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Abstract

In December 1999 during the Helsinki European Council summit Greece
consented to the Turkish candidacy for EU membership in what has been greeted
as a remarkable shift in Greek policy towards Turkey. The argument of this
thesis is that the so-called “Helsinki strategy” constituted the culmination of
Greek Prime Minister Simitis’ attempts to pursue what he referred to as the
“communitisation” of Greco-Turkish relations. Simitis believed that Greece
should allow Turkey to develop its relations with the EU within a framework of
EU rules for Turkey’s behaviour towards Greece. According to the former Prime
Minister, if Greece could establish such rules at the EU level, the EU would
assume responsibility for ensuring Turkey’s compliance. The argument
emphasises the causal significance of domestic sources of foreign policy and
leadership style in particular. “Communitisation” was an internal, pre-conceived
task, to the completion of which Simitis remained unequivocally committed
throughout the period under investigation even in the face of severe constraints
and evidence that challenged the necessity of the task. The argument was tested
against three alternative explanations that incorporated all the explanatory
variables discussed in the literature, including shifts in Greece’s relative power
position, the increasing economic costs of Greek policy, an external shock that
demonstrated policy failure and the establishment of relevant EU foreign policy
practices. Empirical testing of the four alternative explanations was based on
process-tracing their observable implications for three dimensions of the policy
making process: the definition of the policy problem the Helsinki strategy was
intended to address, the alternative courses of action Greek foreign policy makers
considered and finally the manner in which they were assessed. The theoretical
framework constructed to resolve this empirical puzzle can be fruitfully applied
to the study of several EU member-states’ foreign policies, thus advancing the

theoretically informed empirical study of foreign policy.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

The puzzle and the research question

Relations with Turkey have occupied the top of the Greek foreign policy agenda
during the better part of the past four decades. Between 1973 and 1975 bilateral
problems between Greece and Turkey emerged, while the Cyprus question,
which had been a source of tension between the two countries since the 1950s,
entered a new phase after Turkey’s military intervention in 1974, In the mid-
1970s, Greece started to see Turkey as an international aggressor that constituted
a threat to the territorial integrity of the Greek state. Addressing the Turkish
threat became an issue of the utmost importance. The Greek government decided
to apply for membership of the European Communities in the hope that Turkey
would think twice before pursuing an aggressive policy towards a member-state
of the Communities and that Greek membership would force Turkey to make
concessions on Greco-Turkish relations in order to develop its own relations with
the Communities>. Once its accession was achieved, Greece assumed an
uncompromising stance. According to the newly elected socialist government,
since Greece was a status quo country and Turkey a revisionist one, Greece only
stood to lose from bilateral negotiations with Turkey over territorial issues.
Consequently, the government decided to terminate the negotiations its
predecessor was conducting and stated that the latter would not resume, unless
Turkey abandoned its claims on Greek territory, recognised that the only pending
issue was the delimitation of the continental shelf in the Aegean and removed its
troops from Cyprus’. This policy had implications for Greece’s stance on

relations between Turkey and the European Community/European Union (EU).

' For these disputes see A. Heraclides, “Negotiating the Aegean Dispute: In Quest of Acceptable
Principles and Points of Convergence”, Turkish Review of Balkan Studies, 12, 2007, pp. 101-3;
Y. Valinakis, Introduction to Greek Foreign Policy 1949-1988 (in Greek), Thesaloniki,
Paratiritis, 1989, pp. 120-128, 205-210 and T. Veremis, The History of Greco-Turkish Relations
1453-2003 (in Greek), Athens, Sideris, 2003, pp. 142-156

? Valinakis, op. cit. pp. 244-5. This idea remains popular to the present day; see T. A.

Couloumbis — S. Dalis, “Greek Foreign Policy since 1974: From Dissent to Consensus” in D. G.
Dimitrakopoulos — A. G. Passas (eds), Greece in the European Union, London, Routledge, 2004,
pp- 82, 84

3 For the PASOK (Pan-Hellenic Socialist Movement) governments’ policy towards Turkey see V.
Coufoudakis, “Greco-Turkish Relations and the Greek Socialists: Ideology, Nationalism and
Pragmatism”, Journal of Modern Greek Studies, 1: 2, 1983. For the negotiations the ND (New
Democracy) governments conducted between 1975 and 1981 see Heraclides, op. cit. pp. 105-16



When democratic rule was restored in Turkey and the Turkish government
attempted to reactivate its Association Agreement with the Community, Greece
insisted that progress in relations between Turkey and the Community should be
prevented until Turkey had met the above conditions. This policy of
conditionality was also adopted by the conservatives when they were returned to

power and became standard practice for Greek policy towards Turkey*.

In December 1999, at the Helsinki European Council summit, however, Greece
consented to the most significant development in EU-Turkey relations since the
1963 Association Agreement: the EU upgraded Turkey to candidate country
status. One might have thought that Turkey had met the conditions that Greece
had imposed or at least some of them. Turkey, however, had met none. The
Greek government allowed progress in EU-Turkey relations due to a complete
reversal of national policy. Academic commentary has greeted the so-called
“Helsinki strategy” as a “monumental decision™ that constituted a “momentous

shift”® in Greek policy towards Turkey, thus inviting the question:
Why did the Greek government consent to the Turkish candidacy?

This shift becomes even more striking, when one takes into consideration the fact
that Greco-Turkish relations are considered a “national issue” in Greece. In a
volume where contributors were asked to discuss EU member-states’ special
interests and relationships, the editors concluded that the latter are organised in
“rings of specialness” that form concentric circles’. At the core of these rings of
specialness lie what the editors referred to as the “domains privés” of EU
member-states’ foreign policies, that is to say issues that national governments
are determined to keep separate or private from the EU context. Greek policy

towards Turkey was identified as one such domain privé. Indeed, as Turkey

* For the ND government’s policy towards Turkey see S. Rizas, From Crisis to Détente:
Constantinos Mitsotakis and the Policy of Greco-Turkish Rapprochement (in Greek), Athens,
Papazisis, 2003

5 J. Ker-Lindsay, “The Policies of Greece and Cyprus towards Turkey’s EU Accession”, Turkish
Studies, 8: 1,2007, p. 73

¢ G. Pagoulatos, “Greece, the European Union and the 2003 Presidency”, Groupement d’ Etudes
et de Recherches Notre Europe, Research and European Issues No 21, 2002, p. 16

7 I. Manners — R. Whitman, “Conclusions” in I. Manners ~ R. G. Whitman (eds), The Foreign
Policies of European Union Member States, Manchester, Manchester University Press, 2000, pp.
266-7



replaced the Soviet Union as the main threat to Greek security in 1974 (and
officially in 1984), Greco-Turkish relations reached the top of the Greek foreign
policy agenda and touched upon vital national interests, with regard to which
autonomy ought to be maintained. Furthermore, as the socialist governments of
the 1980s assumed an uncompromising stance on Greco-Turkish relations, it
gradually became exceedingly difficult to move towards a more moderate stance

or make decisions that involved loss of autonomy.

As has been pointed out, one implication of the classification of Greco-Turkish
relations as a “national issue” is that “it is impossible...to advocate a policy
different from the one that is accepted as national policy without a significant
electoral cost or the fear of being criticised as a traitor®. Indeed, the difficulties
Greek Prime Minister Andreas Papandreou faced in his attempts to improve
Greco-Turkish relations in 1988 are instructive in this respect’ and in the
aftermath of the 1996 Imia/Kardak crisis, which literally coincided with the
formation of a new Greek government, the latter had to formulate a policy
towards Turkey amidst the main opposition party leader’s claims that it had
committed “acts of treason™’ during the crisis. Given that the charismatic
Papandreou had not managed to commit the public to rapprochement in the late
1980s, his successor — Prime Minister Costas Simitis — succeeding where
Papandreou had failed was highly unlikely, since, while Papandreou exerted
undisputable control over his party, Simitis’ leadership was constantly being
undermined by intra-party opposition. The Prime Minister had to reckon with
dissenters (both Members of Parliament and Members of the Cabinet), who more
often than not were found amongst those who had unsuccessfully claimed the
party’s leadership after Papandreou’s resignation, identified themselves with
Papandreou’s policies and claimed that Simitis’ policies were distorting

PASOK’s so-called “patriotic character”'!. One analyst went so far as to argue

¥ D. Kavakas, “Greece” in I. Manners — R. G. Whitman (eds), The Foreign Policies of European
Union Member States, Manchester, Manchester University Press, 2000, p. 150

* R. Clogg, “Greek-Turkish Relations in the Post-1974 Period” in D. Constas (ed), The Greek-
Turkish Conflict in the 1990s: Domestic and External Influences, London, Macmillan, 1990; V.
Coufoudakis, “PASOK on Greco-Turkish Relations and Cyprus, 1981-1989: Ideology,
Pragmatism, Deadlock” in T. C. Kariotis (ed), The Greek Socialist Experiment: Papandreou’s
Greece 1981-1989, New York, Pella, 1992, pp. 174-5

10 K. Mardas, Preambles to War (in Greek), Athens, To Pontiki, 2005, p. 380

' On intra-party opposition see E. Athanassopoulou, “Blessing in Disguise? The Imia Crisis and
Turkish-Greek Relations”, Mediterranean Politics, 2: 3, 1997, esp. pp. 79, 98; K. Featherstone,
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that Simitis’ opponents appeared to consider him “a potential ‘retreatist’...

regardless of his record” because they were uncertain about his true intentions'.

The fact that Greco-Turkish relations are perceived as a national issue also
induces the involvement of non-governmental actors with intense preferences,
such as the Church and the media’®. As has been pointed out, the Greek Orthodox
Church maintains a significant level of influence both on the political system and
on society. This influence was exceptionally felt during the tenure of
Archbishop Christodoulos. Shortly after his election, Christodoulos announced
that he was going to be making “interventions” on national issues and the
government appeared to acknowledge the Archbishop’s “special role”'®. The
Archbishop’s interventions and the government’s policy, however, were pointing
in opposite directions. While the government was reconsidering its policy
towards Turkey, Christodoulos was arguing that Greece’s “so-called allies” were

attempting its “shrinking” in the name of a “so-called peaceful coexistence”'s.

Similarly, the media did not promote moderation either. As has been pointed out,
the number of television networks is disproportionate to the size of the
unregulated market and it has therefore driven the search for competitiveness to
extremes, which in turn has produced a distinct type of coverage of national

issues'’. Especially since the Imia/Kardak crisis, coverage of national issues has

“Introduction: ‘Modernisation’ and Structural Constraints of Greek Politics”, West European
Politics, 28: 2, 2005, p. 226; A. Kazamias, “The Quest for Modernisation in Greek Foreign
Policy and Its Limitations”, Mediterranean Politics, 2: 2, 1997, pp. 81, 85-7; T. Veremis — T.
Couloumbis, Greek Foreign Policy: Dilemmas of a New Era (in Greek), Athens, ELIAMEP —
Sideris, 1997, p. 55

12 Kazamias, op. cit. p. 81

13 On the Church and the media as factors that constrained the government’s capacity to pursue
reform see A. Agnantopoulos, “The Europeanisation of Greek Foreign Policy: A Conceptual
Framework and an Empirical Application in Greek-Turkish Relations”, Paper prepared for the 2™
LSE PhD Symposium on Modern Greece: “Current Social Science Research on Greece”, LSE, 10
June 2005

' Featherstone, op. cit. p. 224; D. Halikiopoulou, “The Changing Dynamics of Religion and
National Identity: Greece and the Republic of Ireland in a Comparative Perspective, Journal of
Religion in Europe, 1, 2008; Kavakas, op. cit. p. 152; G. Mavrogordatos, “Orthodoxy and
Nationalism in the Greek Case”, West European Politics, 26: 1, 2003

" M. Vasilakis, The Wrath of God (in Greek), Athens, Gnoseis, 2006, pp. 42-4

' Ibid. pp. 307-8; these statements were the follow-up to statements made shortly after the crisis,
according to which “the real dilemma was and still is: peace or freedom™; see also “Greece’s
Nationalist Archbishop”, Economist, 349: 8098, 12/12/98

'7 D. Mitropoulos, “Foreign Policy and Greek Media: Subordination, Emancipation and Apathy”
in P. L. Tsakonas (ed), Contemporary Greek Foreign Policy (in Greek), Athens, Sideris, 2003
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assumed what has been referred to as an “ultra-nationalist” character. One
analyst went as far as to argue that between 1996 and 1999 the media attempted
to substitute for state authorities and became “an autonomous player in the

foreign policy making process™'®,

The ability of these non-governmental actors to constrain the capacity of foreign
policy makers to pursue reform is linked with public opinion. Since Greco-
Turkish relations constitute a national issue, Greek policy towards Turkey has a
uniform effect on the public/nation and different policy options do not entail
different costs and benefits for different social/interest groups. One analyst went
as far as to argue that “public opinion also becomes a foreign policy maker””. In
contrast to what has been suggested in the literature, there is no evidence that the
1999 earthquakes and the feelings of solidarity amongst the Greeks and the Turks
that they caused allowed the government to consent to Turkey’s candidacy®.
Eurobarometer surveys show that even though Greek people were amongst the
most supportive of enlargement, that support did not extend to Turkey. All the
earthquakes managed was to increase support from thirteen (13%) to twenty-
three percent (23%) of those surveyed, while sixty-nine percent (69%) remained
opposed to the prospect of Turkey becoming a part of the EU?. The link between
public opinion and domestic actors opposing reform was clearly manifested
shortly before the Helsinki summit. During the last meeting of the Cabinet before
the summit, certain Cabinet members opposed the strategy the Prime Minister
seemed determined to pursue. As the next election was drawing near and opinion
polls showed skepticism towards Turkey increasing amongst the public, several
Cabinet members preferred to postpone the decision®. In fact, it was reported in
the press that several Cabinet and party members suggested that a Greek veto
would create favourable circumstances for the ruling party to call for and win an

early election®”. In this sense, the decision to consent to the Turkish candidacy

'8 Ibid. pp. 292-3

1® Kavakas, op. cit. pp. 151-2

2 A. Heraclides, “The Greek-Turkish Conflict: Towards Resolution and Reconciliation” in M.
Aydin — K. Ifantis (eds), Turkish-Greek Relations: The Security Dilemma in the Aegean, London,
Routledge, 2004, p. 76

I European Commission, Eurobarometer: Public Opinion in the European Union, Report Number
51, 1999 and European Commission, Eurobarometer: Public Opinion in the European Union,
Report Number 52, 2000

2N, Marakis, “Two and a Half Lines for Helsinki”, To Vima, 21 November 1999

3 G. Lakopoulos, “Electoral Surprise”, To Vima, 28 November 1999
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has been described as a “major gamble” * in view of the forthcoming election
because the government had to convince the public that consenting to upgrading
Turkey to candidate country status “without a prior show of goodwill from

Ankara did not represent a loss to Greek national interests™>.

Finally, it should be noted that foreign policy change took place in the absence of
epistemic communities that could have acted as agents of reform. As has recently
been argued: “The dramatic shift in Greece’s foreign policy toward Turkey,
which reached its climax at the Helsinki European Council in December 1999,
evolved in the virtual absence of any prior in-depth discussion in Greek
academia! It could even be argued that Greece’s new strategy toward Turkey...
was exclusively the result of decisions taken by politicians. It is truly remarkable
that not only was this major shift in Greek foreign policy not ‘prepared’ by the
Greek IR community, but it still has not even been studied through the

application of the relevant IR theoretical tools™.

The far-reaching implications of the decision that Greece secured attribute the
quality of a “substantively important™®’ case of foreign policy change to the shift
in Greek policy. Once the Greek government ceased to object to the Turkish
candidacy, the road was cleared for the initiation of a process that could lead to
Turkish accession. The large and inefficient agricultural sector, large regional
inequalities, the size and demographic dynamics of the population, the multi-
regional geopolitical roles, the predominantly Muslim character and the
geographical position of Turkey have already began to challenge the policies and
politics of the EU, the EU as a polity and the very concept of “Europe” and of
being “European”. Unexpected change in Greek foreign policy has been an

integral part of developments affecting all EU citizens.

* Ker-Lindsay, op. cit. p. 73; see also K. Ifantis, “Greece’s Turkish Dilemmas: There and Back
Again...”, Southeast European and Black Sea Studies, 5: 3, 2005, p. 382

¥ J, Ker-Lindsay, “Greek-Turkish Rapprochement: The Impact of Disaster Diplomacy?”,
Cambridge Review of International Affairs, 14: 1, 2000, p. 226

% P. Tsakonas, “Theory and Practice in Greek Foreign Policy”, Southeast European and Black
Sea Studies, 5: 3, 2005, pp. 429-30

" For the term see J. Mahoney — G. Goertz, “A Tale of Two Cultures: Contrasting Quantitative
and Qualitative Research”, Political Analysis, 14: 3, 2006, pp. 242-3
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The state of the art

While change in Greek policy towards Turkey was quite unexpected, numerous
ideas that attempt to explain it have been put forward ex post facto. More often
than not, these analyses are rather descriptive and not particularly parsimonious,
as they usually identify long lists of developments that may have affected Greek
policy. Several studies discuss the “Europeanisation” of Greek foreign policy®®
and the evolution of Greek policy towards Turkey has been identified as “the
clearest manifestation of the Europeanisation of Greek foreign policy”®. Indeed,
it is widely held that foreign policy is the most successful — if not the only — area
of Europeanisation in Greece®. While initially, “there was no sign of
Europeanisation in Greek foreign policy but, rather, ample evidence to the
contrary”®, with foreign policy being “the area of public policy over which
Greece (had) fought most hard to preserve autonomy of action, in disregard to
the consensus requirements of EPC”*, the second half of the 1990s saw “the

biggest surge of Europeanisation of Greek foreign policy”*.

These studies constitute part of a remarkable growth of the literature on
“Europeanisation” witnessed in the field of European Studies since 1999*. The
emphasis on Europeanisation reflects a research interest in the possible causal

significance of the EU in processes of domestic change. Academic consensus,

% S. Economides, “The Europeanisation of Greek Foreign Policy”, West European Politics, 28: 2,
2005; P. Ioakimidis, “Contradictions between Policy and Performance” in K. Featherstone — K.
Ifantis (eds), Greece in a Changing Europe: Between European Integration and Balkan
Disintegration, Manchester, Manchester University Press, 1996; P. loakimidis, “The
Europeanisation of Greece’ s Foreign Policy: Progress and Problems” in A. Mitsos — E.
Mossialos (eds), Contemporary Greece and Europe, Ashgate, Aldershot, 2000; Kavakas, op cit;
C. Tsardanidis — S. Stavridis, “The Europeanisation of Greek Foreign Policy: A Critical
Appraisal”, European Integration, 27: 2, 2005

» Economides, op. cit. p. 482; Stavridis and Tsardanidis acknowledged this as an interesting
question, which “(could) not be considered in more detail”; see Tsardanidis — Stavridis, op. cit. p.
228

% S. Stavridis, “Assessing the Views of Academics in Greece on the Europeanisation of Greek
Foreign Policy: A Critical Appraisal and a Research Agenda Proposal”, The Hellenic
Observatory - LSE Discussion Papers, No.11, 2003, p. 7

3 Tsardanidis - Stavridis, op. cit. p. 226

% Joakimidis, “Contradictions between...”, op. cit. p. 37

% Economides, op. cit. p. 478

3 K. Featherstone, “Introduction: In the Name of Europe” in K. Featherstone — C. M. Radaelli
(eds), The Politics of Europeanisation, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2003, p. S. For the real
world developments that resulted in increased interest in the concept of Europeanisation see S. J.
Bulmer — C. M. Radaelli, “The Europeanisation of National Policy?”, Queen’s Papers on
Europeanisation, No. 1, 2004, pp. 1-3
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however, has not yet been reached regarding the precise meaning of the concept.
As numerous meanings have been attributed to Europeanisation and most
definitions of the concept have been used exclusively by the scholars that
introduced them, the concept’s usefulness for empirical research has come into
question®. Furthermore, while it has been shown that the EU effect has been
greater on public policies than on national polities or domestic politics®, it has
also been argued that this effect varies across policy areas depending on the
latter’s nature and the relevant institutional set-up at the EU level. In the case of
foreign policy, in particular, it has been suggested that the “unique nature” of the
policy area and intergovernmental decision-making at the EU level render
Europeanisation less likely or its effects weaker and, in any case, harder to

trace®’.

Studies on the Europeanisation of Greek foreign policy have failed to address
these issues. Economides’ study — which explicitly identified change in Greek
policy towards Turkey as the outcome of Europeanisation — does not engage the
debate on the precise meaning of the concept or the debate on the applicability of
the concept to the study of foreign policy®®. A “minimalist” definition is adopted,
according to which Europeanisation refers to “the impact of EU membership on a
member-state”®, Based on this definition, the concept is used rather loosely.
Europeanisation — in the case of Greek foreign policy — has assumed the form of
“Westernisation”, “modernisation”, “normalisation, rehabilitation”,
“denationalisation” and “multilateralisation”®. Some of these outcomes are

practically indistinguishable (denationalization — multilateralisation), others are

% T. A. Borzel — T. Risse, “Conceptualising the Domestic Impact of Europe” in K. Featherstone —
C. M. Radaelli (eds), The Politics of Europeanisation, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2003, p.
59; J. P. Olsen, “The Many Faces of Europeanisation”, Journal of Common Market Studies, 40:
5, 2002, p. 921; S. Stavridis, “The Europeanisation of Greek Foreign Policy: A Literature
Review”, The Hellenic Observatory - LSE Discussion Papers, No. 10, 2003, p. 4

% C. M. Radaelli, “Europeanisation: Solution or Problem? ”, European Integration OnLine
Papers, Vol. 8 No. 16, 2004, p. 14

7 C. Major, “Europeanisation and Foreign and Security Policy: Undermining or Rescuing the
Nation-State?”, Politics, 25: 3, 2005, p. 182; K. E. Smith, ‘The EU in the World: Future Research
Agendas’, European Foreign Policy Unit Working Paper, 2008/1, 2008, p. 17

3% This appears to be a common problem in the literature on Europeanisation. As has been
pointed out, the latter has hitherto exhibited limited awareness of the significance of concept
formation and its implications for measurement; see T. Exadactylos — C. M. Radaelli, “Research
Design in European Studies: The Case of Europeanisation”, Journal of Common Market Studies,
47: 3, 2009, esp. p. 521

% Economides, op. cit. p. 471

“ Ibid. pp. 472-3
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explicitly considered as being synonymous (Westernisation — modernisation) and
others (normalisation, rehabilitation) appear to be idiosyncratic and of relevance

mainly - if not exclusively - to the Greek case.

This is characteristic of the literature on Europeanisation. Since the latter is
understood as a concept that refers to the domestic impact of the EU, empirical
research is often organised as a search for such an impact without defining the
outcomes of Europeanisation with a sufficient degree of precision. As has been
pointed out, due to the early stage of research on Europeanisation, researchers
have shown preference for an analytical grid “broad enough as to accommodate a
wide range of empirical observations that may have something to do with
Europeanisation”.** Our inability to specify this range, however, hinders our
efforts to identify the puzzles relevant to Europeanisation. In other words, we are
not certain what the empirical observations that would make us suspect that
Europeanisation has occurred are. Indeed, it is not unusual for researchers to
select a state’s accession to the EU or the establishment of cooperation in the
field of foreign policy as a starting point and subsequently to try and find some
sort of EU impact. It is often the case that either no change can be observed* or
that every observable change is ex post facto conceptualised as a form that
Europeanisation assumed®. If Europeanisation is a process, but we are not
exactly sure what the outcomes of the process are, we are facing the exact same
problem Haas identified approximately four decades ago: a dependent variable
problem*. At that time, it was unawareness of the possible outcomes of the
integration process that hindered theorising, nowadays, it is a similar
unawareness of the possible outcomes of the process of Europeanisation that

poses a challenge for researchers.

4 C. M. Radaelli, “The Europeanisation of Public Policy” in K. Featherstone — C. M. Radaelli
(eds), The Politics of Europeanisation, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2003, p. 32

“ B. Tonra, The Europeanisation of National Foreign Policy: Dutch, Danish and Irish Foreign
Policy in the European Union, Ashgate, Aldershot, 2001

“ Economides, op cit

“ E. B. Haas, “The Study of Regional Integration: Reflections on the Joy and Anguish of
Pretheorizing” in L. N. Lindberg — Scheingold S. A. (eds), Regional Integration: Theory and
Research, Cambridge, Harvard University Press, 1971, p. 18
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The numerous outcomes discussed above are considered forms of the
“projection” of national interests onto the European foreign policy agenda®.
According to Economides, when Europeanisation assumes this particular form,
member-states “project” their national interests onto the EU’s agenda, as EU
membership may offer the means to achieve national foreign policy goals more
effectively, in which case the EU serves as a “vehicle” for national foreign
policy*. While it has indeed been suggested that EU membership has made new
“assets” or “tools” available to Greek foreign policy makers*, the literature has
failed to specify which of the foreign policy instruments available at the EU level
are relevant despite the fact that the analysis of EU foreign policy has made
substantial progress in this respect®. Specification and precision are fundamental
properties of good causal arguments®” and “EU membership” as an explanatory
variable is not sufficiently precise. More significantly, as has been pointed out
within the context of the debate on the precise meaning of Europeanisation,
identifying “projection” or “uploading” as a form or constituent element of
Europeanisation implies a direction of causality (from the domestic to the EU
level) that “properly equates” Europeanisation with (an aspect of) the concept of
integration and brings its usefulness into question because the use of two

different concepts for the same phenomenon contradicts “elementary logic”®.

4 Economides, op. cit. pp. 472-3

% Tbid. p. 472. See also J. I. Torreblanca, “Ideas, Preferences and Institutions: Explaining the
Europeanisation of Spanish Foreign Policy”, Arena Working Papers, WP 01/26, 2001; R. Wong,
“The Europeanisation of Foreign Policy” in C. Hill — M. Smith (eds), International Relations and
the European Union, Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2005, pp. 137, 150; R. Wong, The
Europeanisation of French Foreign Policy: France and the EU in East Asia, Basingstoke,
Palgrave, 2006, pp. 8-9 and the sections that discuss the EU as a constriction/opportunity in the
contributions to . Manners — R. G. Whitman (eds), The Foreign Policies of European Union
Member States, Manchester, Manchester University Press, 2000

“T Couloumbis — Dalis, op. cit. p. 81; K. Ifantis, “Whither Turkey? Greece’s Aegean Options” in
C. Arvanitopoulos (ed), Turkey’s Accession to the European Union: An Unusual Candidacy,
Athens, Constantinos Karamanlis Institute for Democracy — Centre for European Studies —
Springer, 2009, p. 122

“ See K. E. Smith, European Union Foreign Policy in a Changing World, Cambridge, Polity,
2003, pp. 52-68

# J. Gerring, “Causation: A Unified Framework for the Social Sciences”, Journal of Theoretical
Politics, 17: 2, 2005, pp. 170, 172

% For such critiques see K. Dyson — K. H. Goetz, “Living with Europe: Power, Constraint and
Contestation” in K. Dyson — K. H. Goetz (eds), Germany, Europe and the Politics of Constraint,
Oxford, Published for the British Academy by Oxford University Press, 2003, pp. 13-15, 20;
Featherstone, “Introduction: In the Name...”, op. cit. p. 10 and Radaelli, “The Europeanisation
of...”, op. cit. p. 34
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Economides’ analysis of change in Greek policy towards Turkey reinforces this
critique in the sense that the “projection” of Greek foreign policy goals onto the
EU’s agenda is not considered to have been the outcome of an EU-generated
process, but that of Prime Minister Simitis’ “intentions”. Drawing on loakimidis’
idiosyncratic distinction between “responsive” and “intended” Europeanisation —

Economides identifies Europeanisation with “modernisation”

. According to
Ioakimidis, while responsive Europeanisation is “spontaneous” and involves “no
or little conscious effort” by political actors, intended Europeanisation entails “a
strong intention and thus a purposefully framed scheme” to pursue policy change
and it is synonymous with modernisation®>. The analysis is to a large extent
normative and the use of certain terms (modernisation, Europeanisation) both as
analytical categories and as political mottos has resulted in considerable
confusion. As Stavridis concluded, after interviewing Greek academics, most of
them are biased in favour of Europeanisation: they consider it to be a “positive

development”*

. This is a result of viewing “Europe” as a panacea. In effect,
Europeanisation is perceived as a goal that needs to be achieved. This
understanding of Europeanisation has prevented a clear distinction between
Europeanisation and other processes, such as modernisation, which are also
considered to be positive developments, and a clear distinction between the

process of Europeanisation, its causes and its outcomes.

While Economides concedes that the term “modernisation” is seldom applied to
foreign policy*, he argues that Prime Minister Simitis’ programme of
modernisation had “its complementary policy externally” and that his “‘intention
was to embark on a parallel process of re-Europeanising Greek foreign policy
while pursuing a modernising domestic reform programme”®. The argument
fails to distinguish between the causal significance of the EU and that of the

former Prime Minister’s “intentions”. Economides says more about what needed

*! Economides, op. cit. p. 475-7

%2 P. loakimidis, “The Europeanisation of Greece: An Overall Assessment”, South European
Society and Politics, 5: 2, 2000, pp. 74-5. lIoakimidis, however, considers modernisation to be a
prerequisite for Europeanisation. He seems to be caught in some sort of circular thinking, where
modernisation is considered to be a prerequisite for Europeanisation, a type of which stands for
modernisation; see loakimidis, “Contradictions between...”, op. cit. p. 48

% Stavridis, “Assessing the Views...”, op. cit. p. 7

5 Economides, op. cit. p. 475

% Ibid. p. 481, emphasis added
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to be done in order that “Europeanisation” could be achieved than about why it
was pursued. Change in Greek policy towards Turkey is attributed to a key
foreign policy maker’s “intentions” without empirical evidence of his
considerations that resulted in the formulation of this strategy or a theoretically
informed explanation of why his “intentions” were causally significant for policy
change. In the field of economic policy the objective of Economic and Monetary
Union (EMU) entry constituted the link between Simitis’ modernisation
programme and European integration and reform assumed the quality of a
process of “catching-up” with “Europe™®. It remains unclear, however, whether
this programme included a similar commitment to foreign policy reform, what
that commitment entailed and what the relation between modernisation and
European integration in the case of foreign policy was. Unless one can show that
EU foreign policy norms and practices influenced the former Prime Minister’s
“intentions” regarding Greek policy towards Turkey, one cannot establish the
causal significance of the EU, in which case the use of the term
“Europeanisation” would appear unjustified. The study of foreign policy is
characterised by a multitude of explanatory factors spread over different levels of
analysis®’ and distinguishing the causal significance of the EU from that of other

factors constitutes one of the key tasks that research on Europeanisation entails®®.

The literature has indeed emphasised Costas Simitis’ election as Prime Minister
in 1996 as a critical development®. The former Greek Prime Minister, it is
argued, “symbolises ‘European normality’ as opposed to ‘Greek idiosyncrasy’”.
As a representative of the “modernisers” — as opposed to “ethno-centrists” — he
believed that the improvement of Greco-Turkish relations was possible®’. Since

“the ideological acceptance of the objectives of European integration” is

% K. Featherstone, “Greece and EMU: Between External Empowerment and Domestic
Vulnerability”, Journal of Common Market Studies, 41: 5, 2003, op. cit. p. 924

7 V. M. Hudson, “Foreign Policy Analysis: Actor-Specific Theory and the Ground of
International Relations™, Foreign Policy Analysis, 1: 1, 2005, p. 2

%8 Radaelli, “Europeanisation: Solution...”, op. cit. esp. p. 8

% Economides, op. cit. pp. 477-8; loakimidis, “The Europeanisation of Greece’ s Foreign
Policy...”, op. cit. pp. 368-9; Kavakas, op. cit. p. 155; Stavridis, “The Europeanisation...”, op.
cit. p. 12

% D. Keridis, “Foreign Policy and Political Culture: Greek Policy towards Turkey Today” in H.
K. Yallouridis — P. 1. Tsakonas (eds), Greece and Turkey since the End of the Cold War (in
Greek), Athens, Sideris, 1999, p. 95

S Ibid. pp. 95-7
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considered “a vital precondition for the Europeanisation process to take hold”®,
the formation of a new government under Simitis, who “had always been

identified with PASOK’s pro-European and reformist wing”®

, 1s believed to
have contributed to the “Europeanisation” of Greek foreign policy. This line of
reasoning allows little room for the causal significance of the EU. Change in
Greek policy towards Turkey appears to have been the result of the efforts of a
policy maker with a considerable level of commitment to foreign policy reform
and sufficiently well placed within the foreign policy making process to pursue
it. This seems to justify concerns regarding the usefulness of the concept of
Europeanisation. It remains unclear what the added value of conceptualising
change in Greek policy as the outcome of a process of Europeanisation is. It
would appear that a more traditional foreign policy analysis approach focused on
the policy makers and their personal characteristics would have sufficed to
explain policy change®. The literature on foreign policy leadership styles in
particular has identified responsiveness to the policy context as a key variable®.
In this sense, it is essential to establish how responsive to contextual variables
Simitis was and whether he was driven by a commitment to a specific type of

policy reform that he intended to pursue.

According to a different argument, change in Greek policy towards Turkey was
neither the outcome of a process of Europeanisation, nor that of the former Prime
Minister’s attempts to pursue his own vision for reform, but a reconfiguration of

the combination of internal and external balancing®. Greco-Turkish relations

2 Joakimidis, “Contradictions between...”, op. cit. p. 36; See also K. Kouveliotis, “
'Europeanisation' and Greece: The Impact of European Integration on the Diplomatic and
Strategic Domains of Greece”, Paper prepared for the 2 LSE PhD Symposium on Modern
Greece: “Current Social Science Research on Greece”, LSE, 10 June 2005, p. 4

¢ Pagoulatos, op. cit. p. 10; The faction of the party that supported Simitis — including those who
were going to assume responsibility for foreign policy making — was also pro-European; see
Featherstone, “Introduction: ‘Modernisation’...”, op. cit. p. 227

¢ For this approach as a part of Foreign Policy Analysis see V. M. Hudson — C. S. Vore, “Foreign
Policy Analysis Yesterday, Today and Tomorrow”, Mershon International Studies Review, 39: 2,
1995

% For foreign policy leadership styles see M. G. Hermann et al., “Who Leads Matters: The

Effects of Powerful Individuals”, International Studies Review, 3: 2, 2001

% While the use of inverted commas suggests unusual usage of the term, Ifantis has referred to
the Helsinki strategy as a “highly sophisticated ‘extemal balancing’ strategy”; see Ifantis,
“Greece’s Turkish Dilemmas...”, op. cit. p. 382. Tsakonas interchangeably refers to the Helsinki
strategy as a balancing strategy and a socialisation — in the sense of structural realist international
relations theory — strategy; see P. I. Tsakonas, “Socialising the Adversary: The Greek Strategy of
Balancing against Turkey and Greco-Turkish Relations” in P. 1. Tsakonas (ed), Contemporary
Greek Foreign Policy (in Greek), Athens, Sideris, 2003, esp. p. 70 and P. Tsakonas, “Problems of
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remained conflictual during the early post-Cold War era and Turkey was still
considered the main threat to Greek security. The conflictual nature of Greco-
Turkish relations was reflected in the arms race between the two countries. In the
aftermath of the 1996 Imia/Kardak crisis in particular, Turkey announced a new
armaments programme and a few months later so did the Greek government.
Greece had to balance against Turkey in order to restore the balance of power in

the Aegean.

At the same time, however, Greece had accepted the need to meet the Maastricht
criteria and accede to EMU®. One might add that the general shape of the
economy was accentuating the problem. Indeed, at the start of the 1990s, Greece

was experiencing “deep economic failure”®®

. The stabilisation programme
pursued by the Mitsotakis government failed. The revised programme presented
by the Papandreou government produced only modest results. When the
hospitalised Papandreou resigned, Simitis was elected Prime Minister and placed
even greater emphasis on macroeconomic stabilisation, much like he had done as
Finance Minister approximately a decade earlier, thus consolidating PASOK’s
new economic policies. EMU entry in particular was turned into a “central
national goal”® and “shorthand” for the Prime Minister’s programme of
“modernisation””®. Economic policy failure and the Maastricht criteria were

pointing in the same direction. It should also be noted that Greek policy makers

and Prospects for Greece’s ‘Socialisation Strategy’ vis-a-vis Turkey” in F. Aksu (ed),
Proceedings of the International Conference on Turkish-Greek Relations: Issues, Solutions,
Prospects, 9 March 2006, Istanbul, Istanbul, OBIV, 2007. Waltz has indeed argued that
“socialisation” occurs in the international system; see K. N. Waltz, Theory of International
Politics, New York, Random House, 1979, pp. 74-7, 127-9. As Checkel has pointed out,
however, the phenomenon Waltz refers to as socialisation is in fact little more than a process of
emulation of the behaviour of successful states in the system and it is therefore inconsistent with
standard definitions of socialisation as a process of social interaction that results in the
internalisation of behavioural norms; see J. T. Checkel, “International Institutions and
Socialisation in Europe: Introduction and Framework”, International Organisation, 59: 4, 2005,
p. 806

§7 Tsakonas, “Socialising...”, op. cit. p. 65; See also K. Botsiou, “Greco-Turkish Relations 1974-
2000: Historical Review” in P. Kazakos et al., Greece and Turkey’s European Future (in Greek),
Athens, Sideris, 2001, pp. 197-8; M. Muftuler-Bac — L. M. McLaren, “Enlargement Preferences
and Policy-Making in the European Union: Impacts on Turkey”, Journal of European
Integration, 25: 1, 2003, p. 23

% Featherstone, “Greece and EMU...”, op. cit. p. 925

® G. Moschonas, “The Path of Modemisation: PASOK and European Integration”, Journal of
Southern Europe and the Balkans, 3: 1, 2001, p. 14

™S, Verney, “The End of Socialist Hegemony: Europe and the Greek Parliamentary Election of
7™ March 2004”, SEI Working Paper, No.80/EPERN Working Paper, No. 15, 2004, p. 22
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decided that macroeconomic policy as opposed to structural reform should bear
the burden of stabilisation”. Consequently, the immediate response to the crisis
(increasing defence expenditure in order to build up Greece’s military
capabilities) was not sustainable in the long run. Greece had to pursue external

balancing in order to be able to secure both foreign and economic policy goals.

When the Helsinki strategy is conceptualised as an “external balancing strategy”,
the term is used rather loosely. External balancing refers to alliance formation
and in its broadest sense the term “alliance” refers to formal or informal security
cooperation regardless of degree”. The Helsinki decision, however, included no
such provisions. No obligation for EU member-states to coordinate their policies
on security issues related to Turkey stems from the agreement that the Greek
government secured in Helsinki. In this sense, it has been argued that, unless an
EU common defence policy is established, EU level arrangements do not
constitute sufficient guarantees of Greek security”. Consequently, the economic
cost of internal balancing is acceptable compared with the cost of defeat in case

of a Greco-Turkish war™.

Furthermore, change in Greek policy took place within the post-Cold War
international context. While Tsakonas’ fairly elaborate statement of the argument
explicitly draws on neo-realist international politics theory and its implications
for states’ foreign policies, it does not discuss the implications of the altered
structural context within which policy change was decided. Tsakonas has

acknowledged the significance of the role of the US in Greco-Turkish relations

" P, Kazakos, Between the State and the Market: Economy and Economic Policy in Post-War
Greece 1944-2000 (in Greek), Athens, Patakis, 2001, pp. 437, 449-50, 481, 511-2

7 M. N. Barnett — J. S. Levy, “Domestic Sources of Alliances and Alignments: The Case of
Egypt, 1962-73”, International Organization, 45: 3, 1991, p. 370

™ T. P. Dokos — N. A. Protonotarios, Turkey’s Military Power: Challenge to Greek Security (in
Greek), Athens, Tourikis, 1997, p. 209; T. Dokos, “Balancing Against the Turkish Threat: The
Military Dimension” in C. K. Yallouridis — P. 1. Tsakonas (eds), Greece and Turkey after the End
of the Cold War (in Greek), Athens, Sideris, 1999, p. 208; T. P. Dokos, “Greek National Security
Policy: The Linkage Between Defence and Foreign Policy” in P. I. Tsakonas (ed), Contemporary
Greek Foreign Policy: An Overall Approach, Athens (in Greek), Sideris, 2003, p. 250

™ Dokos ~ Protonotarios, op. cit. p. 190; It should also be noted that econometric models have
shown that the economic benefits of reducing defence expenditure would only be “very small”
for Greece, but “rather substantial” for Turkey and they would therefore leave Greece worse-off
in terms of its relative power position vis-3-vis Turkey; see J. Brauer, “Greece and Turkey: A
Comprehensive, Critical Review of the Defence Economics Literature” in C. Kollias — G.
Gunluk-Senesen (eds), Greece and Turkey in the 21" Century: Conflict or Cooperation A
Political Economy Perspective, New York, Nova Science, 2003, pp. 214-8, 221
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during both the Cold War and the post-Cold War era”. Furthermore, it has been
argued that Greek and American interests with regard to relations with Turkey
diverge’. It is surprising in this sense that the implications of the dominant
position of the US for power relations between Greece and Turkey are discussed
only in passing”’. On the other hand, it has been argued that, with regard to
Greco-Turkish relations in particular, “no other country experienced (the end of
the Cold War) less intensely than Greece”™. As a recent literature review
concluded, whether change in Greek policy towards Turkey was the result of the

end of the Cold War is a question that remains open”.

Paradoxically enough, even though Tsakonas has conceptualised the Helsinki
strategy as an external balancing strategy, he has argued that it was different
from earlier Greek initiatives that also sought to engage the EU in “Greece’s
balancing policy” against Turkey®. According to Tsakonas, Greek attempts to
transform the EU into a “security provider” proved to be ill fated. As was
mentioned above, Greek policy makers believed that accession to the
Communities would suffice to guarantee Greek security and force Turkey to
make concessions on Greco-Turkish relations in order to develop its own
relations with the Communities further. In this sense, the Imia/Kardak crisis
confirmed the EU’s inability to provide security®. Indeed, the formation of a new
government in 1996 coincided with a severe foreign policy crisis that brought
Greece and Turkey to the brink of war. In the aftermath of the crisis Turkey was
claiming sovereignty over numerous islets in the Aegean, which Greece
considers its own territory, and it announced a costly armaments programme

prompting Greece to respond with an armaments programme of its own. Even

s Tsakonas, “Socialising...”, op. cit. pp. 55-6; P. Tsakonas — A. Tournikiotis, “Greece’s Elusive
Quest for Security Providers: The ‘Expectations-Reality Gap’”, Security Dialogue, 34: 3, 2003,
pp- 307-8

6 H. Papasotiriou, “Relations between Greece and the United States” in Tsakonas P. 1. (ed),
Contemporary Greek Foreign Policy (in Greek), Athens, Sideris, 2003, pp. 605-7; Z. Onis,
“Luxembourg, Helsinki and Beyond: Towards an Interpretation of Recent Turkey-EU Relations”,
Government and Opposition, 35: 4, 2000, pp. 474-5

" Tsakonas, “Socialising...”, op. cit. p. 68

™ K. Ifantis, “Greece and the USA after the Cold War” in K. Featherstone — K. Ifantis (eds),
Greece in a Changing Europe: Between European Integration and Balkan Disintegration?,
Manchester, Manchester University Press, 1996, p. 153

7 Stavridis, “The Europeanisation...”, op. cit. p. 22

% Tsakonas —~ Tournikotis, op cit

8 Ibid. pp. 307-8










































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































