taken into

consideration as one of the factors coninbuting to the ra SUCCESS.

= Leadership

Similar fo all other previous rapprochement cases, that this study mchudes,
the role of pohtical leaders was important to the rapprochement process. Howewver,
there 13 a notable difference between the fourth rapprochement case and the other
three cases. In 1999 the pnme mimsters did not play an active role, and it was the
Greek and Turkish mimsters of foreign affairs, George Papandreou and Ismail Cem,
that embraced the fask of improving the Greek-Turkish relations. The role of agents
to the mibabon of the rapprochement process 15 clearly ackmowledged by

Herachdes (2007) who comectly notes that the policy makers that took the
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mmportant decisions towards the mprovement of relations with Tukey, were a
crucial factor, as others would not have taken such decisions had they been in their
shoes.

Nonetheless, apart from the role they may have played within the mmtiaticn
of the process, the support of polibical leaders often came m follow-up to an already
mibiated process of reconciiabon, which was nevertheless constitutive of the
success of the fourth rapprochement period. This is especially true as far as the first
years of the rapprochement are concemed when the process was stll framle, and
the hkelihood of its success highly debatable. Cem and Papandreou took important
steps within a wvery small tme frame and hence, provided relatively stromg
formdations for the rapprochement process before much skephicism or eniticism had
the tme to develop. The positive developments on the political front were so fast
that surpnised even the people who had started working on moprovement of the

Gresk-Turkish relations even before 10992

= Depth of the process
It is clear from Table 7.2 that the 1999 mpprochement was a deep process

that manaped to touch upon all of the indicators that charactenize a rapprochement

process. The signing of bilateral agreements, the meetings among polibicians, the

137 This point refers to the information provided by members of the Greek-Turkish Forum (GTF),
who pointed out that improvement in Gresk-Twkish relsfions was so rapid that the Forom, even
though backchannel, conld not keep up to the developments. This information was acquired through
persomal interviews of the suthor with members of the GTF while he was writing his master’s thesis.
Sea Foteliz 2004
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mproved commmmication between the Turkish and Greek mulifary high-ranking
officers are all sirong indications to prove that this rapprochement process was
sufficiently pemume and far from being superficial. Similady, developments
mdicators relating to the economic cooperafion and societal level show that the
Greek-Turkish rapprochement was supported by the most productive parts of the
Twkish and Greek populations, such as umiversity students, businessmen arfists,
local politicians etc.

The fact that the 1999 rapprochement managed to gain depth and width as a
process undoubtedly produced posibve mmpact on s own hkelhood A notable
example that proves this point 15 the mud-ar crash between a Greek and a Tudkish
fighter jet on May 23, 2006, which resulted to the distraction of both planes and the
death of the Greek pilot. Had this incident ocomrmed before 1999, 1t was very likely
that 1t would have caused a dangerous cnisis between Turkey and Greece. However,
this was not the case m 2006. What played an mmportant role was the dmect
conmmmication between the two Chiefs of Staff Ozkok and Hinofotis, and, also,
between the two ministers of foreign affars. Gul and Bakoyanm. Both of these
commumications were possible thanks to the important progress that rapprochement

process achieved in terms of malitary and political cooperation'*
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* Tuming points

Tuming pomnts were an mportant factor for the 1999 mpprochement process
but only as far as its imifiation was concemned The Inia/Kardak crisis, the Ocalan
case, the two earthquakes were all important and wnexpected events that forced the
two countnes to seek new ways of normalizing their relabons. After the imbiahon of
the rapprochement, however, there emerged a lack of tomng points that could pose
an obstacle to the process or prevent its failure. Thus, tuming points were not an

mmportant factor to the success of the fourth rapprochement case.

= The GRIT strategy

At the ime of the rapprochement’s mihation Turkey and Greece were
divided by a mmmber of important issues. The two states not only disagreed on the
possible soluhon of these problems, but they also did not share a common
understanding of what these problems were, thus, it was mussing from the
begmning as to what kind of dialogue between the two sides should mclude if ever
such a dialogue at some point started In addibon both Greece and Turkey had
developed strong arguments m support of their positions dedncing them from themr
mterpretations of the Infemational Law. Fmally, maximalist positions refemng to
each states” nghts were prevalent for an extensive amount of time 1 both camps
and highly assimilated by the Greek and Turkish public opimons.

All these factors were an obstacle to the commencement of official

negotiations between Greece and Turkey that would revolve around the real 1ssues
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between the two counines. Indeed the efforts from the begmmng of the
rapprochement were focused on findng a new “modus vivendi” between the two
states, rather than trymng to provide a solofion to the Greek-Turkash problems. In
other words, the process was amung to highlight the commonalites than bringing
the differences under the spothghting As such, any negobations between the two
states remamed unofficial and did not prodoce anmy essential results within the
peniod the current chapter study.

As 1t can be mferred from this landscape, the fourth rapprochement s
charactenzed by the lack of official negotiations, despite the presence of mmportant
15sues that begged for a solution. The successful outcome of the rapprochement was
not the product of the use of a specific negohatmg approach, but rather the decision

of both states not to discuss the 1ssues that could pose a threat to the good relations.

1.7. Conclading Remarks
Greece and Turkey have come a long way duning the last years, achieving m

the last decade what seemed to be improbable in the early 1999. The flourishing
cooperation between them has reached at a pomt that allows for one to murse
moderate opiimism as regards to the fotmre of the Greek-Tudish relations.
However, as long as the problems that divide the two sides remain unresolved, the
rapprochement process couldnt be fulfilled Nor could it constantly persist,

collapsing at some point under the weight of these problems.
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CHAPTER §

COMPARISON OF THE CASE STUDIES

8.1. Infroduction

The study of each case m the previous chapters clearly shows that
rapprochement 15 a comphicated process, the success or falure of which depends on
vanous factors and events. Even when the rapprochement process concerns the
same two states, as has been the case m the current study, outcomes may stll vary
greatly. The present chapter imdertakes the task of identifying resemblances and
dissimilanties between the four cases of rapprochement m the Greek-Turkish affairs
rapprochement periods will be compared in order to explore if the dnving forces of
the rapprochement present sigmficant similanhes and whether the incentives for the
mufiation of the rapprochement influenced the outcome of the process. Secondly,
the discussion will focus on companng the rapprochement process itself inclodimg

each of the mpprochement mdicators that were examined m the case studies. The
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discussion on differences and simulanties among the rapprochement process of each
case study will eveniually assess the mpact of the eight vanable set forth m the

methodology chapter.

8.1. Cross—case Comparison of Pre-rapprochement Periods

In the hiterature review chapter. it was menfioned that the state of affars
between states before they emter the rapprochement process is not relevant to
whether this process should be charactenzed as a rapprochement or not Whale the
above observation 1s valid, it should be pomnted out that it refers to the starting
condifions, rather than the process or the poliics belind the mmbation of the
rapprochement. For example a rapprochement nught follow after a war, or a penod
when the parties are at the bonk of war. Contrary to the initial state of affairs, the
processes preceding the mtation of the rapprochement are not only relevant, but,
m cases, could also play a role m the success or faihore of the process. The
following part will compare the smmlantes and differences among the processes
that prelude the four Greek-Turkish rapprochements discussed m detail n the

previous chapters.

8.1.1. Comparing the Pre-inifiation Periods
A reading of all four cases mdicates that there are specific simlanties
concerning the processes leading to the mhaton of the rapprochement The
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rapprochements do pot just happen Instead they are the outcomes of certamn
achons, motivahons, and corcumstances, all acting fogether and resulting m the
commencement of the process. In the followmg pages. the data from the case
studies refemng to the pre-mutiabion peniod will be discussed and coded m a table
so that direct companson across cases can be made possible. Specifically, the data
that will be looked mto are the actions leading to the mitiation of the rapprochement
process, the mternational pressure towards rapprochement, and the secumty
concerns that pushed Turkey and Greece towards a rapprochement.

Actions leading to the initiation of the hement

To begin with, a first look into the tables on each case study (Tables 4.1
5.1, 6.1, 7.1.) reveals similanities regarding the actions of political leaders and the
effects of their achons on the process leadng to the rapprochement’s mitation
Thus, trust-bulding efforts, positive gestures and retum of those gestures, ice
breakmg attemapts, and smmlar tachics are present m all cases with pumor
differentiations. Likewnse, the mamifestation of these tactics 15 also smnilar across
channel to commumicate one side’s intentions to the other side. In order for the
analysis to be more comprehensive, the actions of poliicians have been diwvided

In all four cases there was a positive first step made that opened the way

towards the mihation of the rapprochement In 1928, it was Vemzelos™ speech

which, apart from stating his willingness to alter the Greek foreizn policy strategy,
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signaled towards Turkey lus eagemess to mmprove relations between the two states,
while clearly stating that Greece had no temitorial claims over Turkey. Vemzelos™
public speech had a trust-building effect as it assured the Turdash polifical leaders
of Greece’s aspirafions regarding the Greek-Tudkish relations. For the secomd
rapprochement the actions and statements of the Turkish ambassador in Athens Emis
Akaygen and his confirmatons regarding Turkey's willineness to huold good
relations with Greece had simlar effects. Likewnse, in 1987 the meeting between
Andreas Papandreou and another Turkish Ambassador m Athens, Nazmm Akiman
served as both a chance for the Greek Prme Mmister to gain the trust of the Tudish
side and as an effort fowards the moprovement of the Greek-Turkish relations.
Dhnng that meeting Papandreou assured Akiman that Greece had no intention to
engage m an armed conflict with Turkey and that he was ready to change his long
standing hard line positions towards Turkey'”. Finally, n 1999 a first step towards
trust-muldmg was made by the Turkish Mimister of Foreign Affairs, Ismail Cem
who sent a letter to lns Greek coumterpart.

The commonahties mn all of these first steps are many, even though the
context and prevailing condifions vaned considerably. The first step tnes to fulfill
one, or more, of the followmmg three goals. Firsily, the person or state taking the first
step wants fo make its mfenhons and expectations, concerming the fiture
relationship wath the other side, clear. As such, first steps are expressions of the

willingness for further cooperation and a push towards mmprovement of relations.
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Secondly, first steps also aim at explonng the other party’s thoughts on the
relationship. Hence, the first step is planned in such a way that it “throws the ball™
to the other side. This is obvious m all cases, apart from the second one where 1t 15
less clear. For mstance, Cem’s letter to Papandreou, apart from expressing his views
on the Greek-Turkish relations also intended to make Papandreou’s views known
Cem had already tned to explore the Greek posihons a year earher with hos two
letters to the Greek Foreign Mimster Pangalos, however, at that time his ideas were
not well recesved. Finally, first steps are sometimes used as a chance to miroduce a
possible roadmap for the solution of the problems. or, a set of pnnciples upon
which future contacts will be based

The achons followmng the first step, described as reciprocation, are smmlar to
the ones discussed for the first step, though they concern the other side. In the first
rapprochement reciprocation from the Turkish side came through the speech of
Ismet Inom in Malatya and also s answer letter o Vemzelos. Simularly, n the
foumrth case reciprocabion also took the form of personal comespondence m
Papa:ﬂrmu’samwermlmﬂﬂem’slﬂte;whﬂeiuthethirdme,ﬁﬂ]’s
mtentions were conveyed to Andreas Papandreou through the Turkash Ambassador,
Nazmi Akiman. The only mnstance of the four cases where reciprocation is not clear
15 the second case. However, m thos case the first step was also not as strong as it
was m the other cases. This inconsistency 15 explamed by the fact that the 19505
rapprochement took place at a time when Greek-Turkish relaions were better

compared to the other three cases.
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The goals of reciprocal actions are also smmlar to those of the first step,
apart from trymg to explore the other side’s wiews, which has already been
achieved, poliicians who reciprocate also make their infentions known to the other
side and present ther own views on the future of the relabonship. Together, first
step and reciprocation contnbute decisively to the bmlding of trust between the
leaders and the states, thus elmminatng one mam obstacle to the iniiabon of
rapprochement.

Between the first step and reciprocation, during which parties break the ice
and mcrease trust, and the mbation of the rapprochement there 15 a phase when
both states work together in other to prepare the proumd This phase lighly depends
on the context regarding the form it takes. In the 19305’ case preparing the ground
for the rapprochement to take place meant that the two parhies should engage m
formal negotiation as the mam obstacle to the muhation of the mpprochement were
the unresolved issues relating to the mplementation of the Lansamme Treaty. In the
second rapprochement. preparmg the ground meant to strengthen grassroots
cooperation and to sign agreements on low-polifics 1ssues. In 1987, prepanng the
ground for the rapprochement was longer in duration than the rapprochement
process itself Papandreou and Akiman worked together for almost 9 months and
had several meetings m order to agree on how they would present the process to the
people, what would be the 1ssues m the agenda etc. Finally, m the fourth case, the
agreement between Cem and Papandreou to launch a joint commuttee that would

discuss low-polifics 13sues was also aiming at prepanng the ground Nonetheless, m
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this case the big difference was made by the earthquakes, which created positive
mmages between the Greek and Turkish peoples and, thus, decisively contributed to
prepanng the ground for the imtiation of the rapprochement

The discussion regarding the actions of poliicians dunng the pre-
rapprochement peniod clearly mdicates that the steps taken constifute a form of
GRIT strategy. The first step, reciprocation and prepanng the ground were
essence a way to gradually reduce tensions between Turkey and Greece so that the
mutiation of the rapprochement would be made possible. The leaders were engaged
m a situation when one of the parfies made a small step, and the other party
reciprocated with a simmlar positive gesture. The mmportance and effectiveness of
these steps slowly increased unhl the mbation of the rapprochement befween the
parties was possible. The fact that GEIT strategy was used m all four cases
mdicates that 1ts importance fo the imtiabon of a rapprochement process was lugh.

Another major observaton denving from the above discussion on the
achons of polhiicians 15 that in order for a rapprochement process to imhate there
sinmltanepusly. The existence of political will for rapprochement as a precondition
for its inthiation is evident in all four case stadies, and it is only after there are pro-
rapprochement govemments m both Greece and Turkey that the road for the
mitiation of the process opens. In the 1930s case it was the nse of Vemizelos, while

m 1950 it was Menderes’ victory that created such condihons. In 1987 and 1999, 1t

was the change of Greece’s foreign policy strategy by Andreas Papandreou and
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George Papandreou respectively that led to Greece and Twrkey having pro-
rapprochement governments at the same time.

Oddly emough other aspects of domestc pobhcs soch as strong
government, leader populanty, and public opimon support do not play a decisive
role in the mtiation of the rapprochement There are not consistent data that show a
causal relatonship between the strength of the government, the leader’s populanty,
and the support of public opmion to the mitiabon of rapprochement Ecewit’s
government m 1999 for example was a stable yet a coaliion-based government.
Likewise, Papandreou m 1988 was mmch less popular than when he first became
the Prime Minister m 1981. Moreover, the majonty of the Greek public were
agamst a Greek-Turdash rapprochement m 1983, as was made apparent by the
demonstrations that followed Ozal’s visit to Athens in 1988.

Internafional pressure and securiy concerns

Apart from the purposeful achons of political leaders that amm at creating the
conditions for the inthation of the rapprochement, other factors beyond the grasp of
the pobbcians also mfluence the mohabions of the mpprochement processes.
Companson of all four cases clearly indicates that there are two vanables, not
completely irelevant to each other that are most commonly observed across cases.
These two factors are the international pressure and secunty concems.

In short, mfemational pressure 15 understood as the motivations for
rapprochement posed by either foreign powers or the structure of interational

system These motivations take two forms ether as direct demands dictated to
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Trkey and Greece, or as systemic stimuli creating incentives for rapprochement as
an answer to increasmmg security concerns. In the second case, the most notable
example 15 the direct pressure from the US and Botam for Greek-Tudash
cooperation, mostly provided m the form of financial and nulitary aid that gave
further motivations for the muhation of the rapprochement . Systemic ncentives
were equally mportant Regardmg the first rapprochement, the nse of Bulganan
mredentism as well as German and Italian revisiomism were catalybic for the
mufiafion of the process. The last two rapprochements are largely epitomuzed by the
role of the EU which offers both systermic mcentives and pressure, especially to
Turkey. The role of the EU became even more substantial after 1998 when Greece
changed its strategy and used Turkey’s willingness to become a member as a tool
that would lead the two countnies to a closer relationship.

As far as the 1ssues of secunty are concemed, one cannot help but nohice
that i three out of the four cases discussed m the cument study the willingness for
rapprochement 15 amplfied by the grounded concem that the alternative to
rapprochement is armed conflict. In other words, relations between the states are
such that if they do not fry to ender a rapprochement phase, they increase the nsk of
a Greek-Turkish war. Such secunity concems are very clear both for the 1988 and
the 1999 rapprochements. The Aegean crisis in March 1987 made it clear that the
two states were missing the mechanisms that would allow them to prevent an
escalation of the cnsis. Hence, both countries were nsking an armed conflict if they

falled to normalize themr relations or at least create a framework for the sohohon of
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cnses. Much of the process actually focused on establishing temsion reduction
mechamsms (e g CBMs). Smmlarly, the 1999 rapprochement follows a number of
cnses which had a simular effect. Changes were more prominent to the Greek side
which, after the Ocalan mmcident, was faced with harsh cnficism not only from
Turkey but from the intemational community as well. The immediate result of the
Ocalan cnisis was the removal of the Greek Foreign Mimster Theodoros Pangalos
and the appomiment of Gecrge Papandreou whe was a moderate polifician. In the
1930s" rapprochement. although there was no cnsis, there was always a fear that

farlure of the negotiations could bnng Turkey and Greece to the bnnk of war.

After explonng the simlanties across the cases as far as the penod before
the mitiation of the rapprochements 1s concerned, the followmg pages will include a
companson of the rapprochement process itself. In order for such companson to be
as stmctured as possible, the indicators of the rapprochement process, as they were
put forth n the hiterature review chapter, will be examined one by one.

Summit level meetings

The companson of the four rapprochement processes revealed sigmificant
sinmlanities across cases. All of the four rapprochements share a cntical component.
They were all top-to-bottom processes, meanmg that they were the product of

determined to mfiate the rapprochement processes. In the previous pages, it was
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discussed how specific actions and persistence of poliical leaders made the
mifiation of each rapprochement case possible. After the mitiabon of the
rapprochement, summit-level meetmgs between Greek and Turkish pohbcians
played an important and pnmary role m the process. As 1t is apparent in the
following table (Table. 82) frequency of summit-level meetings is high for all the

cases, while the moportance of the meetings vanes between mednm and ngh.

Table 8.1.

Summmt Level meetings

— T oy S
October 1930 Vemzelos’ visit,
October 1931 Inomu’s visit, High High
Firstcase | September 1933 Tsaldars visit
S. Vemizelos” visit in 1952
Menderes’ visit to Athens 1952 High High
Eing and Queen of Gresce vizit
1952
Celal Bavar’s visit to Greece
1952
Papagos’ wisit 1953
Second case Menderes’ visit 1954

[ Ozal & Papandreou meeting in
Davos
Ozal & Papandrecu meeting in High Mednm
Brussels

Ozal’s wvisit to Athens Jume 13-15
Third case 1933

Erdogan’s vasit to Athens 2002
Erdogan’s visit to Athens 2004 High Medium

Karamanlis® visit to Turkey
Fourth caze 2008
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Summit-level meetngs mcreased m frequency immediately after each
mitiation. During the pre-rapprochement peniods summit-level meetings were nmich
more scarce and, most often than not, they took place dunng mternational fora. In
the 1930s' case, there were several official wisits, while there were several other
mnofficial omes which firther estabhshed better commumcaton and even
fnendship, between Greek and Turkish leaders.. In the second case, official visits
were even more frequent than during the 1930s. There were, however, no unofficial
visits. Even so, durng the first half of the 1930s the visits included visits made by
the Heads of States, meanmg King Paul's visit to Turkey and President Bayar s visit
to Greece. Dhnng the third rapprochement there was only one official wvisit, nmely
that of Ozal to Athens, but the Turkish and Greek Prime Mimisters had the chance to
meet iIn Davos and Brussels too. The frequency of summut-level meetings is
considered high considenng the wirtually non-existent commumecation m the years
prior to the mpprochement, The Davos and Brossels meetings were important and
substantial to the rapprochement process. Finally, despite Simitis’ mitial hesitation
to accept an mwitabon from Torkey or extend onme to his Turkish counterpart,
summit-level meetings were kept to a satisfying level after 2004.

Apart from companng the frequency of summt-level meetings it 15 more
mperative to compare therr immportance for the process, and discuss why ther
effects had been more immediate in some cases than m others. A first glance on
Table 8.1. shows that the importance of summit-level meetings was higher in the

first two cases than the last two. Indeed, both m the 1930 and 1950 rapprochements
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the summit-level meetings were highly essential to the process. The meetings were
not superficial and the issues discussed led to the deepening of cooperation and the
rapprochement process. Furthermore, the wvisits meloded aspects that tramscended
protocol and served as extra venficabion of the excellent level the Greek-Turkish
relations had reached Bayar's mspections over Greek mulitary umits for mstance
were such events. Finally, more often than not, summmt-level meetmgs dunng the
first and second rapprochements offered the opportumity to the public to express
emphatically ther support for the process, and bence, give mecenbives to the
political leaders to contmue the rapprochement process.

In the last two rapprochement cases, the impact of summuit-level meetings
on the process was less sigmficant, though not completely tnvial In the 1988 case
the summit level meetngs were the bigpest part of the process, and as was
mentioned, the beginming of the rapprochement comncided with the first meeting
between Ozal and Papandreon. Nevertheless, Ozal's official visit to Athens also
revealed the major obstacles that divided the two states. The two leaders did not
manage to keep the rapprochement momentum or fransfer their imtial enthmsasm
to the public, or even their own polifical parties. In the fourth rapprochement case,
the efforts to keep the rapprochement gomg was umdertaken by the foreign
After 2004, the official visits and the summmt-level meetings were a new positive
development but cannot be considered as a major breakthrough for the process.

Finally, 1t should be pomnted out that both in the third and fourth rapprochement

270



cases, summit-level did not enjoy the mass public suppert of the first two
rapprochements.

Agreements signed

Signing of agreements was an mmportant part m all the Greek-Tudash
rapprochement processes the curment study exanunes. These agreements included a
vanety of different documents ranging from nmltiparty mternational treaties to
common statements and agreements on low polifics issues. The mam focus of the
agreements was to mcrease security of both Greece and Turkey, erther agamst each
other or against third states such as Bulgana. Such was, for example, the uhbty of
the Balkan Pact duning the first rapprochement, but also of the CBMs in the last two
rapprochements. In addibon, agreements also constifute an effort to expand
cooperation so that 1t covers more topics or more areas of social hfe, but they also
serve as an effort fo solve problems that might exist between Turkey and Greece.

In all four cases, the sigmng of agreements 15 a common phenomenon. The
two states sign a nmumber of agreements during all rapprochement processes. Even
during the short-lived 1988 rapprochement, Turkey and Greece managed to agree
on a mumber of ideas even though those 1deas were mamly mcorporated in the joint
annoumcements that followed Papandreou and Ozal’s meetings, and did not take the
form of an officially sigmed document that would, for mstance, go through
parliamentanan procedures and become Turkish and Greek law. It should also be
stressed out that, apart from the years covered by the four rapprochement cases,

there 15 only a handfill of agreements sizned between Greece and Turkey.
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Table 8.2.

Main events

Farst case

hme 1930 Econommc agreement.

October 1930 friendship
agreement,
September 1933 Smcenty
agreement
1934 Balkan Entente
Frniendship and Cooperation
Agreement m 19533,
Coabtion Treaty in 1954, and a
mumber of other minor
agreements

Third case

Agreements mainly m form of
COMMmON announcements,
Papoulias —Y1lmaz Memorandom

Fourth

33 blateral agreements mamly
on low-poliics

An important point regarding agreements 1s that the first rapprochement 1s
the only case when the rapprochement was immhated after the two parties signed an

mportant agreement that essenfially solved the most basic bilateral 15spe. Dhnng

the years following the imhation, the fwo counines signed a mumber of other

agreements on vanous 1ssues. However, none of that would have been possible iof

the Jume 1930 Greek-Turkish Econommc Agreement had not preceded The 19505

rapprochement between Greece and Turkey was smmlar Although it did not start

with an agreement, 1t took place in a penod when the two parties had solved all of
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the important bilateral issues that could cause serious friction™™. The lack of such
problems ensured a high level of trust between the Greek and Turkish governnments,
and created an environment within which essenhal and mmwiually beneficiary
agreements could be signed. This is how the signmg of imperative treaties, such as
the Balkan Entente of 1934 and the Coalition Treaty of 1954, was made possible.
The mpact of these agreements on the rapprochement process was high as they
created moportant bonds between Greece and Turkey and mncreased substantially the
benefits of the process.

By contrast, the third and fourth rapprochement processes took place at a
time when the Greek-Tunkish relations had been marked by the impact of the
Cyprus question and great mustrust existed between the two states. The level of
relations between Turkey and Greece did not allow the sigmng of important
agreements similar to those signed dunng the first two rapprochements. Instead, the
agreements signed had different objectives. They tned fo mncrease the trust levels
between the fwo states, decrease secunty concemns, and reduce the nsk of a fisture
cnsis. Such was for example the whlity of the Papoulias-Yilmar memorandum
signed mn 1988. On the other hand, the agreements were efforts to solve small and
secondary 1ssues between Greece and Turkey and, thus, they served as examples of

how the rapprochement process was mutually beneficial

M Exclnding the Cyprs question, which however, was not officially raised by the Greek
Eovernrment wuntil 1954 and the Greek appeal to the TN
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Military cooperation

Cooperation on mulitary 1ssues greatly vaned among the four rapprochement
cases, not only with regard to its mmportance, but also concermng the forms 1t took.
In general mulitary cooperation mamly appeared m the form of agreements
concerning mibitary affairs, such as common mibtary action agamst a state that may
lavmch an attack either on Turkey or Greece, exchange of wisits between high
ranking mulitary officers and Cluefs of Staff jomnt mubitary exercises, and the
signing of confidence bwmlding measures concerning mulitary 1ssues, or, at least,
amung to reduce mlitary tensions.

In the first rapprochement case, cooperaton on mmbifary i1ssues mainly
appeared m the form of guaranteemg agreements. and greatly reflected Greece's and
Twkey’s concemns regarding the msecunty posed to them by the international
system The two states, and later other states mn the Balkans, understood very
quickly that in order to better ensure ther safety and mdependence they had to
combme their nulitary forces agamst common enemues, such as Bulgana. As such,
even though it was not mamfested m a vanety of ways, the importance of mulitary
cooperation durng the 1930s was ugh.

The 19505 rapprochement took place within a much different international
environment. The begmning of the Cold War not only brought Turkey and Greece
under the same alliance, but 1t also med both of them mto frontline states. As such,
not only mulitary cooperation reached its lughest level, but also 1t was the most

mportant imdicator of the second rapprochement. The role of NATO was catalyhic
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because within the NATO framework mulitary cooperation became mmch more
mstitutionalized and mcluded a vanety of actions such as jomnt military exercises,
meetings among military officials and exchange of wsits, consultabion on mulitary
1ssues and the like.

Dunng the 1987 rapprochement the hostile environment and the linuted
time that the rapprochement process lasted did not allow for nmch cooperation on
military issues fo take place. The efforts of the polifical leaders focused more on
tension reduchion rather than on other forms of mulitary cooperaton soch as joimnt
exercises or contacts between military staff. Although Papandreou and Ozal tried to
conmmttes on military affairs, the results of the sub-committes’s meeting in Athens
were poor and the mfluence of mbtary cooperation on the third rapprochement was
basically non-existent.

Finally, dunng the fourth rapprochement, several efforts were made towards
the strengtheming of malitary cooperation. Such cooperation mamty took the form of
exchange of visits between the Chiefs of Staff and the sipning of several CBMs.
Similarly, the third case mmtiabives regarding mubitary cooperabion focused on
tension reduction more than on other aspects. However, this should also be
attributed to the decreased need for more essential military cooperation, given that
the Cold War had ended.

and Turkey 15 the difference mn the goals of such cooperaton that exists between the
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first two and the latter two rapprochement cases. In the first two cases the aim of
mulitary cooperation was mamly to mcrease safety for both Turkey and Greece
against third countnes (Bulgana, Italy, Germany, commmmist countnes etc). As far
as the 1988 and the 1999 rapprochements are concemed, this was hardly the case.
On the contrary, mlitary cooperation, in the two rapprochement cases that followed
the emaption of the Cyprus question, basically aimed at reducing the nsk of armed

conflict between Greece and Turkey.

Table 8.3.

Mainly within NATO High High
framewaork, also incloded
consultation, jomnt exercises,
and meetings among high

Second case ranking officers
Sub-commuttes on military
1550es meeting m Athens from

Third case March 30 to Apnl 1
Apgreement on a vanety of High Medmum
CBM:z Buyukamnit’s two visits
to Greece, Hmofohs’ wisit to
Fourth case Turkey m 2006
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Economic cooperation

Economuc cooperation between Greece and Turkey never constihuted the
reference pomnt of their relationship. Efforts to improve financial relations and
mprove volume frade were always part of the rapprochement processes.
Nevertheless, the results of such efforts were not as frutful as the two states mght
have expected. Across all cases the major ways to strengthen economic cooperation
between Turkey and Greece were two, a) the sigming of bilateral agreements that
focused on trade and other forms of financial cooperation and b) the efforts to
mstitutionahize economic cooperation through the estabhishment of special
commuttees and bureaus.

During the first rmpprochement. the efforts to advance economuc cooperation
was strong, although 1t never became the major 1ssue m the process. Although, as it
was pointed out m chapter 4, the main financial benefits were achieved at the
begmming of the rapprochement with the sigmng of the hme 1930 agreement
Greece and Turkey managed to agree on a mumber of other 1ssues that dealt with
cooperation during the second rapprochement did not manage to become the
highlight of the process. Despite the politicians' agreement that the strengthening of
economic fies would be one of ther mam concems, the most mmportant
development between 1930 and 1935 was the sigming of the commercial agreement

m November 1953.
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Table 8.4.

Importance

First case

High

Medim

Second case

The most mmportant
development was the sizming of]
the commercial agreement

Third case

Several conmuttees formed to
discuss possibilities of

Fourth case

Vanous mitiatives orgamzed by
Greek and Turkish
mcrease of trade volume,

important agreements signed

Hizh

Fgh

The third and fourth rapprochement cases are different compared to the first

two as the strong mterest of the pnvate sector in the mprovement of the Greek-

Turkish relations 15 also clearly mamifested Indeed mm both of these cases,

businessmen were part of the process and were eager to grasp the new opportumbies

that an improvement of the Greek-Turkish relations would bong. In that respect, the

third rapprochement was a complete failure as it created no such opportumities,

while any other effort to mprove economic cooperabon remamed superficial

Conversely, the fourth case managed to create the condiions for strengthening

economic hies, and among the rapprochement processes mn the current work stodies,

thas 15 the case when economuc cooperation played the most mportant role. Overall,
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a sigmficant mcrease m Greek-Turksh trading volume was achieved while a
mumber of important bilateral agreements were signed

Finally, the assumpton denved from the companson of all four cases 15
that economic mcentives, although were always part of the process, never really
potential to become a “game-changer”.

Statements/Gesures

The mmportance of public statements and positive gestures to the mrhation of
the rapprochement was discussed m the previous pages. Those statements and
gestures were the most sigmficant part of the GRIT sirategy Greece and Turkey
employed in order to engage each other. Positive statements and gestures were also
frequent after the mitiation of the rapprochement, although their importance faded.
The decrease of their importance is mamly due to the fact that therr mamn fimction,
signaling intentions to the other party and trust-bmlding, had already been achieved
by the mithiation of the rapprochement.

After the mifiahon of the rapprochement process, public statements were
used by politicians as a method to signal their intentions to the other side and the
public opimon. In general, they were used as a tool that would coninbute to the
advance of the rapprochement. It 15 also important to point out that the first
rapprochement became a reference point for the rest of the cases and there are
several public statements mentiomng how Turkey and Greece should try and

mprove their relabons as they did m the 1930s.
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During the 1930s" rapprochement public statements were important
Although they were not the doving force behind the process, they were useful to
certify the excellent relations between the two countnies. In refrospect, the strong
statements of frendship and some mmportant gestures, such as Vemizelos
nomimation of Kemal Ataturk for the peace Nobel pnze | and the grantmg of the
house of Vemizelos' wife to the Tudash state m order become the new Tudkish
embassy in Athens, are undemable proofs of the high cooperation level Greece and
Tkey achieved the 1930s. The second rapprochement 15 very simular to the first m
that polifical leaders used positive statements and gestures mn order to confirm the
willingness of both the Greek and Turksh sides to mprove their vis-a-vis relations.

The 1988 rapprochement was somewhat different compared to the other
three cases. The mportance of public statements sharply ncreased and they
became one of the main tools Papandreou and Ozal used in order to increase public
support for the rapprochement process, especially the pubhic statements made after
the summut-level meeting which constituted an effort to convey the cooperafive
spint that prevailed durning the meetings to the Greek and Turkish public. It 15 also
quite mportant that, given the increased tension between Turkey and Greece that
prevailed at the time the rapprochement took place, unfortumate public statements
by officials also harmed the process.

Finally, the fourth rapprochement 15 not charactenized by strong gestures and
statements that would create advances to the mapprochement process. Some

statements and gestures were made but, as mentoned earher, they followed rather
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than tmggered amy developments. What must be stressed conceming the fourth
rapprochement 1s the considerable change of public statements when the pre-
rapprochement peniod and the penod followmmg the mbaton of the process are
compared Hence, statements like the one made by the Greek Minister of Foreign

Affairs who accused Turks of being thieves and murderers were not repeated after

the mitiation of the rapprochement.

Table 8.5.

Mam events Frequency Importance

case place, several good will
gestures from both sides

Several positive statements
and gestires High Medim

Several positive statements
Thirdcase | made by political leaders High Medium
especially after the official
Several l:at-E[I:;EIII:E made by
3
Fourthcase | hcial rather follow positive |  High Low
developments rather than
creating them

281



Societal level

Society’s support to the rapprochement was important to all cases except for
the third one. Before assessing the role of cival society, an important pomt that st
be lughlighted 1s that cmvil society got stronger as fime passed by. Coupled waith the
technological advancements which made cross-border comnmmication and travel
easter, this strength was translated mto a greater vanety of mitiatives at the societal
level So, unlike the first two cases wherte societal participation was largely linnited
to sports, and elfe groups, the fourth rapprochement mcluded a much wader
spectrum of mitiatives, such as mternet groups and onlme commumities.

The companson of the cases shows that public support encouraged polibcal
leaders to mtensify the rapprochement process and coninbuted to the deepeming of
the process by mcluding more people from different strata of society, whle it
widened the areas where the rapprochement process focused. A major assumphon
denving from the study of the four rapprochement cases 1s that the mfluence of the
process on the societal level was mainly influenced by the overall relahion between
the two countnes. Society was much more active when the rapprochement took
place between two friendly countnies, as was the case in the 1930s, and mmch less
enflmsiastic when Turkey and Greece had developed hostile relations, such as i the
1988 mapprochement.

The role of the refugees mmst also be discussed as one of the main societal
forces that mfluenced Greek-Turkish rapprochement processes. The role of the

refugees became clearer before the mmtiation of the first rapprochement when they
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strongly opposed the Jume 1930 Greek-Tudkish agreement. The reaction of the
refugees was not pointed towards the mprovement of the Greek-Turkish relafions

per se, but rather to the agreement’s provisions, which essentally shattered themr

hopes of ever being compensated.

Table 8.6.

Societal level
Main events Frequency | Importance

Grassroots exchanges,
First case S pbc spunom. |- gl High

Commmmmcation between
soclefles IncTease High High
Second case considerably and cover many
different activiies such as
sports, education, civil society
Mo major breakthroughs.

Several imhatives among High High
professionals, students,
Fourth case artists, journalists etc

58.3. Influence of the Independent Variables
The hteratwre review chapter mirodoced and discussed a set of eight
mdependent vanables which became the mamn focus of the cument study. A

codebook was constructed mn the methodology chapter that further defined those
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vanables and explamned what indicators nmst be looked upon while analyzing the
case studies. Each of the eight vaniables was also discussed separately m each
chapter, with the analysis focusing on the imdependent vanables’ contnbution to the
outcome of each rapprochement case. In the following pages the discussion will
contimze with what might be considered the most important part of this research.
namely the companson of each mdependent vanable across cases and the
disclosure of its explanatory power in regard to the vanation on the dependent
vanable.

In order to make the analysis clearer, it 1s mperative that a table should be
miroduced first which will include all of the eight independent vanables and their
mfluence on the dependent vanable, case by case The table follows Kaarbo's
(1996: 518) pattern. Influence for each varable is coded with Y (when the vanable
played a role to shapmg the outcome of the rapprochement) and N (when the
vanable did not play a role to shaping the outcome of the rapprochement). Agam
following Kaarbo's desipn a varable will overall be considered that caused
vanation on the dependent vanable if it has done so In at least 75% of the cases
(both successful rapprochement and ome umsuccessful or both umsuecessfil

rapprochements and one successful)’*!. The discussion that will follow the table

" I should be mentioned that Kaarbo uses & cases in her analysic, and she considers a hypothesis

supparied if the varisble was present im 75% (3 out of 4) of the cases with one value on the
dependent varisble and at lexst 0% (2 ount of 4) of the cases with the other valne on the dependent
variable (pp. 515). As this desipn is impossible to follow exactly due to the limited mymber of cases
the current smdy uwses, which is half of Eaarbo's cases the overall influence of each independent
varisble will be decided under the criteria mentioned in the text
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will contribute significantly to the understanding of each variable’s behavior and

contnbution.
Table B.7.
..... Variable _________Iofleence _____Support Overall support
Impact of the i ;
intemational system?, SwcessEL DY N 1 S0% 1 sy
to the national  , Unsuccessful IN NN 0% .
SeCurty : . "
State identity | Successfil: 1) Y Y 1 100% 1+ 100%
' Unsuccessful: 2) ¥ 3)Y ' 100% !
Costs and benefits L Successful: DY DY § 100% ; 0%
Equihbrmm : Unsuccessful- 2) N )N . | 5 A
Interdependence ' SuccessR: DY &)Y 1 100% + g5
' Unsuccessful: ) N 3JN' 0% !
s Suecessful- DY HY . 100%
Leadership | Unsuccessfol: 2) Y 0, . 100%
1y ro100% !
I}eﬁhﬂfmg : Successful: 1:}? 4}? : 1007 : T5%
Unsuccessful: N 337 50%%
+ Successfil: YN HN : 0%
Toummg points . Unsuccessfol- 2) Y 3}: ' 25%
‘N sO50% o
' Successful: YN N+ 0% |
GRIT stratesy ' Unsuccessfol- 2) N 3}: ' 0%
N ' 0%
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a) The mpact of international system on national secumnty

The low impact of this vanable could come as a surprise fo many IR
scholars and especially those who faver stuctural realism Some skeptics would
arpue that all the rapprochement cases discussed mn the curent dissertabion took
place at ttmes when systemic pressure existed and at times when a threat was posed
on the nafional secunty of both Tukey and Greece. A deeper analysis of the cases,
however, suggests that although systenuc pressures emisted they were not a
sufficient factor for the success of a rapprochement process. It 1s also mmportant to
note that what 15 important for the evaluabon was not the presence of a factor, but
whether this presence leads to the success or failure of the process.

The overall impact for the first proposibon, wiich concerned the impact of
the miernational system on nahomnal secunty, was 25%, translatmg to observed
mpact on the first case only and no impact on the other three cases. Regardng the
first two cases, there are few differences as far as the msecunties mposed by the
system are concerned . Durng the 1930s, msecunty was caused by the emergence
of countries such as Italy or Bulgana which were erther rewisionist or uredentist. In
the early 1950s msecunity was caused by the emergence of the Cold War and the
creabon of a bipolar system dominated by two antagomstc super-powers.
Regardless of these differences, it 15 a fact that for both Greece and Tiurkey that
systemic pressures on their national security were strong, and one of the primary

reasons leadmg to the imtation of the first two rapprochements.
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The question to be answered then i1s why similar impacts on national
security by the international system did not lead to simular vanation on the
dependent vanable The answer to this queshon 1s that, as far as the second case 15
concemed, and mm spite of the mopact of miemational system on the national
secunty which seemed to pomtively confribute to the contmmabon of the
rapprochement process unfil at least 1954, other vanables proved much stronger
catalysts, leading to the end of the process. The assumption denving from the study
of the 1950-1955's umsuccessful rapprochement is that m the absence of other
problems, mtemational system would have provided adequate mcentives for the
contimiation of the rapprochement process, as 1f had done so mmitil 1954. Hence, the
second rapprochement did not fail because of the absence of systenme pressures on
Greece's and Turkey’s national security, but m spite of them

The third and fourth rapprochement cases must also be looked together due
to the sumlanfies they present. Both these cases take place in a much more stable
and secure mternational system, at least for Greece and Tuwrkey, compared to the
one prevailing at the time the first two rapprochements took place. Therefore, the
mfermnational system did not play an important role im any of the latter two
rapprochements. Nonetheless, this is not to say that naional secunty did not play a
role. Indeed, it did both m 1988 and 1999, However, in these cases the threat to
national secumty for Turkey and Greece was cansed by the possimhty of a Greek-

Turkish armed conflict and not the international system.
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b) State 1denfity

State 1dentity was one of the most supported hypotheses, as the analysis
shows 1t played a role on all cases (overall mipact 100%), impacting the outcome of

the rapprochement. In the successful cases it was the development of a new positive
state identity that made the rapprochement processes much easier and smoother In
the mmsuccessful cases it was the development of competing state identihes (1933)
of the failure to create a new state identity that would allow for the rapprochement
process to contme (1988). As such this mdependent vanable behaved across cases
exactly hike the proposition in the literature described.

As far as the soccessful cases are concemed, the immediate observation 1=
that during the rapprochement process state identifies were shaped m such a way so
that the other side was not considered a threat, or at least a mmch lesser threat.
Especially refernng to the fourth rapprochement when the starting conditions were
far worse compared to the 1930s rapprochement. new state identibies meluded the
prospect that Turkash and Greek mterests were not mcompatible by definition, and
that rapprochement could benefit both states. The development of such a state
idenfity, or ifs considerable strengtheming, mmist be considered as an important
factor for a rapprochement process at least for the successful cases that were
discussed

Concemning the unsuccessful cases, the pattern is not so clear During the
first years of the second rapprochement, Turkish and Greek state identities were not

mmich different from the ones formed dunng the 1930s. Feelngs of fnendship
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prevailed between Greeks and Turks, while a shared western and anti-commmmist
identity also developed Nevertheless those identities changed sharply after 1954,
when the Cyprus issue surfaced and especially after the 1935 events m Istanbul.

As far as the third case i1s concerned, the trauma that the Cyprus 1ssue had
left on both Greeks and Turks was too resentfill and too big to be overcome. As it
was already pointed out m the sixth chapter, the Turkash mulitary imtervention m
Cyprus had caused nmch resentment to the Greeks, who after 1974 saw Turkey as
an occupation force. The exastence of ennuty and negative images between the two
societies affected the process m a vanety of ways, but most mportantly it increased

polifical costs for the polifical leaders who wanted to contmue the rapprochement.

c) Costs and benefits equilibrivm

One of the most important observations regarding the costs/benefits/
vanable 1s that m all cases. successful and unsuccessful ahke, the benefits
outweighed the costs. Hence, the rapprochement mmst be understood as a positive
process that was beneficial to both parties. In general, the rapprochement processes
offered several benefits to both Greece and Turkey, which mamly had to do with
bilateral 1ssues, such as for mmstance the mimomntes’ concems that were easier to be
solved while the rapprochement lasted Simularly, the cost of mamtammg good
relations was low across cases for both states.

This analysis showed that this imdependent variable is not a precondition for

a successful rapprochement. as its overall impact was 50%. Nonetheless, there are
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mportant clanfications to be made. Although costs and benefits had a positive
mpact on the rapprochement process, by providing fimther mcentives for its
contmation, their overall impact should not be exapgerated Even as far as the
successful cases are concerned the impact of costs and benefits was rather linmted
The benefits that arose from the process provided firther motivation to the parties,
but this was only a frachon compared to the motivation that other vanables offered.

The secondary role of the costs'benefits vanable becomes even clearer when
the unsuccessful cases are examined Like m the successfil cases, the benefits for
the two parties outweighed the costs m the unsuccessful mpprochements as well
However, the benefits’ mmpact was not possible to prevent the end of the
rapprochement process. Hence, it becomes clear that fhus vanable played a

secondary role, as its impact was regulated by other more important factors.

d) Interdependence
Interdependence should be seen a natural outcome of the rapprochement

process. As relations between two states normahize and cooperation increases, it 15
haghly likely that stronger economic, diplomatic and poliical ties will develop as
well. As such it 15 more a question of how much interdependence will develop
rather than if mterdependence develops at all. Regarding the four Greek-Turkish
rapprochement cases, a sigmficant degree of interdependence developed m all cases

apart from the third case.
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The behavior of this vanable 1s very siomlar, if not idenfical, to the costs and
benefits eqmlibrium vanable discussed above. It also scored 50% on the overall
mopact, 100% for the successful and 0% for the unsuccessful rapprochement cases.
This should not come as a surpnise as these two vanables partly overlap, or at least
they create sumlar motives for the conhmuation of the rmpprochement process.

In the two successful cases, the 1930 and the 1999 rapprochements were a
factor that contnbuted to the success of the rapprochement, even though not a
prmary one. On both these cases economuc activity and cooperation increased
significantly, while the prospect for fimther mmprovement was apparent, especially
as far as the fourth case 15 concerned. Regarding the two unsuccessful cases the
most interesting case 1s the 1955 rapprochement, as in 1988 there was no time for
any mierdependence to develop, and, as such, this vanable was largely mrelevant.
In the early 1950s, however, Turkey and Greece were able to improve considerably
their vis-a vis financial activiies. Similarly m the successful cases the two states
managed fo mcrease trade volume, and they both had reasons to support further
mprovement Nonetheless, umlike the successful rapprochements, the developmg
mferdependence was not a factor that was strong enough to halt the breaking down
of the rapprochement process.

In fofal, as it has already pomted out, interdependence was not a game
changer either to the successfol or the umsuccessful cases. It provided exira
motivation for the confiomation of the rapprochement but it never constituted a

game-changer for the rapprochement process.
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e) Leadership

Leadership was the second vanable, after state identity, that not onty proved
to be a precondihon for a successful rapprochement, but it also mfluenced the
dependent vanable on all four cases, successful and unsuccessful alike. The mam
point regarding leadership that nmst be stressed out is that all the four Greek-
Trkish rapprochements were, besides thewr big differences, top to bottom cases.
Indeed, as 1t 15 clear from the discussion earher m the current chapter, it was the
political leaders that imtiated and significantly contnbuted to the establishment of
the process dunng its first steps. Moreover, at least for three out of four cases, it 15
widely accepted that they are "Nixon goes to China" moments, meaning that the
leaders involved were so important to the process, that the process would not be
have started or contimued if they had not been mvolved

As far as the successful cases are concerned, Turkish and Greek political
leaders played a key role in the soccess of both the first and the fourth
rapprochement cases. Many commonalies exist m the ways polibcal leaders
supported the process and decided to bear the polihical costs of therr decisions. In
addition, in both cases the architects of the rapprochement process were very active
early m the process and did a great job mm supporting the rapprochement long
enough so that the process could be well estabhshed. Nonetheless, there was also an
mmportant difference between the two successful cases. On the one hand regarding
the first rapprochement, the two leaders that muhated and supported the process

were the Greek and Twdash pnme mumsters. On the other hand the 1999
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rapprochement was largely made possible due to the work and good will of Ismail
Cem and George Papandreoun, who were at that ime serving as the Turkish and
Greek mmisters of foreign affairs respectively.

The two unsuccessfiul rapprochement cases also presented sewveral
sinmlanities. not only between them, but to the successful cases as well. When the
two umsuccessful cases are compared, the role of poliical leaders m the mmihation
and support of the process becomes more obvious m the 1988 rapprochement
Although m the early 1950s the political leaders were very active and also very
supportive of the process, 1988 was the case where leadershap became the dominant
vanable nfluencing the outcome of the rapprochement. Indeed, as was analytcally
described m chapter 6, leaders’ achons and process are closely connected Fmally,
for both the unsuccessful cases, lack of support by the political leaders contributed
to the fahme of the process, although again the cansality 15 much more
straightforward in the 1988 case.

To summanze, the analysis of the cases showed that leaders through their
achons and supporting behavior can contmbute to the success of a rapprochement

process, while lack or minimwm support can lead to a failed rapprochement.

£) Depth of the process
A major point differentiating the cument work from other studies omn
rapprochement 15 that rapprochement 15 studied in a longitudinal manner, focusmg

on the post-imitiation process rather than on the mmihation itself. Hence, a g part of
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the current research discussed and analyzed the six mdicators of the rapprochement
process. The assessment parts m the case chapters discussed eloguently each of the
rapprochement mdicators, while a companson of the mdicators across cases was
mciuded earhier m fios chapter. The detailed discussion on the indicators revealed
that the depth of the process had an overall impact of 75%, mfluencing the value of
the dependent vanable m both successful and in one of the two imsuccessful cases.

Conirasting the two successful cases shows sigmficant simlanties on the
ways flus vanable behaved Both the 1930 and the 1999 mpprochements concemn a
deep process that managed o heavily mmpact all of the indicators. High depth
played a posiive role m the successful outcome of these rapprochements by
providing strong foundations to the process. In both cases, the process was far from
superficial; 1f managed to engage people from vanous spectrums of society and
mcluded a wide range of achons and events. The connection between depth and
success of the rapprochement 15 much clearer mn the fourth case where the
challenges to a successful rapprochement were mumerous and more difficult to
OVETCOImE.

In the early 1950s Greece and Turkey managed to aclueve sigmficant
progress on most of the indicators that the current work looked upon In that
respect, the second case was quite smular to the first one. Noticeable advances were
made on all the indicators, apart from the economic cooperation where progress
was moderate. Nonetheless, the 1950s" rapprochement failed because, besides the

high depth. stronger factors were able to cause the termination of the process.
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Contrary to the other cases, the 1988 rapprochement remained a much more
superficial process, and apart from the summit-level meetings. which covered most
of the process, litfle was achieved concerming the rest of the mdicators. Hence, the
falure of the process nmst also be atinbuted to the low depth 1t reached The 1988
case conshtutes a typical example of process’ depth importance. The rapprochement
died out becanse the process was largely depending on the pobiical leaders, and
because it failed to expand to the other indicators that could further progress the
leaders' advancements.

In total the companson of the cases mdicated that a deep rapprochement
process usually leads to a successful rapprochement; however, other vanables (m
the 1950s case a sigmficant fuming point) might have a stronger effect and, hence,
overshadow its impact. Likewise, as was made clear by the 1988 rapprochement
when a process remains shallow and superficial, the hkehbhood of a swecessfil

process decreases.

) Turning points

Twming pomnts cansed a change on the value of the dependent vanable only
m one of the four cases. Their overall impact was 25%, whach translates to 0% for
the snccessful cases and 50%: for the unsuccessful cases. This independent vanable,
hence, was not a precondition for a successful rapprochement, at least as far as the
Greek-Turkish rapprochements were concerned. Nonetheless, there are some very

crucial points to highhght concermng this vanable.
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To begin with, in all the three cases no impact of tuming pomts on the
outcome of the rapprochement was observed, meaning that in the 1930s, 1988 and
the 1999 cases, there were no tumng pomts whatsoever This means that the
unchanged value of the dependent vanable was not due to the rapprochements
being resistive to turning points, but rather to the absence of tuming points. This is
a much different observation than the one where furming pomnts would be present
all the cases. It 1s important to understand this difference because the analysis of the
second case clearly shows how tumng pomts could have a Imge mpact on the
outcome of a rapprochement process.

Looking at the second rapprochement, which took place i the early 1950s,
a safe assumpton 15 that, in many aspects, it was not much different from the first
rapprochement. Relations were wvery fnmendly, there was poliical will for
cooperation; the Tukish and Greek public opimons supported the frendship
between the two states; there were sigmficant agreements signed and, m general
Turkey. The fundamental difference was that a very strong tummg pomt, the
Cypmus issue, surfaced and it was, on its own, enough to destroy what was
otherwise a very promusing rapprochement process. The second case hence,
constifutes a clear example of the power furming points have, when they do happen,
on altening a rapprochement's outcome.

It 15 also important fo point out that in the three cases that turning points did

not influence the outcome of the rapprochement process, they did play a role m the
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mitiation of the process. These tuming pomnts took exclusively the form of a cnisis
and sigmificantly contributed to a change in attitudes that led to the mitiation of the
rapprochements. For the third case, the March 1987 Aegean Cnsis was a decisive
moment that opened the way leading to Davos. Simnlarly, the imtation of the fourth
rapprochement was only made possible by the change of polifical athtudes which,
m furn, was caused by the senes of cnises that unfolded between 1996 and 1999.
The halt of the negohiations that took place before the mitiation of the frst
rapprochement should also be considered as a cnsis, although not as strong as the

two mentioned earhier that coninbuted to the imhation of the mpprochement.

h) GRIT strategy

The importance of GRIT sirategy to the muhation of all four mpprochement
cases was highlighted earhier mn the corrent chapter The 1dea that GRIT strategy
dunng negohations befween two parfies increases the hkebhood of a successful vis-
a-vis rapprochement belongs to Ammstrong who suggested m one of lus five
assumptions that the mifial strategy employed by the parties nmst be consistent with
the basic GEIT prescriptions. As Armstrong research also looks at the mitiation of
the rapprochement, 1t 15 important to pomnt out that s assumphon regarding GEIT
15 also verified by the corrent study.

Nonetheless, as far as the success of the process 15 concemed, the curent
study did not make such observations. The independent vanable relating to the

GEIT strategy did not influence the dependent vanable m amy of the four cases
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discussed mn the current research and, as such, it scored (% overall. The differences
m the way this vanable behaves, being very mmportant to the mibabon bt
unimportant to the process, rases firther questons regarding what factors
determine its behavior. There are two mmportant observations to be made m this
regard

On the one hand GRIT strategy became a useful tool for the leaders when
relations were at a very low level. All the first steps and the reciprocation steps took
place when there was not nmich room for other types of commumeation. Simmlarly,
GEIT strategy was used m order to make one party’s intenhons known and to
explore the mtentions of the other sides, and hence, taking small steps was the
required strategy. After the mitiation of the rapprochement though the parties had
already achieved a level of cooperation and understandng and were already
prepared to take more essential steps in order to firther improve ther relabionship.

Another important 1ssue to be pomted out 15 that Greece and Turkey were
not engaged in negohiations after the mrtiation of the rapprochements. They had
either solved the most important bilateral issues before the mmtiation of the process,
as was the case m 1930 and 1950, or they decided to contmue with the process
despite the existence of bilateral 1ssues, as was done m 1999. Even when some
negotiations took place between Greece and Turkey, such as the 1988 and 1999
cases, negotiations took place belund closed doors and 1t 1s mpossible to evalnate
them The lack of need for negobations or the willingmess to proceed with

negotations, elmmated one of the main areas where GEIT strategy could be used,
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and, hence, it constitutes this vanable which is largely melevant to the outcome of

8.4. Conclading Remarks

The cument chapter compared the fowr cases of Greek-Tudash
was divided mto three different parts; companson of the pre-mmhation penod,
companson of the rapprochement process, and, finally, assessment of how each of
the mdependent vaniables faired with regard to the research question. As such, this
chapter completes the most important part of the discussion that was the central
topic of the cumrent study. The next, chapter will include a bnef overview, some
final remarks and some 1deas on where future research on rapprochement should

focus on.
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CHAPTER 9

CONCLUSION

0.1. Summary

The current study began with a simple question; “what are the precondifions
for successful rapprochement™ In order to answer this question, the research
followed a very specific roadmap. Imtially, some conceptual foundations were lad.
The concept of rapprochement was closely examined and discussed. a workng
defimition was provided and the mdependent variables to be tested were introduced.
Furthermore, a detailled account of the study’s methodological approach was
provided and concems relating to methodological 1ssues were also discussed.

The study continned with the analysis of the case studies that were chosen
for examinahion Each of these case studies was analyzed mainly on three axes; the
pre-rapprochement penod, including the actions and steps that led to the imbation

of the rapprochement, the approchement process, which was further broken mnto
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eight indicators, and the assessment of the mfluence of each of the independent
vanables to the success or failure of the rapprochement.
Fnally, the companson chapter prowvides a comprehensive cross-case

companson and amives at sigmificant conclosions regarding the explanatory power

of each of the independent vanables that were put forth early n the study.

9.2. Main Findings

The thorough analysis of the case studies and the discussion m the
companson chapter revealed some very mterestimg assumptions that can be drawn
for each of the independent vanables. Vanables that are well researched and
constifufe a comerstone m miernational poliics” theones did not exlubit strong
explanatory power as far as the dependent vanable 15 concemed It 15 also mmportant
to note that all but one mdependent vanable, GPIT strategy, mfluenced the
outcome of at least one of the cases.

The realist assumption that systemic pressures on nahomnal secunty are one
of the profound forces shaping states’ achons and decisions only mfluenced the
outcome of the rapprochement process in the first rapprochement case. Regarding
the early 19505 rapprochement, high pressure from the international system did not
manage to provide strong mncentives for the contimuation of the rapprochement For
the last two cases, system’s pressure on national secunty was not very strong even
before the mitiafion of the rapprochement In those cases, Greece and Turkey

became the major threat to each other’s secunty.
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Interdependence and cost/benefit analysis only influenced the cutcome of
vanables behaved very simmlarly across cases. In all four cases, mferdependence
mecreased after the mitiation of the rapprochement and the benefits overweighed the
costs. Hence, meentives for the confimuation of the rapprochement were increased
by those two vanables across cases. Nonetheless, those incentives were not strong
encugh to prevent the faishure of the process n the two unsuccessful cases. As far as
significant benefits arose durng the rapprochement, the contmbution to the success
of the process was positive but rather imited

The urgent queshon that immediately anses 15 why those vanables did not
mfluence the outcome of the rapprochement process. The answer fo thas question 15
grven when one takes a lock at the independent vanables that did cause vanation on
the dependent vanable. The analysis in the previous chapter strongly suggests that
as far as the rapprochements between Turkey and Greece are concerned, the
vanables that were related to the process of the rapprochement constituted the
strongest catalyst to the outcome of the process. As such, the formation of a new
state identity, the efforts of the leaders, and the depth of the process were the main
mdependent vanables mfluencing the value of the dependent vanable.

Owerall, the discussion on the mfluence of the independent vanables as well
as the discussion and analysis that was made for every rapprochement case leads to

one major assumphion Pegarding Greece and Tuwrkey, a dyad with long hostory,

302



unresolved bilateral issues and high levels of mistrust, the biggest obstacle to the
success of a rapprochement process 15 mot the lack of strong incentives for
cooperation, either from the benefits that anse, the economic profits that merease or
the increased secunty agamst third states. Similarly, the mpprochement = more
likely to succeed when the two states actively support the continuation of the
process either through the actions of the polifical leaders, the substantiation of the
process, of the creation of a new cooperative state identity that focuses on the fisture

of the relahonship rather than on the past.

0.3. The Future of the Relationship

The hstonical overview of the Greek-Turkish relations clearly reveals that
the two states have been enemies longer than they have been allies. Heraclides
(2004: 6T) assesses that from 1901 to 2000 Greece and Turkey have expenenced
seven years of armed comflict, 57 years of stramed relations (with and without
viclent outbursts), and only 30 years of cordial relations. The question that comes
up then 13 whether Turkey and Greece are predestmed by history and geography to
be enemies.

The cumrent stody answers this question with an emphatic “no”. The
historical analysis of the Greek-Turkish relations suggests that the two countries
were able to develop fnendly relabions and strong cooperation. Important lessons
can be leamnt especially by the first rapprochement, which was the most snccessfinl

case both m terms of developing cooperation and strengthening ties. The analysis of
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the case suggests that solving the important bilateral issues before the
rapprochement 15 one of the keys to success for two reasons. On the one hand lack
of bilateral 13sues allows the parhies to focus on 15sues of common mterest rather
than issues where ther mberests diverge. On the other hand the existence of
bilateral 1ssues after the mitiation of the rapprochement may trigger situations that
will pose a threat to the process, hence, making the rapprochement less likely to
succeed

The 1999 rapprochement continees wmtil the present (2013), but
unfortunately the two coumines have not managed to solve their bilateral 1ssues.
They have just leamed to live with them and cooperate despite them In order to
mecrease the chances for continued good neighborly relations Turkey and Greece

mmst sooner or later find a soluhion to the bilateral 1ssues that divade them

9.4. Policy Implications

The curment research offers significant lessons to policy makers that either
aim at imbating a rapprochement process or want to lead a swecessful
rapprochement process. Even though the analysis of the case siudies suggests that
achons of leaders were m large case-specific, depending on the special needs of
each sination, there are some general lessons that may be deducted

= Take small yet important steps: Before the inifiation of the rapprochement
the leaders should avoid taking high nsks. Small gestures indicating their intenfions
suffice. It 15 also mmportant that the first step be planned m such a way that it
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obligates the other party to reveal its mtentions. Persomal comrespondence is the
simplest way to achieve this goal

= Solve as many 1ssues as possible before mihiation: Thos point has already
been discussed at length in the previous pages. Unresolved 1ssues are always points
of frictions and it 1s good to be eliminate them from the begmning.

= Be quck i the early stapes: The early stages of the mpprochement
process must constitute a “shock therapy™. Progress on all indicators mmst be
achmeved m order to bwnld strong foumdations for the process. In particular, the
discussion on the third case mmdicates that farlore to mfluence all of
rapprochement’s mdicators constifutes the process vulnerable.

= Support the process at all times: The deeper the mpprochement becomes
over time, the less it 15 dependent on the support and actioms of leaders.
Nonetheless, the leaders must be alert at all times becanse there may be imexpected

factors (such as furmng pomts) that will threaten the success of the process.

0.5. Implications for Future Research

One of the first contmbutions of the cument study was that 1t created a
concrete framework for the study of rapprochement processes, mclhuding a concrete
defimtion which can be used as a guide for selechion of new cases. This theoretical
framework can be used by scholars for the study of other rapprochement cases, for
both descriptive studies and exploratory research. In addition, the framework that

was developed by this study can be used In order to test a mumber of vanables,
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which are not necessanly the same as those the cumrent study chose to test Finally,
the framework 1s not only applicable to cases that are similar to the Turkey- Greece
dyad, but to all cases of rapprochement

Furthermore, the big ulk of the current study concerned testing the eight
mdependent vaniables which were selected after the thorough review of the related
hterature. At the end some assumptons were reached on how each of the
mdependent vanables influenced the success or fallure of the rapprochement
process. Testing the same vanables on other rapprochement cases would offer more
data, and ulbmately could lead to a better understanding of the factors that cause a

rapprochement process to fal or succeed
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