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doctrine, Simitis had not, however, openly
tionalization after his coming into office.200
In early 1997, with the doctrine in place

paperthan an applicable reality —advocates of Greece's new strategy towards
Turkey were faced with the unravelling of a “Gordian knot.” Indeed, they
should not only match up the consequences of the purchase and deploy-
ment of the missile system with the parallel process of a Greck-Turkish
dialogue on “low-politics” issues, but also, most importantly, pair the “
tarization” of the Cyprus issue - due to the purchase of the S-
with its “politicization,” namely Cyprus’ Euro
paramount goal of Greece’s new strategy.20!

At the bilateral level, two other decisions taken by Greece in mid-1997
were mostly viewed by Greek decision-nakers as useful gestures of good-
will - aiming cither at picturing Greece as a country favoring dialogue and
stable relations with its neighbors or at strengthening Greece's international
and European standing - rather than as integral parts of a broader strategy
aiming at the resolution of its dispute with Turkey (Simitis, 2005: 88-9).202
The first concerned an initiative taken by the United States and NATO in
May 1997 regarding a set of confidence-building measures (CBMs), which
Greece and Turkey could adopt and apply in the Aegean. With the aim of
keeping the temperature at the lowest leve| possible and in order to be able
to check Turkey’s perceived revisionist policy in the Acgean, Grecce accepted
two of the five proposals, namely the monitoring by NATO of Greek and
Turkish military flights over the Aegean and the extension of the morato-
rium on military exercises. The NATO-made CBMs had soon proved unable
to serve even the short-term goal regarding the reduction of tension in the
Aegean, 20 —

The second Greek foreign policy decision regards the so-called Madrid
Declaration, signed by Greece and Turkey in July 1997 in the backstage of
the Madrid NATO Summit and under US pressure, 291 It js wortl noting that,
Il contrast to the Greek agentic culture, the agreement did not state that
the differences between Greece and Turkey were to be solved according to
'nternational law. Ncither did it make any reference to the ICJ or any other
ludicial organ.205 |5 that sense, the Madrid Declaration was not fully incor-
porated in - or it even constituted a deviation from — the comprehensive
strategy Greece’s agentic culture had envisioned. Furthermore, the Madrid
Declaration was considered as preparing the ground for a major shift in
Greece's traditional policy to consider the delimitation of the continental
shelf as the only difference between Greece and Turkey,
resolved through recourse 1o the ICJ.20%
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establishment of a crisis prevention mechanism. Sce Declaration adopted by
the Fiftcen Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the EU at the General Affairs Council
on July 15, 1996, Brussels, SN 3543/96. Necdless to say, the only result of the
normative pressurc exerted by these two prominent EU organs and the EU
Council on the conflict was the further justification of the dominant percep-
tion in the Turkish clite, namely that the EU was being captured by Greece. Sce
Rumelili (2004b: 13). The official acknowledgement by the EU on the jurisdic-
tion of the International Court of Justice in The lague had becn an issuc of
paramount importance for the Greek decision-makers, and it was assessed as
a major achievement of Greece’s foreign policy vis-a-vis Turkey. Sce Simitis's
remarks in Parliamentary Minutes (Dccember 1997: 2822).
Sce Office of the Press, Office of the Prime Minister of Greece, December 4, 1996.
Author’s interview with Christos Rozakis. Greece’s former premier Costas
Simitis states that Greece’s new strategy towards Turkey “started being imple-
mented after 1997.” Sec ibid., p. 86. Empirical findings do not, however, scem
to verify this point. It would be morc accurate to argue that Greece's new strat-
egy towards Turkey started being claborated more thoroughly in 1997, when it
was made cvident to Greek decision-inakers that the traditional policies Greece
followed vis-a-vis Turkey proved ineffective, if not counterproductive, although
certain domestic, bilateral, and regional prerequisites for the strategy’s adoption
werec still lacking.
The Turkish pressure on the EU for granting it a candidacy status had becn
coupled with veiled threats that Turkey’s exclusion from the EU’s enlargement
project would have certain ncgative repercussions on NATO’s enlargement
project.
As noted, Greece's agentic culture already highlighted, in the wake of the Imia
crisis, the necd for a reorientation of Greece's strategy towards Turkey, while
it also described, although in a gencral form, the basic goals and means of
this strategy. It was, however, the pressure coming from developments in the
European Union in view of the EU’s next enlargement phase, most notably cer-
tain EU members’ interest for upgrading EU-Turkey relations, which created an
immediate need for a forthcoming and productive, instcad of a defensive and
negative, Greek stance on the future of Greck-Turkish relations. Author’s inter-
view with Christos Rozakis.
The positions of certain EU members, namely Great Britain, France, and
Germany, along with the Commission’s views on the upgrading of EU-Turkey
relations, were presented and assessed in a confidential document relcased
on March 4, 1997 by a high official of the Greck Ministry of Forcign Affairs,
who happened to have been playing a prominent role in all the phascs of the
elaboration and implementation of Greecc’s ncw strategy towards Turkey.
Interestingly, the document — which triggered the genesis of an intensc dcebate
among high officials in the Greek MFA - proposed a U-turn in Greece's tra-
ditional policy vis-a-vis Turkey by suggesting Grecce’s concession to the upgrad-
ing of Turkey’s role (through the lifting of its veto on Turkey’s closer relations
with the EU) under the condition that Greece will “... link the eventual upgrad-
ing of EU-Turkey relations with the normalization of relations betwcen Greece
and Turkey.” Furthermore, the document argued that in the event that British
idcas for granting Turkey — along with other Southcast European statcs, namecly
Romania, Bulgaria, and Slovakia - the status of a “special relationship” with the
LU were to prevail, Greece should link its concession to a more demanding sct
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qf prerequisites, mostly related to certain Greck interests, such as the obliga-
tlf)n. of Greece and Turkey to submit their diffcrences in the jurisdiction of the
ICJ in The Hague, the resolution of the Greek-Turkish dispute on the basis of
an agreed schedule, the inclusion of the issuc regarding protection of human
rights in Turkey into the “preaccession process” that would be sct up for Turke
and the resolution of the Cyprus issuc in accordance with the UNSC resolutio)r:
fand within a particular timeframe. Surprisingly, the core of the fortﬁcomin
ideas prcscnl.ed in this document becaine the central elements of Greece's ncvgl
:;Litecngl)l;,c:vr;;l;.rcachcd its climax in the EU summit decisions at IHelsinki in
lior a detailed presentation of the rationale of Greece's new strategy towards
Turkey, see the remarks made by the then Alternate Minister of Forcign Affairs
George Papandrcou, in Parliamentary Minutes (December 1997: 2840-5) '
Sce Simitis (2005: 86) based on proposals made by the then Secretar G‘c reral
fgr European Affairs, Yannos Kranidiotis. Yo
1 hc .Cyprus governiment announced its decision to purchase the Russian-made
missile system on January 6, 1997 after a rccommendation made — accordin
to the Greek-Cypriot leader Glafkos Clerides-by the then Greck Minister o,}
Dcfepse, Yerasimos Arsenis. In addition, during the negotiations betwcen the
Cypriot government and the Russian defense company over the purchase of
the missile system, namely from March to December 1996, premicr Simitis was
not pcrsonally involved in the said decision, nor was the Ministry of Foreign
Affz.ufs called upon to express its support over the Greek-Cypriot govcmme’i\t
decision to purchasc the system. Sec Konstantinos Angclopoulos, “The Clear
}{csponsibility of Athens,” Kathimerini, December 20, 1998. '
The Prime Minister Costas Simitis, Yerasimos Arscnis, Minister of Defense
(January 1996-Scptember 1998), and Akis Tsohatzopoulos, Minister of l)cfelﬁc
(S(.:chmber 1998-April 2000). Unlike Arsenis and Tsohatzopoulos, the thén
Minister of Foreign Affairs, Theodore Pangalos, secmed also to be a.;ncmbcr of
the camp of the skeptics over the usefulness of the Joint Defense Doctrine. See
Yannis Kartalis, “Time for Decisions,” To Vima, November 22, 1998: A34 .
§ec Costas Simitis’s specch on September 19, 1995 in Lefkosiz; Cyp;ug a.s cited
in Triantafyllos Dravaliaris, “By the Simitis hand, through lh'c mouthy of advi-
iors," Imerisia, December 22, 2002: 6. In that specch Simitis also stresses that
...[clertain political figures insist that the solution of the Cyprus problem
should precede Cyprus’s accession to the European Union. Our cfforts should
be directed towards the tipping of that thesis.”
ll:(;)l:\rsut:x|;,1c;sgf‘\9r;.gelopoulos, Obsessionsand Lxercisesof Memory,” Kathimerini,
SeF Kostis Fafoutis, “Advantages and Problems from the Deployment of the S-300
Missiles,” Kathimerini, January 3, 1999. Also Nikos Marakis, “United Nations
change the Route of the Missiles,” To Vima, December 25-7 1‘398' Al6
Also former premier Simitis’s interview with the author. : . .
The (?t.hcr threc CBMs proposcd, but rejected by Grecce, rcgarded the disarmin
of m.llltary aircraft taking part in training flights; the usec of the IFF/.‘ZII" clcc%
tronic system for the identification of aircraft in order to avoid cngaécmcnt'
a.nd the setting up of a center for direct communication between Grceéc ami
Turkey. See Syrigos (1998: 374-6).
Interestingly, the Madrid Declaration or Communiqué was issued as a statement
by the US Department of State, and it was entitled: “Mcecting of Secretary of




