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Abstract
Turkish-Greek relations have a historical background which have positive and negative dimensions. Discussing negative aspects, would not give any constructive result to solve our problems and to look ahead. As we all know, international relations have been changed and new concepts and new contexts are being discussed among the scientists of international relations to change existing structure of politics used to promote relations and to solve problems peacefully by realizing the expectations of the sides. In this context it should be also considered the changing structure of internal political atmospheres in which public opinion comprise from students willing to live together a very nonconflictual climate, to business world tried to survive in a very competitive era. By overlooking of changing structure we face to face, it must be comprehend that providing a high level of living standard to our public which they deserve is not possible.

This is not an utopic approach or I am not exposing an illusion. On the contrary, as an academician, I am mentioning about a new problem solving approach which both neighboring country, at the last point, will choose. I am suggesting to develop a new model to change the character of relations from the model of zero sum game to positive sum game. In other words, I am discussing in my study how to change the present situation of relations between both countries and/or whether the context of relations could be changed. This only can be achieved by accepting or regarding the world conditions as a realistic view but not by a realist theory which assume the international politics as a power struggle.


The primary purpose of my study is to establish a new constructive framework for Turkish- Greek relations. For this reason, first of all, I would share with you the theoretical perspective of my study. In analyzing of international relations we generally focus on the two basic philosophical approachs that are called as realism and liberalism. Instead of explaining whole of these theories, I want to draw your attention to some of the core assumptions that we need to construct a theoretical base for this concise project. According to realism, the basic agenda of international relations is security and military issues and international politics is described as a process of struggle. In this respect, relations among the nations are analyzed in the context of zero-sum game approach. All the nations try to have more power to feel secure, since to have more power is to have more security. Distribution of the capabilities are the most important to determine the positions of states in the system. Realism, for example, insists that shifts in the balance of relative capabilities are the main determinants of international politics. That is, power is the main concept in this approach, and the basic character of the international system is anarchy that is absence of central authority which obstruct to use power and provide security or compel the units to obey the systemic rules. Therefore, for this approach, self-reliance is very important for all the nations to survive and to protect temselves from foreign intervention or occupation. So in such situations nation states don’t trust international law and organizations as realistic mechanisms for international peace and security, because such normative institutions cannot prevent to use force or threat to use force, According to realism, since national actors don’t have sufficient information about counterparts in the anarchic international system, undertaking cooperation among the nations is not easy. Because of the prisoner’s dilemma situations, security considerations are obstructing cooperation.


Whereas, liberalism, that is also known as optimism, doesn’t see international relations as a struggle of power. It assumes that democratic states are in favor of the peace and those states are eager to cooperate and their willingness to undertake cooperation is the basic guarantee for international security. Anarchy is not curbing to go into collaboration, although it is defined as the lack of the central authority but the basic function of central outhority is to encourage and facilitate the cooperation. According to neoliberal framework, there is no prisoner’s dilemma situation among the states in the present international system, since there are many communication channels minimizing the uncertainties and misperceptions and increasing information networks among the nations. Moreover according to liberalist pluralism decision maker are affected by internal and external factors. Because, public opinion in any country has many contacts with external environment. And it is not assumed that states are not absolutely sovereign and unitary rational actors and they are not defined as closed black boxes or billiard balls. On the contrary, states are divided to sub-units and decisions are taken through a bargaining process. There is no hierarchy among the international issues. According to the liberal philosophy, all the subjects may have primary importance interchangeably time to time and it is difficult to rank them. It must be stressed that economic and social subjects are getting importance while the interdependencies among the nations are increasing, and so the division between domestic and international politics is not possible.

These two perspectives continue to disagree strongly, most notably on the meaning of institutions. For example neoliberalism continues to study the potential effects of international institutions on conflicts among the states. In an interdependent world, neoliberals insist, international institutions provide an alternative structural context in which states can define their interests and coordinate conflicting policies. These institutions facilitate monitoring, enhance political transparency, reduce uncertainty, and increase policy-relevant information. The institutional infrastructure can facilitate the coordination of conflicting policies by lowering the transaction costs associated with cooperation. That is, neoliberalism helps us to understand the importance of institutions especially in the post-cold war international system. In sharp contrast to the realist view of the international system as a Hobbesian state of nature, neoliberalism offers a theory of the institutional context of state action. Neorealists emphasize that the competitive pressure of an anarchic international system is a constant in history; it determines important types of state behavior such as balancing. Neorealism carries on in focusing largely on the balance of material forces in the international state system. Power also shapes international regimes and international regimes do simply mirror power relationships. However liberalism defines regimes as particular combinations of principles, norms, rules, and procedures. Regimes reduce transaction costs and thus enhance the potential for coordinating conflicting state policies. Regimes present states with political constraints and opportunities that can substantially affect how governments calculate their interests. In other words, international regimes are social institutions that mitigate conflict in a decentralized international society of states.


I should also call your attention to some other points to complete my theoretical framework. Let us remember that according to the Hobbesian state of nature approach, the humans were formed a higher central authority by surrendering their basic human rights to have security. It must be highlighted that, regardless of their intention to reach such a common solution it cannot be ignored that it was also a kind cooperation under anarchy. From this fact that anarchy are not precluding to undertake cooperation, moreover, since the beginning of 1960s, communication networks have been reduced the uncertainties among the nations and examples of cooperation have been positive incentives to eliminate the obstacles for new cooperation to have a common democratic world.

Furthermore, Locke and Rousseau assume the contract law as a very different meaning from the realism. Common authority, which is thought as a result of social contract, was not created for security considerations. It was based on to preserve existing rights and freedoms, which the humans had in the state of nature or pre civilized society. Whereas in the realist approach humans surrendered all the basic inviolable rights in favor of the sovereign higher authority called as Leviathan.

I have tried to construct a theoretical framework for Turkish-Greek relations. In fact the same picture can be seen differently from the different perspectives or different fronts while the situation doesn’t change. My argument is that since the picture itself cannot be changed, the perception of the picture and/or the point of view can be changed. Indeed, there are many reasons to achieve these objectives. Both neighboring countries achieved these in the past by the leaders such as Ataturk and Venizelos and it last a very long time, from 1930’s to 1950’s. It illustrated that the both countries once again would have the same friendly and sincere relations. The both neighbors, firstly, have to take into account positive factors, which contribute to this process. At this point, rhetoric they choose will be very important and both sides should avoid using negative elements, which may damage to this process. Secondly, for sides as democratic states to achieve such an objective is easier than non-democratic countries. In such democratic systems, first of all, public opinion expect to have a welfare environment and doesn’t support warlike discourses which harm the economic and political stability and their prosperity. Such environment is also enforcing to increase the defense expenditures.


Thirdly, the changing structure of the international system facilitated to reconstruct the framework of the relations. With the end of the Cold War and the breakup of the Soviet Union, the political and intellectual climate has changed. The expectations of the public opinion have been varied. At least no longer they don’t want to live in a very conflictual world where the military issues dominate the agenda. International society is willing to be concerning with common values of humanity and to common solution of the problems, which they face to face. With the increase of interdependence among the countries, new sets of transnational relations would transform the traditional state-centric models of international politics. The issues such as economic competitiveness, human rights, or human welfare are affecting not only states but also non-state actors.


Finally, the integration should also be considered as an important process that political elites devote their loyalties to the upper common authority. In the process of integration, states would cede sovereignty on vital issues of high politics. And so many examples indicate that integration also eliminate the suspicions and facilitate to construct the peaceful relations. In this respect, we awair how the integration process in Europe contributed the promotion of peace among the member countries. These realities underscore that why not the same thing would happen in Turkish-Greek relations. The positive signs have been emerged by recent developments, since both sides have been trying to forward this process. The sides have inaugurated a new phase that peace and confidence are dominating on the discourses. But we, unfortunately, cannot say that all the suspicions of people living in each country have been disappeared. However, fortunately, it can be claimed that after the full membership of Turkey, existing perceptions and prejudices would change and both people would evaluate each other with different glasses. Furthermore, both sides will probably perceive the others intentions in a very different context. To be within the same integration, coordinating of the military and security policies and to adopt a common foreign policy are attainable objectives. At the same time, the borders would contribute to the peace rather than preventing it, since the meaning of the borders would not be the same. Indeed, both neighbors will have different and rich alternatives to solve existing questions and to develop relations. Otherwise the negative effects will be going on the scene.


Without ignoring these realities we can touch on some initiatives in this stage to improve the relations and to eliminate the suspicions, stereotypes, prejudices and misperceptions. It should be underlined that despite the some obstacles, a bridge of peace can be paved between both countries. 


In this respect, eliminating the uncertainties which cause the suspicion and threat perception are very crucial. At the beginning of my presentation, I pointed out that uncertainties are pivotal in the prisoner’s dilemma model. In order to change the framework of the relations, increasing the communication channels are very important.


What we are doing now is the one of the many ways. In this context such panels and symposiums can be organized in both countries reciprocally by participating of the scientists and politicians from both countries and these activities can be repeated periodically. Educational change programs can be carried out and academicians and students can be mutually changed and henceforth both sides would have opportunity to know other side’s thoughts directly. And the think-tank institutions can organize common programs. Roundtable discussions can be arranged in such activities. And also journalists, academicians and politicians can form workshops groups.


Turkish-Greek associations in each countries can be activated for these purposes. The results of these activities may be shared with the public opinion through press. The both sides can freeze or suspend all the questions and both sides postpone their claims for a certain period. During this silence process, the interactions between both neighbors would be increased in all the levels.


By achieving these, it will not be difficult to enhance the relations and eventually the optimistic viewpoint will encompass all the relations. In the past, some security measures in one of these countries were understood as a threat against others national security. From now on, the both countries must avoid the threatfull actions and explanations. Both countries should abstain from the policies to be understood as expansionism or irredentism. Both sides should increase common features they share. Conflictual rhetoric doesn’t benefit to any one side, it only increases suspicion and enlarge the gap between them rather than close it.


Moreover, such a positive relations benefit for both sides. As you realized that Turkey has been trying to develop its relations with all the neighboring countries. As international structure is changing Turkey is also trying to reevaluate its relations with other countries by adopting a positive dialog. Turkey doesn’t have any expansionist objectives, respect neighbors’ territorial integrity and their sovereignty rights. We witnessed the similar positive developments in Greek foreign policy by the occasion of recent developments.


In fact, my points, which I tried to emphasize, are not impossible. Because everybody knows that the old policies depend on the conflictual remarks and manipulating the mass publics cannot be marketable to provide national unity. Our people’s expectations have been radically changed and they deserve to live in a peaceful environment. Let us leave to our future generations a peaceful world and two neighbors living side by side. But first of all we must leave aside the old discourses and look future together.
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