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There can be no peace without law. And there can be no law if we were to invoke one
code of international conduct for those who oppose us and another for our friends.
! President Dwight D. Eisenhower, October 31, 1954

We have before us the opportunity to forge for ourselves and for future generations a new
world order, a world where the rule of law, not the rule of the jungle, governs the conduct of
nations.

! President George H.W. Bush, January 16, 1991

Law and legal systems are conservative. Easy deviations from and exceptions to the club
rules destroy one of the essential functions of law D to create certainty and reliability.

I Louis Henkin in International Law: Politics and Values?2

1 Panayotis A. Yannakogeorgos is a graduate student at the Division of Global Affairs, Rutgers

University. He received his Bachelors degree in Philosophy from Harvard University with honors in
2005.

2Louis Henkin, International Law: Politics and Values, (Kluwer Academic Publishers: Nether-
lands,1995).
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Greece® relations with Turkey have improved over the past seven years. Their tra-
ditional friction has been reduced by accelerated diplomatic efforts. This reduction may be
mostly attributed to the Greek government® strategy of appeasing Turkish demands.
Greek political acts that were unthinkable in the past are today considered the building
blocks of maintaining a sustainable relationship between Greece and Turkey. The Greek
policy of appeasement appears to be building a bridge between two countries sharing bor-

ders and antipathy.

The recent improvement in diplomatic relations is not the first attempt by Greece to
cooperate with Turkey in the belief that a sustained harmony in the relations between the
countries might exist. Since the formation of Modern Turkey, Greek leaders have made
several attempts to achieve peace with Turkey within the framework of international law
and bilateral agreements with the hope that hostilities between the two nations might end.
Better relations were sought in various treatises of friendship and cooperation. Turkey se-
lectively adhered to agreements until the benefits of abiding by these resolutions were
eclipsed by the advantages of continuing its traditional expansionism. While Greece
abided by treatises, Turkey committed some of its more heinous acts against Greece and
the Greek minority in Turkey. Today, after decades of Turkish contravention, Greece treats
breached treaties as valid documents establishing the status quo in the region. Turkey

does not.

The Greek government should be wary of the Turkish government® declared will.
The lessons history presents are indicative of an aggressive pattern in Turkish behavior.
Based on past evidence, one may predict that if Turkey makes a binding treatise with
Greece, it is likely to circumvent the agreements and continue its policy of extending its
boundaries in order to gain access to resources on Greek territory. This approach to rela-
tions with Greece is contrary to the traditional stance that steers two or more states to sign
a treaty intended to provide an enduring peace and stability in their relations. Instead of
following a policy of appeasement, the Greek government must recognize that despite its
efforts, Turkey to this day conducts enemy acts. Greece should instead work to deter Turk-
ish expansionism by indicating that even with the current atmosphere of friendship and co-
operation prevailing on the diplomatic front, Greece will not hesitate to adopt new meas-

ures aimed at ending Turkish aggressions. Otherwise, the bloody atrocities of the twentieth
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century could recur in the twenty-first, harming Greece and threatening the strategic inter-
ests of the United States in the Middle East.

This paper will examine the current Greek policy towards Turkey. It will be shown
that Greece makes concessions while Turkey does not reciprocate. The paper will then
turn to the effect of Kemal Ataturk® legacy on Turkish attitudes towards Greece; it will be
argued that he embedded in the Turkish political and military culture a vision of an ethni-
cally pure Turkey that does not hesitate to act unilaterally and disregard treaties and con-
ventions. The claim that Turkey has never sincerely contributed to stability in relations with
Greece will be supported with historical examples of Turkish disregard of nearly all interna-
tional treaties and conventions signed with Greece. The current policy with respect to the
Aegean Sea will be discussed. The current Turkish strategy used to challenge the status
guo with the aim of enlarging Turkish territorial waters will be shown to be following a
course of instigating a crisis that has a high possibility of leading to limited wars in the Ae-
gean. U.S. policy towards the two countries will be shown to encourage Turkey® hostile
behavior. It will be argued that this is counter to the interests of the United States since
Turkey is not a reliable ally. Proposals for a peaceful future will be offered. It will be argued
that the Greek policy of appeasement has not only failed to procure peaceful results, but
has only encouraged Turkey® expansionist objectives. In order to prevent future war or
territorial losses, appeasement should be discontinued and attempts to cooperate with
Turkey should be restarted if and only if Turkey displays an earnest willingness to seek
rapprochement with Greece within the framework of international law. With the Kemalist

system of government, appeasement is not possible.

Current T rends in Greek-T urkish Relations

The current policy of the Greek government actively supports Turkey® membership
in the European Union. According to information provided by the Hellenic Ministry of For-
eign Affairs on its website, Greece is taking serious steps to help facilitate Turkish aspira-

tions to join the E.U. Greece has created a OtaskforceOthat counsels Turkish officials on
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European affairs.® The desired result is for Turkish officials to have a better understanding
of European standards, and to bring their political culture in line with the E.U standards.
The Greek government reasons that if Turkey is a part of the E.U. it will no longer be a
threat to Greece. This, as the argument goes, would allow Greece to reduce its defense
expenditures and increase the funding of domestic programs. However, Greece® coopera-
tion with Turkey is not limited to encouraging a European course for Turkey. Additionally,
the two countries have held Oexploratorytalks,the outcome of which has been the signing
of various bi-lateral agreements that promise cooperation between the two countries in the
fields of tourism, economics, energy, science, technology, and environmental protection.
These talks are reserved for low-key policies whose ultimate objective is the establishment

of a relationship between the two countries that lacks tension.

The Greek government portrays these renewed diplomatic efforts as rapproche-
ment. This process is defined as such on the Hellenic Foreign Ministries website where it
is recalled that: ODuringthe official visit by Turkish Prime Minister Erdogan to Athens (6th
to 8th May, 2004), the Prime Ministers of Greece and Turkey confirmed their desire to con-
tinue the political rapprochement." This is not an accurate description of what transpires in
talks between the two countries. Rapprochement involves two sides making concessions
on issues so that relations are harmonized. However, Greece makes concessions to Tur-
key whereas Turkey concedes practically nothing in return. Even minor gestures of good
will, such as reopening the Halki Orthodox Theological Seminary in Constantinople (Istan-
bul) for its intended purpose, are not mandated by the Turkish government. Instead, with
regards to the Halki Seminary, OtheTurkish National Security Council in a draft of its new
security dogma insists that any move to reopen the Greek Orthodox seminary of Halki
would constitute an internal threat to Turkey.Q® This is but one example of Turkish intransi-
gence. While Greece makes concessions that are aimed at accommodating Turkey to pre-
vent aggression, Turkey regards practitioners of the Greek-Orthodoxy faith in Turkey as an

internal threat. Thus, the Greek policy is not rapprochement, but it is appeasement.

3Hellenic Ministry of Foreign Affairs, OTirkish Accession ProcessO,
<http://www.mfa.griwww.mfa.gr/en-US/Policy/Geographic+Regions/South-Eastern+Europe/Turkey/
Approach/Turkish+Accession+process/ > (cited 07 January 2007).

4 Ibid.

5 [John Doe?], Kathimerini English Edition, @\thens Insists on Cyprus RecognitionO,
<http://www.ekathimerini.com/4dcgi/_w_articles_politics_100012_26/11/2004_49955> (cited 07
January, 2007), para 8.
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Genuine rapprochement between Greece and Turkey would indeed benefit both
countries. Inevitably, this requires agreements that ensure their mutual security. As long as
the Greek government® conciliatory attitude towards Turkey persists, only Turkey® secu-
rity will be guaranteed. This is due in part to the Turkey® policy of expanding into the Ae-
gean by distancing itself from its obligations under international law. For instance, Turkey
claims that territorial OgreyzonesQexist in the Aegean.® These are regions in which Turkey
alleges that Greek sovereignty is not clearly established. The unclear term Ogreyzone,O
established in 1996 after the Turkish assault on Imia, is indicative of the Turkish determina-
tion to expand its territorial waters by altering the status quo of the Aegean. Methods used
by Turkey to challenge the status quo include Turkish violations of Greek airspace and
maritime sovereignty on a continuous basis. In May 2006, these violations of Greek air-
space by Turkish reconnaissance aircraft nearly led to war when two Greek and Turkish
jets collided.” Sadly this incident resulted in the death of the Greek pilot Konstantinos
lliakis. These Turkish actions are not gestures of a sincere negotiating partner that aspires
to become an E.U. member state. Thus, Turkey® persistent challenges to Greece® territo-
rial sovereignty and its refusal to respect international laws regarding Greek sovereignty of
the Aegean Sea is indicative of Turkey® unwillingness to find peaceful political solutions

that address the concerns of both sides.

Greece and Turkey do not officially discuss topics of territorial integrity during the
exploratory talks mentioned above. Greece argues that such matters should be dealt with
in the context of international law while Turkey contends that third parties or organizations
should not be involved in such matters since these are bi-lateral political issues, and thus
not international issues. Having ceded to these demands in order to avoid irking the Turk-
ish military, the Greeks contrary to their interests, do not demand that Turkey must resolve
the territorial issues at the International Court (after expanding their territorial waters to
twelve nautical miles) or otherwise face a Greek veto during the E.U. membership proc-

€ss.

6 Aegean Disputes,
<http://www.turkishembassy.org/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=225&Itemid=240>
(Cited on 07 January 2007).

7 Andrew Borowiec, OGreece Turkey Try to Mend Ties; Two collisions worsen tensions,OThe Wash-
ington Times, 5 June 2006, A15.


http://www.cipt.gr
http://www.cipt.gr
mailto:info@cipt.gr
mailto:info@cipt.gr

Appeasement is short sighted and opportunistic in the sense that although it may
stave off conflict and create political heroes today, tomorrow Turkey may seek to unilater-
ally fulfill its long term objective of expanding its territory into the Aegean. War will then be
the only viable option to prevent Turkish appropriation of Greek territory. This has been the

state of relations since Mustapha Kemal Ataturk founded Modern Turkey.

Kemal AtaturkOs Legacy

To understand Modern Turkey, one must examine the mentality of the country®
founder and first strongman, Kemal Ataturk, and his legacy in Turkey today. Under his
leadership, the remains of the Ottoman Empire in Anatolia and Asia Minor were forged into
Modern Turkey. The Turkish transformation from the dismantled Ottoman state to the Turk-
ish Republic was made in the image of this man, whose last name translated means Ofa
ther of the Turks.OHis attitude towards religion is was: OTherewas no God. That was one
of the chains by which priests and bad rulers bound the people down.3 With this mentality
he attempted to create a secular political establishment in a Muslim society. This was not
merely an atheist uprising against traditional mores, but a result of Ataturk® belief that only
a secular society could be Ocivilized®The Turkish people, however, remained devout
Muslims who considered non-Muslims synonymous with non-Turks. To secure his influ-
ence on civil life, Ataturk passed the Law for the Maintenance of Order. This gave him the
authority to violently quell any political or religious opposition, as well as minority struggles
for independence.1® Hence, only Ataturk® political party, the Republican People® Party,
was permitted by law to take part in elections. Overall, Ataturk implemented a revolutionary
principle into the consciousness of the Turks: when the status quo does not suit your ambi-

tions, change it by force if necessary.

The events leading to the destruction of the Greek city of Smyrna in Asia Minor, or-
dered by Ataturk, demonstrates Turkish willingness to ignore Greek goodwill. The Kemalist

ideology maintained that OTirkey is for the Turks alone.OFor this objective to succeed,

8 H.C. Armstrong, Grey Wolf: Mustafa Kemal: An Intimate Study of a Dictator (London: Arthur
Barker LTD 1937), 241.

9 Bernard Lewis, The Emergence of Modern Turkey (London: Oxford University Press, 1968), 262.
10 L ewis, 270.


http://www.cipt.gr
http://www.cipt.gr
mailto:info@cipt.gr
mailto:info@cipt.gr

Greeks and other minorities had to go. Since prehistoric times, the population of Asia Mi-
nor had been continuously composed of Greeks.!! However, as a result of the Balkan
Wars and the Ottoman Empire® collapse, Greeks and Turks in the region were absorbed
in a cycle of violence. These conflicts briefly ended with the signing of the Treaty of Sevres
in 1920. Under the provisions of this treaty signed at the end of World War I, autonomy
under a local Greek government was granted to Smyrna. The inhabitants of Smyrna were
given the option of holding a referendum regarding the issue of incorporation of Smyrna

and other Greek cities in Asia Minor into the Modern Greek state.12

Ataturk, and those in agreement with him, did not accept the Treaty of Sevres. Or-
ganizing the Turkish Nationalist Movement, Ataturk declared that his group would overturn
the Treaty of Sevres and take back Ottoman allocated to the Allies. This was seen as a
threat to the city of Smyrna and the Greeks of Asia Minor. Therefore, the Greek military in-
tervened to protect Smyrna and other historic Greek settlements. However, the interven-
tion turned into an offensive military campaign against Ataturk® forces, which were gaining
momentum. The Turks had defeated the French Army in Cilicia, and Ataturk® victory there
increased the fervor of the Turkish Nationalist Movement. In Smyrna violence between
Greeks and Armenians on one side and Turks on the other erupted. The Greek govern-
ment in Athens sent an administration to Smyrna to end the violence. As a result of the
Greek administrations policies, peace was reestablished in the city, but at the expense of
the Greeks. H.H.E. George Horton, the United States Consul to the Near East for thirty
years, describes the policy of the Greek administration. He relates that arriving from

Greece to restore order; the Greek administration deemed that any:

Greeks disturbing the peace would be more severely punished than the
Turks, a policy which was carried out to the entire Greek administration .E
All Turks who claimed to have been robbed were invited to present their
claims .E and these were accorded with so little question that numerous
Turks profited immensely by presenting false or exaggerated demands .E |
have seen a Turkish cabman pass a Greek confrere and lash him with his
whip, a cowardly act because resistance on the part of the latter would have
meant death, and there was not one to whom he could have recourse for jus-

11 G. S. Kirk, J. E. Raven, and M. Schofield, The Presocratic Philosophers: A Critical History with a
Selection of Texts (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1983), 7-20.

12 Treaty of Sevres, <http://www.lib.byu.edu/~rdh/wwi/versa/sevresl.html> (cited on 07 January
2007), Section IV, Article 83.
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tice. In many cases the Greeks who took the Turks sheep were only trying to
get their own back, previously taken.13

The measures implemented by the Greek administration at Smyrna were intended
to stabilize relations between Greeks and Turks in the city by guaranteeing that no Greek
would avenge past wrongs and create a new vendetta climate between the two communi-
ties. This policy benefited the Turks, who continued to harm Greeks, and waited for Ata-
turk® promised arrival. Therefore, the appeasement of the Turks by the Greek administra-
tion did not achieve the intended goal of alleviating the hostile attitude held by the Turks

against the Greeks.

When Ataturk arrived at Smyrna, following the rout of the Greek forces campaigning
in central Anatolia, he did not reciprocate the Greek administration® defense of TurksChu-
man rights. Instead, he contended that too many Greeks resided in their ancestral homes,
and claimed the land for the emerging Republic of Turkey.!* Ordering an inferno to be
made of the Greek and Armenian quarters of the city, Greeks and Armenians were dispos-
sessed, and had the choices of either facing certain death in the city filled with hostile
Turks and an inferno Turkish troops began in Smyrna, or trying to swim or sail seven miles
to the nearest Greek isle for sanctuary. Greeks preferring to swim into the sea were easy
targets for Turkish riflemen. In this way, Ataturk was able to ethnically cleanse Asia Minor
despite the fact that the Greek administration had previously enforced measures to protect

the safety of the Turks residing in Smyrna.

While the motivations of the US support of Turkey, will be discussed in greater detail
below, the events at Smyrna in 1922, and the US reaction to them, highlight certain trends.
During the genocide at Smyrna, the American warship U.S.S. Simpson was patrolling the
waters just off the coast of the city in order to observe what was occurring on the main-
land. There was no effort to intervene on behalf of the Greeks. H.H.E. George Horton, who
was an eyewitness onboard the Simpson, partly blamed the pro-Turkish attitude of Ameri-

can officers who declared their support of the Turks even though they were supposed to

13 George Horton, The Blight of Asia: An Account of the Systematic Extermination of Christian
Populations by Mohammedans and of the Culpability of Certain Great Powers; with the True Story
of the Burning of Smyrna (Indianapolis, Minn.: The Bobbs-Merrill Company Publishers, 1926), 78-
79.

14 George Horton, OTheDestruction of Smyrna,Oin Report on Turkey: USA Consular Documents,
(Athens, Greece: The Journalists Union of Athens Daily Newspapers, 1985), 96-98.
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be impartial.'> However, American sailors on board supported the Greeks. As Horton sug-
gests, one reason behind Americas decision not to intervene on behalf of Greek and hu-
manitarian concerns was the US interest in securing oil contracts.'® This occurred despite
the fact that Greece had fought on the side of the Allies whereas Turkey had been a Cen-
tral Power. Horton quotes a passage from the New York Journal of Commerce, July 1923
Otheentire course of events which made the Lausanne Treaty possible was determined by
the ambitions of the commercial oil interests, and that, in this race for Turkish favors, the
Americans led the way.37 Hence, American energy interests overruled the human rights

and support for a key member of the Allies in World War 1.

The policy of America, as most other countries that were interested in gaining ac-
cess to Turkish oil reserves, was to befriend Ataturk.2® The Olively@ompetition between
countries to gain access to the Turkish owned oil fields of Mosul and Kirkuk (now Irag/
Kurdistan) assisted Ataturk in attaining his goals. Standard Oil pressured the American
government to remain neutral in the conflict in order to satisfy the Turks, thereby allowing
America to strengthen its contacts with Ataturk® Turkey. Doing so insured that oil contracts
would be awarded to Americans after any peace treaty. Indeed, this did occur. After the
Treaty of Lausanne was signed, the Turkish government offered the right to exploit the
Mosul and Kirkuk oil fields to Admiral Chester of the Simpson after the treaty of
Lausanne.!® All requests by other countries were rejected. Hence, in the 1920s, the Ameri-
can government seeking to secure lucrative oil contracts to meet their energy require-
ments for the future, aligned itself with the emerging Turkish state to the disadvantage of

Greek civilians and military in Asia Minor.

After the borders of Modern Turkey were reset with the Treaty of Lausanne, Ataturk
sought to construct a Turkish nation with a legacy that went further back than the Ottoman
Empire. For the purpose of this paper, this legacy will be labeled as Kemalist. He did so by

creating a novel history of the Turkish people in which the Turkish race was defined as Ar-

15 Horton, 205.

16 Horton, 236.

17 ibid.

18 [Jane Doe?] OThe Wrld Race for OilOThe Literary Digest, 20 January 1923, 15-16.
19 1bid, 60.
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yan from central Asia, and who brought civilization to the West.?° The education system
which the Kemalists set up informed the Turks that they were mistaken about the Hellenic
civilizations existence in Anatolia, Asia Minor, the Aegean, and possibly even mainland
Greece before the Seljuk Turks arrived from Mongolia. This revision of history argued that
these areas had been inhabited by the Ancient Turks Osincetime immemorial.® This is an
elegant lie. It served the purpose of nation building, and helped increase the self-esteem of
Turks who had just lost their prestigious membership in the Ottoman Empire due to its dis-
solution after Turkey® defeat by the allies in World War |. Thus, Ataturk® teaching myth as
history embedded in the Turkish consciousness the conviction that Turkey® expansion into

its OhistoricalO territories was both justified and inevitable.

The Kemalist spirit endures today in Turkey, and is fostered by the Turkish military,
whose role in Turkish politics, as the protectors of Ataturk® legacy, is partly responsible for
the persistence of the aggressive stance Turkey takes in its relations with Greece. As a re-
sult, the current Turkish political system is not functionally democratic. Although the civil
government is democratically elected, the military plays the decisive role in governmental
decisions.?? Without military approval, the government cannot sustain a foreign or domes-
tic policy. This is due to the Turkish Prime Minister® fear of the hangman® noose should s/
he disappoint not obey Ataturk® dictums. This was the fate of Prime Minister Adnan
Menderes. Menderes had made an effort to reciprocate Greek efforts of rapprochement.
However, in 1961, along with another 593 defendants he was tried and hanged after a
coup seized power because the military believed the Menderes government Ohadstrayed
far from the path of the Ataturk revolution.® Since then, the military has overthrown the
government on three occasions, the most recent occurrence in 1983, and a soft-coup in

1997. Today, the military still assumes the authority of protecting Ataturk® legacy.

The Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs (TMFA) is also influenced by Ataturk® ideol-

ogy. The vast majority of new recruits and veteran diplomats are supporters of

20 Speros Vryonis, The Turkish State and History: Clio Meets the Grey Wolf (Thessaloniki, Greece:
Institute for Balkan Studies, 1991), 12-65.

21 L ewis, 354.

22 Yasemin Celik, Contemporary Turkish Foreign Policy (Westport, Connecticut: Praeger, 1999),
21.

23 Walter F.Weiker, The Turkish Revolution 1960-1961: Aspects of Military Politics (Washington,
D.C: The Brookings Institute, 1963), 26.
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Ataturkism.?* Therefore, common foreign policy objectives are shared by the majority of

Turkish military and diplomats.

Ataturkism is not confined to the political and military establishment. Today, Ataturk®
legacy is the defining factor of the Turkish national identity. The genocide at Smyrna is
commemorated each year by lighting effigies of Greeks and throwing them into the sea,
while the government denies that any genocide ever occurred on Turkish soil.?> In con-
trast, in an effort to improve public opinion of Turkey, the Greek government has revised
guidebooks issued at historical sites, such as those at Mystras, to portray Turkey in a more
positive light. One example of such revisions is observed when comparing the 1989 and
1999 editions of the Mystras guides.?® The 1989 edition mentions the beheading of the
Archbishop of Mystras by the Ottoman Turks, whereas in the 1999 edition this event is
purged. On the other hand, guidebooks funded by the Further, the newest editions of
Greek sixth-grade textbooks have been whitewashed of negative portrayals of the Turks.
This occurs as the Turkish government refrains from mentioning the Hellenic civilizationsO
existence in Asia Minor and Anatolia. Hence, while Greece eliminates historical facts in an
effort to improve domestic and international attitudes towards Turkey, there is no attempt

to reciprocate on the Turkish side.

With Turkish military and foreign policy firmly in the hands of Kemalists makes
genuine rapprochement is impossible. The Turkish government® inability to reform the po-
litical establishment because of the threat of coup and the fact Ataturkism has not sought
to candidly cooperate with Greece in the past should make the Greek government feel in-
secure when appeasing Turkish demands in the hope that this will achieve a sustainable

peace.

24 Philip Robins. Suits and Uniforms: Turkish Foreign Policy since the Cold War (London, UK: Hurst
& Company, 2003), 72.

25 RW Smith, E Markusen, and RJ Lifton, OProfessionalEthics and the Denial of Armenian Geno-
cide,OHolocaust and Genocide Studies (9.1, Spring, 1995), 1-22.

26 Manolis Chatzidakis, "#$%&" ( N#&*+*-. [0 1*$)*& &*20 3&#$%(QAthens, Greece: Ekdotiki
Athenon, 1999), 25.
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Treaties Ignored

History indicates that Turkey has a habit of ignoring treatises and conventions
signed with Greece. The Treaty of Lausanne,?’ ratified by the governments of Greece,
Turkey, Romania, Serbia and the contracting powers of France, Britain, Italy, and Japan, is
one case of where the TurksCagreeing to what is written on paper, but do not abide to the
terms in practice. The treaty was signed on July 24, 1923, ending the war between Greece
and Turkey that had endured since 1914. It established the political and territorial bounda-
ries of the modern Turkish state. Additionally, it sought to protect minorities in Greece and
Turkey. Specifically, in Article 40, Section 3, the treaty guaranteed that OTirkish nationals
belonging to non-Muslim minorities shall enjoy the same treatment and security in law and
in fact as other Turkish nationals.OSince the signing of the treaty, Turkey has violated Sec-

tion 3 on numerous occasions.

One breach of the terms agreed in Lausanne occurred in November 1942 with the
institution of Law No. 4530, the Varlik tax. This capital levy was implemented in order to
bring extra revenue to the Turkish treasury, which was fraught with debt. Faik ...kte, the
man in charge of implementing this tax, in hindsight describes its exact nature. The Varlik
classified taxpayers into two groups: Muslims and non-Muslims.?8 Muslims paid a minimal
amount, while the burden of the tax was forced upon non-Muslims, particularly Greeks and
Jews. Before the the Varlik tax was implemented, the Turkish government had orches-
trated a media campaign blaming Greeks and Jews for Turkey® economic problems.2?
With the implementation of the tax, non-Muslims in Turkey were given up to a month to
pay exorbitant sums of money; if they failed to do so, they were obliged to pay off their

debt in forced labor camps. ...kte recalls the damage done to the non-Muslim community:

| feel unable to give a complete picture of those unfortunate businessmen
who over a long period and with a great deal of sacrifice acquired a fortune
only to see it arbitrarily and unjustly taken away, leaving their wives and chil-

27 Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Greece Service of Historical Archives, The Foundation of the Mod-
ern Greek State: Major Treaties and Conventions 1830-1947, (Athens: Kastaniotis Editions, 1999),
123-145.

28 Faik ...kte. The Tragedy of the Turkish Capital Tax. trans. Geoffrey Cox (Wolfboro, New Hamp-
shire: Croom Helm, 1987), 19-22.

29 | kte, 43.
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dren in the streets while they themselves were deported to labor camps in
the inhospitable interior of Anatolia.3°

The Varlik contradicted the terms of the Lausanne treaty, which specified that Mus-
lim and non-Muslim citizens of Turkey would receive equal treatment. By introducing a dis-
criminating tax and, further, by forcing religious minorities who failed to pay the tax into la-

bor camps, Turkey demonstrated that it held the Lausanne treaty in low regard.

The Lausanne treaty is not the only formal agreement breached by the implementa-
tion of the Varlik tax. The tax was introduced during a period of declared friendship be-
tween Greece and Turkey. In 1930, Greek Prime Minister Eleftherios Venizelos and Turk-
ish Prime Minister Kemal Ataturk signed the Ankara Convention.3! This convention aimed
to secure peaceful bi-lateral relations between the two countries. In this convention, the
two governments agreed to consult each other on all matters of mutual interest. One case
of mutual interest is the treatment of the Greek minorities in Turkey; however, Greece was
not informed by the Turkish government of the plan to force minorities to pay the Varlik.
Thus, the Turkish Varlik provides two examples of Turkey signing a treaty or convention,

while disregarding the responsibility involved in maintaining it.

Another provision of the Ankara Convention was that Greece and Turkey were to
come to each other® aid in the case of foreign aggression, unless either was attacked by
Italy alone.32 When Nazi Germany invaded Greece in 1941, Turkey did not come to
Greece® aid while it was occupied, and preferred to stay evasively neutral rather than to
abide by the Ankara Convention. During the winter of 1942, when the British blockade
caused a widespread famine in Greek cities, Turkey, being outside of the blockaded region
and hence being in a position to help, sent only one small boat to relieve the starving
millions.33 As a result of Turkish disregard, the Ankara Convention was forgotten by the
1950s.

30 . .kte, 65.
31 Robins, 114.
32 William Hale, Turkish Foreign Policy 1774-2000 (London, UK: Frank Cass, 2000), 61.

33 Robin Waterfield, Athens A History: From Ancient Ideal to Modern City (New York: Basic Books,
2004), 213.
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Today, the Ankara Convention serves as the model for Greece® current policy to-
wards Turkey.®* Turkey had signed the convention because it was pleased with the con-
siderable appeasement effort on the part of Greece, and saw no harm in promising
peace.3® The failure of this convention seems to have been forgotten by Greeks seeking to
build a sustainable peace between the two countries by appeasing Turkish demands. In-
stead of learning from the past, the Greeks issued a joint communiquZ with the Turks on
July 8, 1997 at a NATO summit at a meeting hosted by then U.S. Secretary of State Made-
line Albright.36 In the communiquZ six points were agreed on between Greek Prime Minis-
ter Costas Simitis and Turkish President Suleiman Demirel which stressed that both coun-
tries make a mutual commitment to peace, respect each others sovereignty, do not use
force or threaten to use force to gain strategic objectives and to settle disputes by peaceful
means. This is all good, but while Turkish officials work with Greek diplomats desiring to
build a bridge of peace between the two countries, the Turkish military, with support of the
Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, violates Greece® sovereignty in the Aegean. Hence,
despite an apparent policy of cooperation, Turkey has not ceased to act aggressively to-

wards Greece in pursuit of its expansion into the Aegean.

Another violation of the Lausanne treaty occurred in September 1955 when the po-
grom of Constantinople® (Istanbul®) Greek population occurred. Constantinople (Istan-
bul), being exempt from the population exchanges that were mandated by the Lausanne
treaty, had a thriving Greek community. This was to guarantee that Greece® spiritual capi-
tal would not be deprived of its Hellenic heritage. However, Constantinople (Istanbul) was
not immune to the Turkish government® policy of pressuring the Greek community in Tur-
key to abandon their ancestral homes and emigrate to Greece. The anti-Greek riots that
erupted on September 6-7, 1955 occurred in retaliation to the alleged bombing of Ataturk®
birthplace (in Thessaloniki, Greece), which is preserved by the Greek government as a
historic site. However, this destruction had never occurred, but was depicted in forged pho-

tographs circulated by the Turkish press to incite the public. Rather, the bombing had

34 Robins, 115.

35 Richard Clog, A Concise History of Greece (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2002),
107.

36 Text of the Joint CommuniquZ in OMadrid.inSimitis-Demirel Meeting Leads to Joint Communique
on Greek-Turkish relations,0
<http://www.greekembassy.org/Embassy/content/en/Article.aspx?office=1&folder=255&article=152
0> (cited on 05 January 2005).
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taken place at the consulate of Turkey in Thessaloniki, which is next to Ataturk® birthplace.
No Greeks were ever found to have taken part in the bombing; however, the complicity of
the Turkish government was established at the 1960-61 trials of the Menderes
government.3” It was revealed there that the Turkish Consul, Mehmet Deni Kalp, had
smuggled the explosive device used in the incident through the diplomatic pouch.®® The
bombing was organized by the Turkish government, arguably to incite Turks against

Greeks living in Turkey.

The ensuing riots were excused by the Turkish government at the time as being
executed by poor people reacting against the rich. However, Turkish leaders and groups
associated with the Democratic Party, which was in power at the time, provided transporta-
tion for Turks wishing to join the protests in Constantinople (Istanbul) but lived elsewhere
in Turkey.3® Further, police officers that were mobilized to deal with the mob actually
helped to better organize the looters. Thus, the Turkish government not only permitted the
riot, but also actively assisted it. After almost ten hours of violence aimed at Greeks, mar-
tial law was imposed and order was finally restored. By that time over 3,000 homes, 4,000
shops, 100 hotels, and a number of restaurants owned by Greeks had been looted and/or
destroyed.° In addition to this, seventy Greek-Orthodox churches were vandalized. As a
result, a large majority of the Greek community, fearing for its safety, emigrated to Greece.
The Turkish government succeeded in organizing an effort to purge Constantinople (Istan-

bul) of its indigenous Greek population, thereby violating again the Treaty of Lausanne.

Turkey@® justification for the violations of these treaties and conventions is that its
actions sought to avenge Greece® discrimination against the Turkish minority residing in
Western Thraki.*! 86,000 ethnic-Turks were exempt from the population exchanges man-

dated by the Lausanne treaty. The Turkish government contends that Greece expelled up

37 Weiker, 33-35.

38 D. George Kousoulas, Modern Greece: Profile of a Nation (New York: Charles Scribner® Sons,
1974), 236.

39 Bahcheli, 172.
40 Clogg, 151.

41 Tozun Bahcheli, Greek Turkish Relations Since 1955. (Boulder, Colorado: Westview Press,
1990), 172.


http://www.cipt.gr
http://www.cipt.gr
mailto:info@cipt.gr
mailto:info@cipt.gr

to 450,000 Turks since 1922 in order to turn the Turkish majority in the area to a minority.4?
These expulsions, it alleges, occurred under the authority of Article 19 of the Citizenship
Code, which, as the Turkish government argues, states that any Greek citizen of minority
status who leaves the country without the intention of returning to Greece has agreed to
renounce her/his Greek citizenship. The Turks interpret the Citizenship Code as contradict-
ing Article 4 of the Greek constitution. This article, as displayed on the website of the
TMFA, asserts that OeveryGreek citizen has the freedom to go abroad and return to his
country; travel and settlement within the country cannot be restricted.3 However, this
passage is nowhere to be found in the Constitution of the Hellenic Republic. What the Hel-

lenic Constitution does say in Article 4, Section 3 is:

All persons possessing the qualifications for citizenship as specified by law
are [Greek] citizens. Withdrawal of [Greek] citizenship shall be permitted only
in case of voluntary acquisition of another citizenship or of undertaking serv-
ice contrary to [Greek] national interests in a foreign country, under the con-
ditions and procedures more specifically provided by law.44

Therefore, there is no disagreement between the Citizenship Code and the constitu-
tion. It seems that the Turkish foreign ministry has misrepresented the Greek constitution

to defend its arguments to the world at large.

There remains a clear difference between the policies of the Greek and Turkish
governments towards their minorities. The Greeks have never had a state sponsored pro-
gram that is designed to systematically purge Greece® ethnic-Turkish minority population.
The Greek legal code states that if a person of Turkish origin returns to Turkey without
having any intention of returning to Greece, gains Turkish citizenship, and then changes
his/her mind and wants to return to Greece, return is not possible because s/he had given
up her/his right to have Greek citizenship. Therefore, Turkish claims that Greece used the
Citizenship Code to deliberately deprive 450,000 Turks of their Greek citizenship does not

have a factual base. Greek citizens of Turkish origin should not leave the country in order

42 Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, ODeprivation of CitizenshipO,
<http://www.mfa.gov.tr/MFA/ForeignPolicy/Regions/EuropeanCountries/EUCountries/Greece/Gree
ceLinks/Deprivation_of _citizenship.htm> (cited on 07 January 2007), para 2.

43 |bid, para 2.

44 Hellenic Resources Network, OConstitution of the Hellenic RepublicO,
<http://www.hri.org/MFA/syntagma/artcl25.html#A4> (cited on 11 January 2007), para 1.
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to gain a Turkish citizenship if they prefer to reside in Greece. As citizens in good standing,
they should be aware of the provisions of the Greek constitution. Hence, the Turkish claim
of Greek abuses of human rights does not provide any evidence of systematic efforts to

eliminate the Turkish minority in Greece.

The Greek population, once 300,000 strong in Constantinople (Istanbul) at the sign-
ing of the Lausanne treaty, had been reduced to nearly 15,000 by 1975.4° Today, approxi-
mately 4,000 Greeks remain. In comparison, the Muslim population of Thraki grew from
86,000 in 1922 to 120,000 today. Therefore, it is reasonable to conclude that Turks living in
Greece have not suffered systematic attempts by the Greek government to reduce their
presence in Western Thraki, whereas the Turkish government® cruelty towards Greeks
indicates there has been a continuous plan to fulfill Ataturk® vision of an ethnically pure

Turkey.

Turkish V iolations of the Legal Status-Quo inthe  Aegean

As Greece appeases many of Turkey® demands for peace, Turkey continues to
flout international law in order to expand its territory. The issue of territorial waters is one
strain in Greek-Turkish relations. Turkey® parliament has declared that it is casus belli if
Greece extends its territorial waters from the current six nautical miles (n.m.) to 12 n.m.
The Greek government maintains that international law supports such an extension. Ac-

cording to the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea, Section 2, Article 3:

Every State has the right to establish the breadth of its territorial sea up to a
limit not exceeding 12 nautical miles, measured from baselines determined in
accordance with this Convention.#6

Since the U.N. has codified this convention as international law, and since the con-
vention is considered as customary international law, Greece® intention is not unjustified

or part of a broader expansionary policy. It is in accordance with the established legal

4 Clogg, 151.

46 United Nations, OUnited Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea,0
<http://www.un.org/Depts/los/convention_agreements/texts/unclos/unclos_e.pdf> (cited on 10
January 2007).
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framework of the U.N. However, Turkey does not allow for such rights to be granted; no
doubt exists about Turkey® willingness to declare war should the territorial waters be
extended.*’ In 1996 the Turkish parliament passed a law that authorizes the Turkish mili-
tary to attack Greece should the territorial waters be extended to the legal limit.8 Hence,
according to official Turkish policy, it is casus belli for Greece to implement international

law in the Aegean.

The casus belli in itself is a violation of the UN charter to which both Greece and

Turkey are party to. Article 2 section 4 of the Charter states that:

All Members shall refrain in their international relations from the
threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or political
independence of any state, or in any other manner inconsistent
with the Purposes of the United Nations.*®

Since a casus belli is a threat of the use of force, Turkey is in clear violation of the
Charter. Therefore, Turkey is not prodded along by international law, but instead deviates
from its legal obligations. This creates uncertainty in the relations between Greece and
Turkey, and demonstrates Turkey® unreliability in abiding to the principle of pacta sunt

servanda.

The Turkish government® insistence that Greece not extend its territorial waters
stems from their fear that if the waters were extended from six nautical miles (nm) to
twelve nm, Turkey will be Olockedout of the Aegean and confined to its own territorial
waters.(®° This is because the TurksCobserve that if the U.N. Law of the Seas is imple-
mented in the Aegean by Greece, Greece® territorial waters will increase from the current
43.5 % to 71.5 % of the Aegean. On the other hand, Turkey® territorial waters, if extended

to 12nm in the Aegean would increase from 7.5% to 8.7% of the Aegean, and international

47 N.G. Loizides, OGreek-Turkish Dilemmas and the Cyprus EU Accession ProcessOSecurity Dia-
logue (vol. 33, no. 4 December 2002), 429-442.

48Phjlip Spyropoulos, OHowFar can International Law be Bent Before it is Broken?ONew York
Times 05 February 1996, Final Edition.

49 OCharterof the United Nations,OIn International Law: Selected Documents, Ed. Barry E. Carter,
2005-2006, 1-27.

80 Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs, O@rritorial WatersO,
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waters would be reduced from the current 49% to 19.7% of the Aegean. Turkey® threat of
war to protect its interests instead of taking its case to the International Court of Justice
(ICJ) is indicative of its hostile approach to dealing with Greece. If Turkey intended to seek
a sustained end to the Greek-Turkish conflict, the proper course of action would be to take
its case to the ICJ, whose purpose is to prevent violent conflicts. Its preference to threaten
war suggests that the Turkish government recognizes that its case against Greece has a

weak legal ground, and prefers to rely on bully actions to secure its rights in the Aegean.

The casus belli is ironic. Turkey was the first country to practice the extension of its
territorial waters beyond six n.m, even though it has not ratified the U.N. Law of the Seas
Convention. In the Aegean, Turkey claims a six n.m. zone, but in the Black Sea and along
its Mediterranean coast, it enjoys a 12 n.m. territorial zone.>! Turkey thus tacitly acknowl-
edges the legitimacy of international law where it suits its interests. Further, it is the case
that the UN Law of the Seas Convention is progressing towards the status of customary
international law.52 Moreover, one might argue that Turkey® practice can be construed as
acceptance of the Law of the Seas Convention as customary international law in all cases
but that of the Aegean. Since customary international law requires consistent general state
practice, and Turkey in practice extends its territorial waters in all cases but that of the Ae-
gean, it appears that there exists an inconsistency in its practice. Nevertheless, Turkey
does not apply the 6nm principle consistently either. Therefore, in order to maintain consis-
tent state practice, and strengthen its legal argument, Turkey should apply the 6nm rule
universally to its territorial waters. However, even if it does so, the formation of the Law of
the Seas as customary international law will oblige Turkey to extend all of its territorial wa-
ters to 12nm. Judging from past actions, Turkey will likely not be prodded along by interna-
tional law, and try to except itself from its obligations as a member of the international

community.

51 Central Intelligence Agency, OThe Wrld Fact Book: TurkeyO,
<https://www.cia.gov/cia/publications/factbook/geos/tu.html> (cited on 13 Nov 2005), para 8.

52 Barry E. Carter, Phillip R. Trimble and Curtis A. Bradley. International Law, (Aspen Publishers;
4th edition, August 2003).



Recent Turkish Military Actions Against Greece

A Turkish violation of Greek sovereignty occurred from December 24, 1995 until
January 30, 1996. On Christmas Eve, 1995, Turkey began to lay its claim on the Greek
islet of Imia when a Turkish freighter crashed onto this islet, and the captain refused to let
the Greek navy rescue the crew since, the Turks claimed (for the first time), that the island
was Turkish territory.53 This event was kept largely kept away from the public eye until late
January 1996 when a Greek magazine published an account of the incident, prompting the
mayor of the nearby island of Kalymnos to visit Imia and hoist the Greek flag. The next
day, Turkey made the provocative move that almost led the two countries into war. Turkish
journalists of the mainstream Hurryiyet daily were sent to Imia. In an interview with the
Greek newspaper Eleftherotypia one of the members of the Turkish team conducted the
operation to remove the Greek flag, recalls the event; describing it as a sort of personal
confession so that he might rest easy.>* The details of the operation sound like something
taken from the pages of a Graham Greene spy novel. Sert recalls that Turkish action to
remove the flag began with an aborted operation to Imia by another team of journalists
who could not reach the islet due to severe weather. He was hastily called away from his
assignment, and was instructed to go to Imia with the assembled team in order to take
photographs with the Turkish flag on the islet. The flag was handed to him, and when he
inquired as to who gave it to him, he was cryptically told that OnamesdonOmatter. If he
hadnOgiven the flag, someone else would have.OThe pilot of the helicopter was of great
skill who according to Sert managed to land on Imia in sever weather. Upon landing, Sert

describes the actions of his group:
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We nearly landed next to the flagpoles. Like soldiers we jumped out [of the
helicopter] with its engine on and propellers roaring. We operated like a mili-
tary unit, Even today, | wonder why.

53 Clogg, 221-222.
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He continues to describe how he tore down the Greek flag, put it in his back pocket,
and raised the Turkish flag in its stead. He claims that neither the state nor army ordered
him to do so. However, he does suggest that others were operating on the instructions of
the state. One can deduce from Sert® interview that the pilot, whose skills were essential
to the flag removal operation, acted on behalf of the state. Recalling that the pilot contin-
ued to fly other operations to the islet after the flag was removed, and was given generous
monetary compensation which was enough for him to retire as a helicopter pilot and open
up a shop in Constantinople. Thus, one can conclude that the journalistsCprovocative ac-
tions were supported by the state in some way, and cannot be construed as having been

primarily motivated by journalists acting independently to seize the spotlight.

After the journalists provocation, Greece responded by sending its military to undo
this act. Tensions escalated, and the two countries were on the brink of war. It could be ar-
gued that the planning of this incident had been in the works for some time, but the Turkish
military was waiting for a moment of political turmoil in Greece. At the time, the Greek po-
litical system, in deadlock since the Greek Prime Minister, Andreas Papandreou, was on
his deathbed, and offered the Turks a proper opportunity to make unilateral claims in the

Aegean.

To avoid a limited and possibly total war between Greece and Turkey, President
Clinton proposed that both sides back down and settle this issue at the International Court
of Justice at The Hague.®® Greece agreed to the American proposal and removed its
forces from the immediate area to avoid escalating the crisis into an open war. Turkey fol-
lowed suit, but added that Imia was part of a OgreyzoneGin the Aegean whose sovereignty
had not been established. However, as recently as April 2005, the Republican controlled
US House of Representatives resolved that Greece® claims in the Aegean constituted the

legal status quo, resolving that:

the maritime boundaries established in the 1923 Lausanne
Treaty of Peace, the 1932 Convention and Protocol Between
Italy and Turkey, and the 1947 Paris Treaty of Peace, as well
as international law, under which the Dodecanese islands and
adjacent islets were ceded by lItaly to Greece, are the borders
between Greece and Turkey in the Aegean Sea; and (2) any

55 Stephen Engleberg, OU.S Brokers Peace Accord in the Aegean,ONew York Times. 30 January
1996, Final Edition.
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party, including Turkey, objecting to these established bounda-
ries should seek redress in the International Court of Justice at
The Hague.56

Thus, in the opinion of the US House of Representatives, US policy remains on the
side of international law with regard to the question of territorial boundaries in the Aegean.
Greece maintains that the issue be taken to the International Court at The Hague; how-
ever, Turkey refuses to do so, preferring to find a political rather than a legal solution. As of

January 2007 the issue has not been resolved.

The incident at Imia is a further indication of Turkey® continuing disregard for inter-
national law. The Greek sovereignty of the Dodecanese islands was established by the
Treaty of Peace with Italy in 1947. Before then, these islands, islets, and all dependant en-
tities had been under Italian occupation. They had once been part of the Ottoman Empire,
but Turkey had ceded these islands, along with their aboriginal Greek population, to Italy in
concordance with the terms in the Treaty of Lausanne.>” In Article 16 of the Lausanne
treaty, Turkey agreed that by signing, it Orenouncedall rights and titleGto the territories out-
side of the territorial boundaries of the modern Turkish state set by the Lausanne Treaty.
Moreover, it was agreed in Lausanne that the future of these territories would be solely
Osettledby the parties concerned.OTherefore, the Paris Peace Treaty between Greece and
Italy after World War Il was concordant with the Lausanne Treaty. Greece was awarded

monetary compensation, the Dodecanese, and all adjacent islands including Imia.>®

As a result of the Imia crisis, OgreyzonesOwere established in the Aegean. Greece®
dependence on Washington to solve a territorial dispute effectively showed the Turkish
leadership that the Greek political establishment did not have the political will to become
engaged in an armed conflict in order to protect Greek sovereignty in the Aegean. This
gave confidence to Turkish generals and diplomats to continue with their expansionist pro-

gram. Within three months, Turkey expanded its claim of Imia being a OgreyzoneOto in-

5 US House of Representatives, OExpressinghe sense of the Congress regarding Turkey's claims
of sovereignty over islands and islets in the Aegean Sea,OH. CON. RES. 137, 109th CONGRESS
1st Session, 21 April 2005.

57 Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Greece Service of Historical Archives, The Foundation of the Mod-
ern Greek State: Major Treaties and Conventions 1830-1947, (Athens: Kastaniotis Editions,
1999),123-145.

58 |bid, 147-158.
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clude another hundred islets in the Aegean. The island of Gavdos south of Crete was later
added to the Turkish list. According to international law and United States Air Force maps
at the time, all these islets are sovereign Greek territory.>® Today, Turkey has succeeded in
convincing the American government that these islets are disputed areas of the Aegean.
The Greeks, not wanting to antagonize the Turks, agree to settle their differences with a

bilateral political solution, and not a solution on the basis of international law.

Turkey@® claim that OgreyzonesOexist should be examined. The government of Tur-
key maintains that Imia and three-hundred other Greek islets are Turkish sovereign terri-
tory using various interpretations of geography as a basis for its case. With regards to
Imia, it claims that the island is closer to Turkey than it is to Greece.®® Further, it is argued
that Imia is not adjacent to any Greek island. Hence, the islet should be considered adja-
cent to Turkey since it is 3.8 n.m from the Turkish coast, whereas it is 5.5 n.m. from the
nearest large Greek island of Kalimnos. In addition to this, Turkey holds that Greece has
not maintained its sovereignty of the islet since an act that indicates sovereignty, such as
building a lighthouse, has not been conducted. On the basis of variations of the above ar-
gument outlined above, Turkey extends its right to all other islets that fit the criteria of Imia,

which number approximately three-hundred.

These claims are impractical when compared with other cases already resolved in
international courts. For example, the island of Zealand in Denmark is closer to Sweden
than to Denmark, but it is still a part of Danish territory. If the Turkish arguments that is-
lands belong to the closest mainland country were applied to the island of Zealand, then
Copenhagen would cease to be a part of Denmark and would be ceded to Sweden. How-
ever, one might argue, Copenhagen is a built city and not an islet. While it is true that
Greece did not construct anything on the islets currently labelled by Turkey as Ogrey
zones,Oexcept of course for flagpoles with Greek flags attached, Turkey never built any-
thing there either. Moreover, Greece was not required to build anything there as a symbol

of its sovereignty over the islets since these islets were confirmed as being Greek in the

%9 Defense Mapping Agency Hydrographic/Topographic Center, OGreece-Trkey: Aegean Sea-
Dhodhekanisos Eastern Part and Entrances to Gokova KorfeziO(Washington D.C: D.M.A.H.T.C.,
1989).
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aforementioned international treaties. Thus, Turkey® arguments for establishing Imia and

other rock islands as its own territory are unfounded.

Turkey® defence of the alleged existence of OgreyzonesQOis indicative of its expan-
sionary intent. The official Turkish rhetoric is that since Turkey is a country located on the
Aegean, it is entitled to have equal access to the share of the resources, including islets
and islands, in this sea.%! This does not follow. Since these particular Aegean islands have
already been established as Greek territory, and Turkey agreed to this by signing numer-
ous treaties it should follow the established law and stop creating tension in its relations
with Greece. The Aegean area has been an integral part of the Greek world since pre-
historic times.%? It is also known that Homer transcribed the lliad, Anaximander drew the
first map of the heavens and the then known world, and Hippocrates founded the basis of
western medicine all in the area of the Aegean. The TurksCclaim to the sea is not in line
with geographic, political, and historical reality. In response to this, Turkey maintains that
since a large number of Greek islands are located near the Turkish coast, and do not pos-
ses their own continental shelves, they must become incorporated into the modern Turkish
state.®3 The premises of the argument might be true, however the conclusion is false. By
signing the Treaty of Lausanne, Turkey recognized that these islands are historically
Greek, inhabited by Greeks, and therefore they remain a part of the Hellenic Republic. It
should be noted that Turkey did not begin to challenge the Greek sovereignty of the Ae-
gean Sea until 1973. Since then Turkey has made it a part of its foreign policy objective to

revise the status quo in the Aegean Sea.

One reason for Turkey® attempt to revise the Aegean status quo is its realization of
the economic importance of the sea. A few years before the first Turkish challenge, an
American company had discovered large oil fields beneath the sea floor within Greek terri-
torial waters.®* Acting unilaterally in 1973, the Turkish government sent oil exploration ves-
sels into waters on the periphery of the Greek territorial sea. Shortly after, in 1975, then

Prime Minister Demirel stated: Ohalthe Aegean is ours. Let the whole world know this is so
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.E we know how to crush the heads of our enemies when the E. national interest of Tur-
key is attacked.® Such statements indicate Turkey® intent to forcefully expand into Greek
territory. Things have not changed since the 19708. In March 2004 Kemal Alemdaroglu,
President of Istanbul University, declared in a speech: OV¢ have 25,000 martyrs. We could
have 45,000 more, 100,000 more and take Cyprus and Greece.® This was said to a
crowd consisting of Turkish government and military officials who gave him a standing

ovation.®”

The Europeans Union® granting of a date to Turkey to begin ascension negotia-
tions with the European Union has not curtailed their expansionist agenda. Turkish viola-
tions of Greek airspace by Turkish jet fighters have increased, and now include armed
fighter jets. In addition to these violations, the Turks have begun to send naval vessels,
and reconnaissance aircraft into Greek waters in an effort to secure its claim to areas of
the Aegean.® The result of these actions was observed last May when two jets collided,
nearly sending the two countries to war again. While Greece has responded by informing
the proper authorities in the European Union and NATO of Turkish aggressions, the gov-
ernment does not seem to be making any diplomatic headway in negotiations with the
Turks. At the same time, the military has no authority to engage the Turks. Not even to fire
warning shots are authorized to ward off the intruders. Only mock dogfights are permitted.

Such attitudes only reinforce the Turk® expansionist will.

After years of appeasement and cooperation on the Greek side, the goals of Turkish
leaders towards Greece has not changed. The Turkish government® solutions to the Ae-
gean problem are rigid demands that defy international law and ultimately aim to expand
Turkish territory. It is observed historically that if the Turks fail to extend their territory by
political means they will use organized violence to succeed without regard to the stability

of their region.

6 Thannos P Dokos, OGreekSecurity Policy in the Twenty First Century,Oin Greece and Turkey Af-
ter the Cold War, ed Christodoulos K Yiallourides and Panayotis J Tsakonas, (Crestwood, NY: Mel-
lisa International Publications, 2001), 85.

66 Zaman Daily News, OAlemdaroglu : O8Will Conquer Greece if NecessaryO,
<http://www.zaman.org/?bl=national&alt=&trh=20040326&hn=6859> (cited on 10 January 2007),
para 1-3.
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Greece, Turkey, and the United States

Greece has had a long tradition of alliance with the USA. The Founding Fathers
based their constitution on Hellenic ideals. Americans rallied behind Greece during its war
of independence from the Ottoman Empire. The two countries fought together against to-
talitarianism in the First and Second World Wars. American always had a strong ally in
Greece against Soviet Communism during the Cold War. Today Greeks continue their
support of American objectives in theatres of operation including the global war on terror,

Irag, and Afghanistan.

In contrast, Turkey has not been a reliable American ally. Turks fought against the
Allied Powers in the First World War, and remained evasively neutral in the Second World
War. During the Cold War, Turkey was not always an American ally, but aided the Soviet
Union. One notable occurrence of this was during the 1973 Mid-East War. During the war,
Turkey allowed for the Soviet military to fly over its airspace in order to aid Iraq and Syria,
but when America requested to use Turkish airspace to aid Israel, Turkey refused.®® In the
past years, Turkish citizens have been polled as having the highest rate worldwide of ill
sentiment towards America and its President.” Turkey@® refusal to allow US forces to open
up a front from Turkish territory during the invasion of Iraq in 2003 is further indication of its
unreliability as an ally of the US. Further, in 2006, the Turkish military was reportedly coor-
dinating with the Iranian military actions against the Kurds of Northern Iraq, thereby acting
contrary to American interests in Iraq.”t Hence, the relationship between Greece and the
U.S. is based on the sharing of common fundamental values resulting in stable Greek
support of the U.S., whereas American-Turkish relations are not stable, and are dictated

by opportunism.

Today, the U.S.® strategic interests in the region require it to maintain relations with

both Greece and Turkey. U.S. foreign policy towards these countries is formed with the

69 Ali L Karaosmanoglu, "Turkey's Security and the Middle East," 52 Foreign Affairs, 157, 163 (Fall
1983).

70 Turkish Daily News. OTirkey tops global anti-Bush listO,
<http://www.turkishdailynews.com.tr/article.php?webcat=diplomacy&enewsid=4205> (cited on 10
January 2007).

1 Deutsche Presse-Agentur, OTirkish, Iranian Canon Target Northern Iragi Kurdish region.013,
August 2006.
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sensitivities of both countries in mind instead of an independent policy for each. The U.S.
depends on Greece® strategic position in the Aegean to support CENTCOM in the Middle
East.”? Hosting the largest U.S. naval facility after Pearl Harbor, Souda Bay in Crete,
Greece, offers a forward logistics base of operation for the U.S. military operating in Iraqg.
The base also plays an important role in the war on terror since operations against suspect
vessels in the Mediterranean can be conducted from Souda Bay. Overall, Souda Bay is an
indispensable facility to the U.S. since military objectives appear focused on the Middle
East.

The U.S.® present-day interest in Turkey stems from its well marketed location in
the Middle East. Turkey borders notable global hot spots such as Irag, Iran and Syria.
America maintains the Incirlik Air Force base whose importance is marked by the increase
of military personnel from 1,400 Air Force prior to September 11, 2001 to 4,000 today.’3
However, Turkey has demonstrated in the past that it is not a reliable ally. During Opera-
tion Enduring Freedom, Greece permitted the USAF to fly sorties out of Souda Bay,
whereas the Turks did not allow American ground forces to open a northern front in Iraq by
allowing them to enter Irag from Turkey. With this in mind, one might question if America
really has a strategic interest in Turkey. Why should the USAF operate out of Incirlick when
British bases in Cyprus would offer the USAF the same coverage over Irag? Essentially,
using the British bases on Cyprus would be no different than using bases in Turkey since
from neither Turkey nor Cyprus is the U.S. guaranteed land access into Irag. Turkey might
be situated in a strategic location in the Middle East, but it has not in the past acted as a
reliable ally that works to aid American military objectives, In contrast, Greece in the past
and present is ready to stand by the U.S. as a historic ally. Therefore, the U.S. seems to
be facing the same problem that Greece has been facing with Turkey. The unreliability of

the Turkish government to act on guarantees they make with Western nations.

While the U.S. needs Greek support to fulfil its strategic objectives in the region, it
lacks a comprehensive policy that does not regard Greece and Turkey as one entity. When

formulating policy for Greece, U.S. policy makers tend to take Turkey® sensitivities into

72 Souda Bay US Naval Support Activity.
<http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/facility/souda-bay.htm (cited on 10 January 2007), para 3.

73 OlncrilikAir BaseO <http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/facility/incirlik.htm> (cited on 10 January
2007) para 2.
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consideration. This results in the benefits of U.S. friendship tending to tilt towards Turkey.
For example, American support of Greece® membership in NATO was due to the fact that
it wanted to prevent Turkey® geographic isolation from other NATO members.”* By not
showing more open support to Greece the U.S. gives the Turkish military and policymak-

ers the confidence they need to unilaterally carry out an expansionary policy.

Today, American policy seems to be aimed at revising the status quo in the Aegean,
just as the Turks wish. The position of the United States on the Imia crisis was to avoid
guestions pertaining to international law. This position is indicated by State Department
spokesperson, Nicholas Burns, a daily news briefing shortly after the crisis was resolved. A

portion of the transcript reads:

Q: No, no. I'm saying your position vis-a-vis to the Treaty [of Paris]. Do you
honor the Treaty of Paris, 19477 This is the question. Do you?

MR. BURNS: We certainly know about the Treaty. The United States was in-
formed of the Treaty at the time. | believe it was 1947. We understand all as-
pects of the Treaty. On the question of this tiny little pile of rocks in the Ae-
gean, we've decided -- and this is going to be my final answer on this --
we've decided to take a position of trying to be a faithful intermediary to both
Greece and Turkey.’®

Burns disregarded the validity of the Treaty of Paris as not providing solid evidence
that Imia is sovereign Greek territory. In doing so, America indicated that its policy tilts to-
wards Turkey® favour. This is seen implicitly in the adoption of the term Opileof rocksOin
BurnsOdescription of Imia. The term Opileof rocksOis used by Turkey to distinguish be-
tween Orocks@nd Oislets.@heir claim is that the Treaty of Paris did not give Greeks sover-
eignty over OrocksCand that is why the current dispute exists. By adopting Turkey@® lan-
guage, Burns indicates that either he did not recognize that the Turkish motive was to ex-
pand its territorial claims to include other Aegean islands, or that the U.S. State Depart-
ment supports Turkey® territorial expansion. In either case, international treaties were ig-
nored by Burns as being sufficient evidence for the Greek sovereignty of the Aegean. This

is a dangerous precedent for America to set.

74 Dokos, 82.

’5 State Department, Nicholas Burns in daily news briefing, Daily Press Briefings (01 February
1996), Federal Information Systems Corporation.
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Whenever Turkey perceives strong American support, it tends to act unilaterally.
This is observed in cases of its relations with countries aside from Greece. In 1998, when
American-Turkish relations were at a high point, Turkey instigated hostilities against Syria,
ignoring Israeli and American warnings not to do so. Turkey acted unilaterally without re-
garding the stability of an already volatile region, and a full scale Mid-East war almost
broke out. After the incident, no embargo or military sanctions were enacted against Tur-
key. Such inaction on the part of America serves to embolden the Turks in their unilateral

objectives.

Former US Ambassador Monteagle Sterns suggests that America seeks to assist
Greece and Turkey in resolving their differences in order to assure that American interests
in the region are protected.’® These interests are summarized as Osecureaccess to Middle
Eastern oil supplies; unimpeded rights of navigation in the eastern Mediterranean and the
Aegean.(” Stearns further argues that the current status quo in the Aegean does not
benefit anyone since the resources beneath the sea are in areas that are in constant dis-
pute and neither Greece nor Turkey are able to exploit the resources for their economic
gain. His solution to the problem is for Greece to sign a treaty with Turkey that conciliates
the Turkish demand prohibiting the extension of territorial so that Turkey can have access
to explore and exploit the resources of the Aegean.”® There are two problems with this.
The First being that the Kemalist government in Turkey has no credibility when it comes to
signing treaties. Based on past evidence, if Greece did take Stearn® advice, there would
be no guarantee that Turkey would honor the agreements. Secondly, this would further re-
ward Turkey® aggressive challenging of the status quo. The consequence of this would be
that it might send a signal to other governments that seek to tilt the balance of an existing
status quo in their favour by pursuing expansionist policies. This would result in local con-
flicts throughout the world. Evidence for this is observed when Saddam Hussein invaded
Kuwait; he justified his action by citing the Turkish invasion of Cyprus and the international
community® lack of insistence that Turkey leave. Since Turkish actions have been used to

justify expansionist policies by other countries in the past, it might happen again in the fu-

76 Monteagle Stearns, OTheSecurity Domain: A U.S. PerspectiveOin Greek-Turkish Relations in the
Era of Globalization, Eds Dimitris Keridis & Dimitrios Triantaphyllou (Dulles, VA: Brassey® Inc,
1999), 239.

7 Stearns, 241.

78 Stearns, 244.
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ture. Hence, supporting Turkish challenges to the status quo, America could provoke con-

flicts in other countries that might consider it acceptable to challenge international law.

Proposals for a Peaceful Future

Appeasement is not the only course of action that Greece can take. In fact, it should
be avoided at all costs since the Turkish government and military have proven that they
are further inspired to act ambitiously against Greece when appeased. The Greek and
Turkish people, | am certain, desire to have peaceful relations. Current U.S. policy that fur-
ther emboldens Turkey® expansionary objectives therefore hinders the common goal of
the people. Hence, Greek government should take a firm stance without threatening Turk-
ish sovereignty. Instead of supporting Turkey® E.U. course without reservation, Greece
should begin a comprehensive revaluation of its support until Turkey establishes its credi-
bility by invoking some measures of goodwill to reciprocate Greek efforts. It is not enough
for the Greek government to give vague warnings that Greece only supports Turkey inso-
far as it meets all of its EU obligations. Moreover, Greece should demand that violations of
its air space be stopped immediately, the issue of OgreyzonesObe dropped, and that the
casus belli against Greece be discontinued. In this way, the sincerity of the Turkish gov-
ernment® declared will to be a stable partner in peace will be established. With Kemalists
in power, this seems impossible. Therefore, constitutional changes that establish a func-
tional democracy and guarantee human rights to all minorities, including the Kurds, should
be legislated and enforced. When these criteria are met, Turkey may again proceed on its

European course with the support of Greece.

In order to guarantee that Turkey abides by any future peace treaties, the United
States must make it clear to the government of Turkey that it will support only a country
that works within the framework of international law, not the rule of the jungle. In this way,
America will assure that American values will be spread throughout the world without con-
tradictions that might allow renegade nations to excuse their actions. Since the Kemalist
mentality appears to be the main reason why Turkey cannot be relied on to abide by trea-
ties, the United States must push the Turkish government to reform by taking political
power out of the hands of the Turkish military and reform education in Turkey in a way

similar to how the Allies reformed German education after World War Il. Only in this way
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will Turkey become a genuine democracy. When foreign and domestic policy is not gov-
erned by an ideological Kemalist deep state, peace between Greece and Turkey will be
possible. This is in the interest of the United States since NATO would become stronger
with the elimination of a possible conflict between two member states. The United States
might place economic pressure on Turkey to reform and stop its pursuit of an expansionist
doctrine. These suggestions might be categorized as idealistic; however, it is the best way

to ensure that Greek, American and Turkish interests in the long term are met.

Conclusion

Should Greece not reevaluate its stance towards Turkey soon, only warfare will re-
verse territory lost to Turkey® expansion. The incidents described in this paper indicate
that behind Turkey® superficial agreements to cooperate with Greece exist expansionist
ambitions that are ultimately harmful for Greece and the stability of the greater Balkan re-
gion. It has been argued that the Greek government® cooperative intentions are instances
of appeasement, not rapprochement, since Turkey often fails to reciprocate Greek conces-
sions. The U.S.® current policy towards the two countries is not as fair and balanced as
may seem. This does not contribute to the establishment of peace and security in the re-
gion since it has exhibited to Turkey that there will be no punishment for unilateral actions
against American interests. For the benefit of both Greece and America, the U.S. govern-
ment should find ways to bring the Turks in line with international law. In doing so, Ameri-
can democratic values will be practiced by the Turkish government and the current deep
state will cease to exist. If Greece follows the proposed course of action and Turkey

changes its policies, peace may finally be attained.
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