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ABSTRACT

This paper analyzes the discourse on Turkey in the Greek press,
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transformation — or Europeanization— of Greek foreign policy that
took place in the years following 1997. The paper examines the
perceptions and representations of Turkey in the Greek printed
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the evolution and transformation of these narratives in the period
between 1997 and 2003. It then extracts observations regarding the
nature of the discursive changes observed and proposes that - to a
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indirectly attributed to the EU’s ability to influence non-state actors,
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Mass Media and the Europeanization of Greek-Turkish
Relations: discourse transformation in the Greek press

1997-2003

1. Introduction

Media and communication studies are a fairly reeeea of research in Greece
and as a result very little work exists on thetiefabetween foreign policy and
mass media, unlike in other EU member-states. | thailate 1990s, academic
interest in the influence of the Greek media ohezithe formulation of public
opinion or on policy-making was almost non-existeitevertheless, contrary
to what this lack of interest would suggest, thedry of the Greek media, and
particularly the press, are closely linked to thstdry of the modern Greek
state and its identity During the Greek Revolution, the spirit of thee€k
fighters was captured in a number of papers thpeaed at the time and
remained in print after the declaration of thetfirmlependent Greek state in
1831. As early as the late i@entury, political reporting had become an
established profession and 56 political papers Wweneg printed in Athens out
of 131 in the whole country (Mayer 1960). Throughthe tumultuous history
of the Greek state, which included, among othemgi Italian and German
occupations and two dictatorships (1936-1940 arl/41974), the press was
often the sole carrier of ideas and principles thate otherwise outlawed,

including the fundamental values and perceptiors kield the Greek nation

Yn fact, the first Greek newspaper, tBphimeris which was published in Vienna,
was founded in order to assist the fight for natlandependence from the Ottoman
Empire and develop a sense of national identity.



together and provided a basis for Greek nationahtity. Thus, the press

became an indispensable part of Greek politicaMiith significant power.

The relationship between Greek press and politcananifested on two

different levels. On the one hand, the press haditionally served as a
‘mouthpiece’ for political parties to reach a largedience and has thus
functioned as a mechanism for the reinforcemerpadtical beliefs, through

what has been described as an “incestuous relbtprisetween press and
political parties” (Paraschos 1995). On the othand, Greece has been
described as one of the states in which journadistswriters in the press have
significant power in forming public opinion (Giallades, 2001:18), but also,
in setting the public policy agenda (Panagiotou®4@p This interdependence
between the Greek press, policy-making and pulgicion suggests that the
analysis of the press is an indispensable variabilee study of policy change,
and, consequently, in the analysis of the recomsimed of Greek foreign

policy and Greek-Turkish relations that took platée late 1990s.

This paper hypothesises that, given the naturef@ametion of the print media
in Greece, the transformation of Greek foreign @oliowards Turkey, which
was manifested in the Greek decision to lift theoven Turkey’s accession in
1999, should also be reflected in the transformatibthe discourse on Turkey
in the Greek press. This hypothesis is tested tirothe systematic
comparative analysis of the framing of this disseuin the mainstream Greek

newspapers in 1997, 1999 and 2003, and specifitallhe months of the



European Councils which reached significant dension Turkey’s application
for membership. The study of narratives regardimg Turkish state aims to
shed light on the role of the press in Greek forgiglicy, and particularly to
understand whether the reconsideration of GreekiSlurrelations in Greece
was linked to a more positive discourse on Turkethe Greek press. Finally,
the analysis also examines whether any observeusftnanation of the
discourse in the press was guided by policiesefslidentities and principles
emanating from the EU through the process of Ewogpation, which has
been credited as the driving force for the tramefiron of Greek foreign

policy towards Turkey (Tsakonas 2003; Economide¥520

2. Greek-Turkish Relations and the Greek Press

Until recently the scholarly literature has conedrthat by and large the Greek
press has contributed to the perpetuation of tHeutent relationship between
Greece and Turkey by emphasizing nationalism inGheek public space and
by representing Turkey as the ‘Other’, along witle hegative connotations
that this entails. Thus it has been argued thatnthss media have played a
significant role in the process of reproduction aneinforcement of
ethnocentric and nationalist discourses (Ozguneket&is 2000) and that the
conflicts in the Aegean and in Cyprus may have besalved a long time ago,
had it not been for the consistent presentatiomostile images, prejudices and

national stereotypes by the mass media (Giallosraf®1).



The analysis of stereotypes has, in fact, been asethe main method to
understand the way in which the media - in the wgimse - perform their role
in Greek-Turkish relations (Hadjidimos 1999; Gialimles 2001; Millas 2001,
Panagiotou 2003; Kostarella 2007; Ozkirimli & Sof@08). In these studies,
there is a general consensus that the Greek mad& rhave served to
reproduce the established stereotypes regardinkeyuthat is the stereotypes
derived from history and literature, and have somes reformulated these
stereotypes in order to match particular circumsgan In their conclusions it is
observed that negative stereotypes of the Turkschwpromote the abstract
idea of Turkey as the ‘eternal enemy’, are abundaiit constant across time:
“This coverage works towards the continuation o€ ttispute, since it
constructs a negative image of the ‘Other” (Paasmi 2003: 3). As the two
countries have been historically posited as thehé®tin their respective
nationalist imaginaries, “engaged in parallel mogoles in which each is seen
as the ‘opposite’ to the survival of the other” Kl & Sofos, 2008), the
mobilisation of such feelings by the press brings ko the historically
ingrained images and creates an environment suisieepd conflict. On the
other hand, these deep-rooted perceptions of Tuakeyalso seen to limit the

press’s options to introduce varying discourses:

The public is prepared to embrace explanations dat®il by stereotypes that have
been long ingrained by institutions such as schdulrch and family. Therefore it
is very difficult for the press to escape from thiscess and adopt new approaches
(Kostarella, 2007: 30).

Negative stereotypes of Turkey have traditionallyolved images of the Turks

as (a) barbarian (often referred to as Asian) afetior in terms of civilisation;



(b) untrustworthy and not hesitating to go backtbeir word (c) fanatical,

conservative, as well as fearful of progress aséddnre against the West, and
(d) anti-Christian and unholy tyrants (Millas 2001)Therefore, direct or

indirect allusion to these representations in tbet@emporary mass media is
perceived as detrimental for societal support &mprochement. Focusing on
the perpetuation of these images, the literaturelseto attribute a rather
negative role for the press in Greek-Turkish relai and perceive the Greek-
Turkish case as an example of “how media promaeppositional schema of
us versus them, when defining national ‘Others”bgkarella, 2007: 27), and

thus perpetuate conflict.

It can be argued that this one-sided claim is sulteof the lack of

comprehensive and balanced studies of the meditnign function. Until

recently, the overarching majority of studies h&weused on the attitudes of
the media in moments of crisis between the twoestathe most obvious
example being the abundance of scholarly articlesthr® media discourse
surrounding the Imia/Kardak crisis (for example lBiarides 2001; Panagiotou
2003). Given that nationalist discourses becomeermpomnounced in moments
of perceived crisis, studies which are limiteditogframes involving episodes
of conflict are bound to discover discursive mastiféions of pronounced

nationalism.

The emergence of a new research agenda, guiddeelgssumption that non-

governmental actors, including the media, havedaatepromoters of the post-



1999 rapprochement, has begun to reverse thesetiptiteerroneous findings.
Scholars who have engaged consistently with thgéra Turkey in Greece,
analysing the media in times of both turmoil arabsgity in bilateral relations,
detect a shift towards abating the negative refmerto the ‘Other (Ker-
Lindsay 2000; Millas, 2001; Rumelili, 2005). Iact, it has been observed
that, while the Greek media had traditionally legated hardliner policies
against the ‘Other’, since the earthquakes in 19@% influence has turned
toward a progressive support of rapprochement (Rlir2@05). However, the
tendency to focus on the reporting of the 1999%gaiikes in order to deduce
wider conclusions regarding the stance of the peesson the opposite side of
the studies that have focused on the Imia evemtge climate of compassion
and friendship brought about by natural disastey hmave enabled the media
and the public to overlook the historical dispus@sl the relevant stereotypes,
but only temporarily. In order to assess whetherose permanent discursive
change has taken place there is a need for a nmedepth analysis of

discourses and narratives on Turkey in the massanaedoss time and events.

Attempting to make up for this gap, this paper exes the evolution of the
‘Turkey’ discourse in the Greek press at selectedular timeframes
throughout the rapprochement period. In the follayi sections the
representations of Turkey in the Greek press atispétime points’ between

1997 and 2003 are compared in order to deduce germmnclusions about the
discursive trends that accompanied the foreigncpdliansformation of 1999

and its follow-up. These ‘time points’ include ¢lerperiods, namely:



a. Before and after the December 1997 European Coimtilxembourg, at
which the EU leaders refused to endorse Turkeyslickacy. The Greek
veto featured as one of the main obstacles to Shraccession and caused
strong reactions in Ankara which led to a renewiasexurity concerns in
the Aegean. This, among other factors, led theeksrgovernment to
reconsiderations of its strategy towards Turkisteasion.

b. Before and after the December 1999 European Couneiklsinki, where
the EU leaders agreed to endorse Turkey's candidaoyer certain
conditions. The Greek official policy was to lifheé veto and stress the
importance of rapprochement, marking a definiteiesdation of its foreign
policy premises. The transformation of the Gretelitegy as manifested in
Helsinki was accompanied by strong Euro-enthusragtoric on the
governmental level.

c. The European Council meeting in Thessaloniki ineJ@003 which was
considered as the moment of emancipation for Grasce European state.
The Council also made significant decisions for fimeire enlargement of
the EU in which the Greek Presidency displayed stpfor reform in

Turkey which would lead the country to its futuceassion to the EU.

The study of narratives begins roughly from the 6L98ia crisis, the most
critical near-war incident between Greece and Twikethe 1990s, and ends
with the 2003 Greek Presidency. The newspapersiiexa are the leading

dailies,Ta Nea, Eleftherotypia, Kathimerini and To Vimdyich accounted for



the majority of readership in the periods examin@tie sample of newspapers
is comprised of the two leading morning newspag&athimerini and To
Vima which account for approximately 83% of the moghpress circulation;
the two leading evening newspapera (NeaandEleftherotypia in this order)
which account for 46% of evening circulation, whilee rest of the evening
papers account for less that 10% each. Finaleysdmple includes the Sunday
editions of To Vima (To Vima tis Kyriakis), Eleftherotypia (kakatiki
Eleftherotypia) and Kathimerini (Kathimerini tis Kyriakis) which led the
Sunday market throughout the period of time exathinghe paper accounting

for approximately 60% of Sunday circulation.

3. The 1997 Discourse: Turkey as the ‘Enemy’

The events leading up to the Luxembourg Summit,reviigreece vetoed the
Turkish application to join the EU, had a detrinrsnmpact on the perception
of Turkey in the Greek mass media. The memoryeflinia/Kardak crisis had
left a deep scar which led bilateral relations e of their all-time lows. At the
same time, developments in EU-Turkey relations bagun to unfold. With

the 1995 Customs Agreement signed and implemethedTurkish state was

now moving to its next goal: acquiring EU candidatatus along with the

2 Statistics drawn from the Greek Daily Newspapeiodrdatabases (www.eihea.gr)
and the European Journalism Centre.
% Note thafTa Neais not published on Sundays.



Eastern European applicant states, Malta and Cypruve December 1997

Summit in Luxembourg.

The process of political and national antagonisiveen Turkey and Greece
up to this point and the events generated by thiagonism, as well as the
developments on the European level, constitutd#uidrop of the analysis of
the 1997 Greek media, in which the discussion ofkdy, broadly defined,
focused on its representation as the archetyp&leiQtemphasizing competing
identity discourses and opposing the idea of Turlisypart of Europe. The
representations of Turkey in December 1997, maproadly summarized in

the discursive categories - or narratives- whidlova

3.1. Turkey as a military adversary

Maintaining the narratives which have traditionaltharacterised Greek-
Turkish relations, the 1997 press continued to &dmiateral relations within a
discourse of conflict and animosity, suggestingt thar between the two
countries should not be treated as an unlikely evdine press based this on
three basic arguments, namely the frequency ofilunkolations of the Greek
airspace; the general direction of Turkish foregplicy, and particularly the
alliance with the USA and lIsrael; and finally, neélae end of the month, the
provocative Turkish reaction to the European Cdisdecisions. As a result,
the sense of imminent conflict permeated the prm#dia. This was
particularly noticeable in the language employedeports on the Luxembourg

European Council, which was described at timesaagrand Greek victory”



(Eleftherotypia 14/12/1997) or as “the battle ofxembourg” (To Vima
14/12/1997), using metaphors such as the batteatdmis, where the “small
and fewer” Greeks defeated the “powerful and vaB®rsian empire
(Eleftherotypia 14/12/1997) or Greece as Davidniphing over the “Turkish
Goliath” (To Vima 21/12/1997) . In addition, violahs of the Greek airspace
were mentioned with noteworthy frequency and weferred to as “the usual
provocation” (Ta Nea 11/12/1997), “the familiar ties” (To Vima
14/12/1997) and similar terms denoting recurretice/as also suggested that
Turkey’'s provocation was based on stirring up “mstent” and “outrageous”

issues in Greek-Turkish relations (Eleftherotypl&12/1997).

Some commentaries blamed the consistency of Tuniskocation on the
unstable and turbulent domestic situation facedhigy‘shaky’ Yilmaz-Ecevit
government Ta Nea31/12/1997), which was confronted with insurmobiga
problems including the Kurdish issue, the Islamisterruption and an
unhealthy economy. Thus, the emphasis on thecalritstate of Turkish
political and socioeconomic affairs was incorpodabe the discourse on the
state of Greek - Turkish relations. At the sanmmeef reports on Turkish
military expenditure were accompanied by appreloensabout Turkish
imperialism. This sentiment was captured in a dttaerastically cautious

commentary info Vima

Only those unaware of history cannot see, or pdethat they do not see where
Ankara ‘is going’ with all of this: simply, it aimt reverse everything, which
will enable it to revive the infamous Ottoman Enepif...] The homme malade’

as the Europeans referred to the Sultan’s Empise, iow become the most

10



dangerous source of infection for the whole Mediteean and Middle Eastern
area (o Vima21/12/1997).

Heated scenarios were also produced on the basi8nkéra’'s negative
reactions to the Council’s conclusions. Reporta&my movement of Turkish
military units, and particularly of the reinforcent of the Turkish military
power in Cyprus, were regarded as “the cause fempiteoccupation{To Vima
14/12/1997: A23) in most dailies. Headlines sush[aurkey] Strikes again in
the Aegean” Ta Nea30/12/1997) and reports that “some of the scemsdhat
are circulating in international diplomatic circlde not exclude the possibility
of a military episode” To Vimal4/12/1997: A23) recurred increasingly in the
Greek press. The idea was that Ankara would attammreate a “heated
episode by intensifying provocation in the Aegeanan effort to show its
dissatisfaction with the decision of the LuxembouBgimmit” (Ta Nea
31/12/1997). At the same time the statementseDibfence Minister did little
to disperse the perception of war as likelihoodiras major press conference
near the end of the year, Akis Tsohatzopoulos chenatically stated that “the
Greek Armed Forces are in a position to confromntlang that might happen

and any challengeT@a Nea29/12/1997).

3.2. Turkey as the ‘Other’

The discursive construction of Turkey as EuropeXher’ permeated the
Greek press which emphasized that Turkish polickingg societal values and

dominant attitudes clashed with the basic prenidashat was understood as

11



‘European’. This idea was promoted by the consistent pulitinatof
statements by politicians and experts who spoké&Tafkey’s insistence on
disregarding all the values which form the conterappEuropean civilization”
(To Vima 21/12/1997) and emphasized the existence of a -spdead
European belief that Turkey was not European orfadNeaphrased it, “a
perception on a Pan-European level that this sti@ds not belong to the core of

Europe” (21/12/1997).

This ‘labelling’ of Turkey was often attributed its refusal to endorse the ideas
and principles on which the EU had based its canstn. As argued ia
Nea,“while many EU states wish for closer ties withrkey, they are however
particularly annoyed with Ankara’s denial to takestap back and to accept
principles that are taken for granted in any cel western country’T@ Nea
11/12/1997). In this context, the view held by finess was that becoming part
of Europe would be up to the Turkish state itseRepeating the words of the

Greek Commissionei,o Vimaexplained:

It is up to Turkey itself to prove with actions thi is interested in a close
relationship with the EU, to actively prove thatrédspects the basic values of
European societyTurkey must realize that good neighbourly relaticsrsd
cooperation with Greece are a fundamental condifmnthe upgrading of its
relations with the EUTo Vimal4/12/1997; A20).

The suggestion deriving from this statement wag thedter relations with
Greece, would make Turkey more ‘European’ and vieesa, that a more

European Turkey would pursue rapprochement. Cmamdisvith this view was

* For more on the notion of Turkey as Europe's ‘Otteee Diez, T. (2004);
Neumann, [. (1996); Neumann, . (1999); Triandafgl, A. (1998); Robins, K.
(1996).

12



the papers’ criticism of Ankara’s manner of rejentiof the Luxembourg
Conclusions: “in essence what Ankara rejected wdghe stabilization of its
relations with Athens on the basis of Greek tering, the acceptance of the

general principles which guide the European stgfes’Vima21/12/1997).

While this constructivist approach to Turkey's ‘ethess’ left open the
possibility of change towards a more European Tyrkisewhere in the papers
more essentialist arguments for Turkey’s ideatianadfit with the EU found

their way into the public discourse. These argumdrew on history, but also
on the Islamist and Kemalist traditions of the Tsink state, in order to
accentuate the divide marked by the Aegean anedisghe idea that Turkey
held a rightful place among European states. &iely, soon after the

European Council, one op-ed argued that:

Neither the Ottoman Empire previously, nor Turkeyiog the twentieth century
has been accepted by the West as ‘west’. Theyotld&long in what Voltaire

called the ‘Big Democracy’[...] For Westerners Turkisya foreign, ‘different’
place, a culturally, socially, institutionally, batso geographically ‘exotic’ place
(Ta Neal9/12/1997).

Turkish Islam also featured in the discussion ef ¢cbuntry’s western identity
in the Greek papers, which commented on the clattvden “the Muslim

tradition and the western way of life that manyTurkey have adoptedTa

Nea31/12/1997) as a problematic situation. The ariegm between Islamists
and the military establishment in Turkish politisas heavily criticized as a
non-European phenomenon and was used to arguéttiay did not resemble
a European state guided by the principles embenidde EU Treaties: “They

have generals, they have the National Security CGbuand they have

13



Islamists” Eleftherotypia24/12/1997) was the general idea repeated often.
Eleftherotypiaspoke of a Turkish “inability to adapt to westestandards”
(22/12/1997). Further commentary concluded thatrk&y cannot change its
organisational ‘philosophy’ and the way the stateun without serious and
radical social, political and economic reforms; yomhen would there be a
completely ‘European Turkey” Kathimerini 15/12/1997). On a less
optimistic note,Eleftherotypiasuggested that even the strengthening of ties
with Europe would not prevent Islam from threatgnirurkey, which justified
“Huntington’s view that Turkey [would] remain a died country”

(Eleftherotypia22/12/1997).

The human rights issue also featured prominentlythiem discourse on an
uncivilized, non-Western Turkey. The striking #misis between the
principles and values that Europe was consideredpesent and the violation
of those principles in Turkey was used to accenttla perceived ‘otherness’.
The revelation of the methods of torture used regjailurkish leftwing

journalists inTa Neawas accompanied by the comment “at the same tiate t
Turkey claims a place in Europe, the journalish llgaratepe reveals: in the
Turkish prisons they are crucifying people!Ta Nea 23/12/1997). The

conclusion, once again, repeated this exclamatmm fanother paper: “How in
the world can the medieval regime of Ankara askedaccepted in the club of
well-mannered Europeans?Td Nea20/12/1997). A “military establishment
which, more and more openly, holds the pow&@thimerini29/12/1997), “an

increasing wave of religious fanaticisnTg Nea30/12/1997) and an unstable

14



political, economic and social situation were reciyy phrases which captured

the construction of Turkey as an ‘Other’ to theaided notion of Europe.

3.3. Turkey’s special relationship with the USA

Preoccupations regarding the restructuring of NATDd the related
implications for Greek-Turkish relations often apped in the 1997 Greek
press, framing the bilateral relations within a NBUSA’ discourse.

Conveniently playing up the anti-American sentimehthe time, which was
caused by the manner of American intervention & Ithia/Kardak crisis and
the suspicion surrounding the restructuring of NATe portrayal of Turkey

as the USA's ‘favourite’ became a recurring theme.

In the aftermath of the European Council in Luxenomge suspicion towards
the bond between Turkey and the US increased iptdgs. The Washington
talks between President Clinton and the TurkismBrMinister, Mesut Yilmaz,
were given particular attention on the daily agersoha were often presented as
possible conspiracies against Greece given thécalritiming for NATO.
American indifference towards issues of vital naébimportance for Greece
was highlighted as, for example, in Bleftherotypiaarticle characteristically
entitled “The Aegean and Cyprus are details” (2(/227). In the article, the
minimal inclusion of Greek-Turkish problems in tagenda of the Yilmaz-
Clinton meetings was attributed to the fact thatk€y served more significant

American purposes. “The problems in Cyprus and Akgean”, the article

® In Greek Anti-American discourse NATO and the @8d to be treated as one and
the same (see Tsakona 2006).

15



concluded, “were sacrificed on the altar of greatenerican geopolitical
interests which are served by Turkey’s geographosition” (Eleftherotypia
20/12/1997). Various commentaries emphasizedThsdktey itself was aware
of its significance within NATO and its special lmbwith the USA and was
using that to its advantage. Indirectly this endeal the belief that, in case of a
military conflict, the US would side with Turkey aigst Greece, feeding an
already heated climate. This fear was reinforcgdhle belief that the USA’s
‘soft-spot’ for Turkey would affect NATO’s new conand structures in the
Aegean. Indicatively, in early December 1987 Vimaexclaimed that “with
the new Confidence Building Measures and the new @mmand
administrative system, in the end the Turks wilVade the Aegean with

NATO’s blessings and seal of approvalo(Vima07/12/1997).

It is noteworthy that, at the time, NATO and the W&re mentioned as
significant factors in the majority of reports agditorials on Turkey’s potential
EU accession. The narrative behind this was ti&tliS were pursuing closer
bonds with Turkey through what the Greek pressrirefeto as the “Eurasia™
project Eleftherotypia02/12/1997), a plan to westernize Turkey by pgttin
pressure on the EU for an early Turkish accessind,then to use Turkey as a
model for the reform of the more central Asian Niusktates, as well as a
military asset in the region. This belief was cwderistically reflected, for
example, inTa Neawhich reported that “the American side is expregsm

every way possible the fact that it considers Turkebe very important for the

West” (Ta Nea31/12/1997). The idea that the EU could be usethbyUS to

16



serve the latter's interests, sacrificing its ownddpendence, caused
considerable discomfort in the Greek media, whidpeatedly quoted
government officials statements that “it is therdpeans who should decide
about European institutions” (Kostas SimitisEleftherotypia02/12/1997) and
that “The USA is an important partner. But it istrEurope’s custodian”

(Christos Papoutsis ifio Vimal4/12/1997).

This manner of reporting constituted a break with Greek media’s tradition
of referring to Europe and the US as one, as thestidr the ‘great powers’, a
remnant of the country’s history of having its fakecided by external powers
(Tsakona 2006). This time, however, a clear ditibm was made between the
US and the EU in terms of their interests and imd@s. In this context, one
paper maintained that Turkey would have two opti6egher it [could] remain
with the support of Washington and basically becaneagent of American
interests in the region; or it [could] try and comh to the principles that guide
the European states and later become a membee &ufopean family'(To

Vima21/12/1997).

3.4. Turkey’s lack of respect for International/Bpean Law

A final narrative regarding Turkey, which was cudtied strongly in the press,
especially after the negative Turkish reactionhLuxembourg Conclusions,
was that of the “law-defying” state. Turkey’s refill to abide by international
and European legal conventions was repeatedly gubiotit by commentators

who juxtaposed the Turkish stance to the idea efEb) as a community of

17



rules and norms. The Greek newspapers graduallgreed the government’s
position that Turkey’s candidacy would not be otithee question if signs of
respect for the legal system that governed the BkY particularly for
“democratic institutions, good neighbourhood, usel acceptance of the
jurisdiction of the Hague, respect for external dess and territorial
sovereignty of states, endorsement of the UN dmwssi (Kathimerini

15/12/1997) were shown by the neighboring stateet,  was repeatedly
emphasized that so far Turkey had given very fadications of its willingness

to comply.

The Greek Prime Minister's concern over Turkey'sklaof respect for the
international legal system was reflected in all an&reek newspapers, which
maintained that it was “inconceivable that [an &@pit] state would create
difficulties and objections”Eleftherotypia02/12/1997) to the EU’s conditions.
Within this context, the Greek-Turkish disputes evéramed as only one of
many manifestations of Turkey’s disregard of Eusspeonventions and ‘ways

of doing things’:

Turkey doubts the existing borders of the EU andeimanding a reconsideration of the
European legal order which has become institutivedl after World War Il
Therefore, it is wrong to regard the issue as atenaif bilateral relations since it
concerns the generally accepted rules of EuropestéisoSimitis inEleftherotypia
13/12/1997).

This approach reflected the “our problems are Eeiproblems” discourse,
according to which the dissatisfaction with therkish attitude towards
international/European conventions reflected a wiBlaropean concern. In

order to support this claim, the Greek press quetaibus EU leaders and
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officials, such as Danish PM Rasmussen’s statethant‘Turkey is not in a
position to be in the same category as other cataistates and it is definitely
not allowed to have territorial claims over an El@mber-state” To Vima
21/12/1997); EU Commission President Jacques Sangsclamation that
“Turkey’s refusal to recognise the jurisdictiontbe ICJ will not be tolerated”
(To Vima 21/12/1997); as well as Luxembourg PM Jean-Cladulecker’'s
conviction that “representatives of states whermdmu torture is taking place
cannot be sitting around the same table with the @& Neal3/12/1997). The
latter alluded to Turkey’s refusal to abide by intgional conventions on
human rights. Two major papersferred to the Belgian Prime Minister's
statement that “Turkey must realise that we arean@hristian Club, but a club
with principles and rules that it ought to respdci, aspires to be a member”

(Eleftherotypial8/12/1997Ta Neal8/12/1997).

Particular attention was given to the continuinglation of human rights in
Turkey, which was in direct contrast to the Copemacriteria. The Greek
press maintained that while the Turkish governnves$ attempting to create
fake images of change, it was secretly continuingehgage in the same
practices that had been condemn&d. Nea for example, reminded its readers

that:

Turkey [had] repeatedly announced a series of deatiation measures on the
eve of discussions of its application for accessiaine Community. Similarly in
1995, when the Customs Union was about to be deécadaumber of imprisoned
journalists had been freed among other measureg; Were arrested again on
other charges soon after the agreement was sigreeNga05/12/1997).
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Particular emphasis was given to the Kurdish isstech was viewed as an
indicative example of disregard of the criteria. s Acommented in

Eleftherotypia

the waves of Kurdish refugees that arrive in Eurppesecuted by the inhuman
Turkish policies widen the distance between Anlard Brussels. Not only does
that justify the recent decision of the Europeamnuri@d to set preconditions for
Turkey’s inclusion in the list of candidate couesyj it also alienates Turkey from
the European public opinioikleftherotypia30/12/1997).

This image of Turkey was juxtaposed to the sim@ltars representation of Greece as
a crusader for international law. This was illagtd, for example, in @&o Vima
interview which emphasised that “Greece must coetito demand consistently that
Turkey respect International Law [...] We must maleacthat Greece is interested in
the creation of relations of peace, stability ambperation in the whole region”

(14/12/1997).

4. The 1999 Discourse: A Sceptical Rapprochement

As a follow-up to the process launched in Luxembouhe European Council
met in Helsinki in December 1999 to discuss enlarge within the wider
scope of the European Union’ future. Following nde debate regarding the
approach that the Luxembourg Council had taken itdsvahe Turkish
accession, the EU overcame the long-lasting amtyigqwier the Turkish case.
In the Helsinki Conclusions reference was madehtdeen and not twelve
candidate states, with Turkey. clearly situatethenenlargement process along
with the other candidates. According to Atila Erdlfhese conclusions
regarding Turkey were drastically different fromxeunbourg: they were more

open, inclusive and less discriminatory. As a rieshe Turkish élite viewed
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the Helsinki conclusions quite positively as cotirgg the mistakes of

Luxembourg” (Eralp, 2000: 8).

Agreement to these conclusions marked a signifishiit in the Greek stance
towards Greek-Turkish relations which had beeniqadrly unstable during
the previous yeaPs The negative climate had been accentuated bBthek
as well as the Turkish media. In the time betwé#sn Luxembourg and
Helsinki Councils, in the Greek press Turkey wasmfdepicted as uncivilised
and its claim of ‘belonging to Europe’ as baselasd ridiculous. In May
1998,Kathimerinireferred to Turkey as a “pseudo-democracy, [...suped
by a military leadership playing a ‘guarantor’s &bl while Eleftherotypia
openly opposed Turkey’s potential candidacy for lB&mbership referring to
the “anti-democratic militarist regime in Ankara [,.the massacres of Kurds,
the violation of human rights, the permanent preseasf Attila’ in Cyprus and

the contempt of International Law” (22/05/1998).

In early 1999, Greek-Turkish relations deteriorasétl further after the arrest
of the persecuted leader of the Kurdish WorkerstyP@PKK), Abdullah
Ocalan, in Nairobi in February. Shortly after theest, the revelation that

Ocalan had found refuge within the Greek embassKenya triggered a

® According to Tsakonas “the decisions of the Colsnici Luxembourg and Cardiff
rendered the bad climate between Greece and Tudwsn worse, as the
postponement of the debate on Turkish candidacyliwkesd - once more - with the
conscious Greek choice to keep the EU door closdditkey” (Tsakonas, 2003: 51).

" Attila was the code-name given to the Turkish tai}i invasion of the island of
Cyprus in July 1974 in response to a Greek-inspiag d'etat which sought to unite
the island with Greece.
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disruption of Greek-Turkish ties as Turkey leakegharts that Ocalan had
“confessed” during interrogation to receiving salnsial aid from Greece for
the PKK. In reaction, the Greek newspapers maiaththat Turkey - with the
USA’a assistance - was using the Ocalan casegmatise Greece’s image by
depicting it as a state harbouring terrorism. dsvemphasised that, in the wake
of the affair, the Turkish Foreign Minister, Ism@ém, had stated that “Turkey
will not talk with Greece about the Aegean, Cypassany other important
problem” (Reuters 05/03/1999) and the Turkish goreent was often accused
of using the Ocalan case as an excuse for itexitility in the resolution of

bilateral problems.

Shortly after the Ocalan affair had calmed dowe, itosovo war and the air
campaign launched by NATO in former Yugoslavia (Madune 1999) took
over the headlines in the Greek press. The coleétar of an escalating war
spreading across the Balkans and Southeastern &gegmingly appeased the
hostile climate in Greek-Turkish relations to soex¢ent. The governments of
the two countries agreed not to allow the war & tieighbouring Balkans to
provoke an armed combat between them. There had plausible fears of
such a consequence, since, in addition to thetiwadily difficult bilateral
relations between the two countries, their viewN&TO’s military campaign
differed. The countries’ mutual concern about skebility of the region and
their relations with the EU eventually led to a raomflict agreement which
had a profound impact on the cultivation of a pesitlimate between Greece

and Turkey, leading the Greek President to remarkad never thought that
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a way to avoid the possibility (of a war betweereére and Turkey) would be
the bombing of Serbia”’NET 24/03/1999). This initial rapprochement was
linked to the Greek change of policy regarding Bytk EU membership, or so
it would seem from the writings of the Foreign Mitar, George Papandreou,

who in December 1999 wrote:

With the harrowing war in Kosovo still fresh in oomremories, the Greek people
are critically aware of the importance of good héigrly relations. We believe
that our neighbor’s strength is our strength. Xolwe a country from the full
benefits of international society is a sure patth®kind of crises we have faced
for too long in South-Eastern Europe (Internatiodarald Tribune, Kathimerini
English Edition 10/12/1999).

The devastating earthquakes in Greece and Turk&990 took this sentiment
further in the public consciousness. Greek aidh® Turkish people was
accompanied by extensive press reports focusingcammunity-building
between the two nations. This spirit of solidantas captured in the mass
media on both sides of the Aegean (Ker-Lindsay91249) and allowed for
more positive narratives to surface. The gradygpmechement was reflected in
official relations between the two states. OWew York Timeseditorial
strikingly captured the change by suggesting the¢eGe had now become
Turkey's strongest supporter in the EU and thaurKey is hoping that Greece
will help persuade the 15-nation Union to add Tyrteethe list of prospective
members” (13/11/1999). The manifestation of ttiarge came in 1999 at the
European Summit in Helsinki, where the Greek gowemt expressed its
decision to no longer block Turkish candidacy. thse official policy line
underwent a significant transformation, the disseuon Turkey in the mass

media was restructured around the narrative categjanalysed here.
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4.1. Turkey and military conflict

While the depiction of Greek-Turkish relations metGreek press remained
rather consistent in the years between the Luxengband Helsinki European
Councils, it is, however, possible to discern s@i@ments of a more positive
discourse on Turkey in the 1999 press in contathat of 1997. This change
was manifested through the endorsement of theipoditat, by withdrawing
the veto on Turkish accession and engaging Turkey pie-accession
negotiations, Greece would open up the path fdilgia development and
peace in the Balkans. In contrast to the narratiivated in the previous
years, this proposition was as groundbreaking @g-tireign Ministry’s policy
change itself. However, it ran the risk of not @glng to public opinion and
appearing unconvincing when juxtaposed to centuolegultivation of the

narrative of Turkey as an enemy.

One mechanism employed by the press to moderase pilmblem was to
transform Greek perceptions of Turkish intentiongh a particular focus on
Turkish politicians. Thus, the papers highlightked positive efforts of certain
Turkish government officials, and particularly betTurkish Foreign Minister,
as well of particular Turkisimilieus which Eleftherotypiadescribed as “the
Europhile powers of the neighbour and all those wish to escape the control
of the armed forces and to build a democracy, akma@v it in the West”
(13/12/1999). This acknowledgement was captured in the wordh@fGreek
Foreign Minister which were reported in most Greekvs sources in the week

before the European Council: “If things go well Helsinki and Turkey
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becomes a candidate state, this will be to a gegtEnt thanks to Turkey’s
Minister of Foreign Affairs, Ismael CemTé& Nea08/12/1999).Eleftherotypia
described Cem’s upcoming visit to Athens as inigta ‘new era’
(13/12/1999) and spoke of a ‘historic turn’ (12M1299) in the Turkish
establishment, whileTo Vima welcomed Papandreou’s statement that
“whatever the result of Helsinki, | hope that wellvdontinue in this new
course, this new opportunity, the new climate trest evolved between the two

countries” To Vima 08/12/1999) andKathimerini made reference to ‘new

horizons’ opening up for the country after Helsiikathimerini12/12/1999).

As a consequence of this shift, the war-relatedatiae of Turkey as the
archetypal ‘Enemy’ changed fundamentally from 19971999 and the idea
that Turkey could attack at any minute was slovidgradoned. Nevertheless, it
would be naive to suggest that suspicion of Turkiséntions evaporated from
the Greek media discourse. It would perhaps berdaf claim that such
attitudes were less pronounced, or that they weldressed alongside the
suggestion that through the EU Turkey’'s ‘comporttheould be controlled.

Thus, conditionality acquired increased signifi@mnta Nea for example,

emphasised that “the inflexible stance held by €yr&n the issue of bilateral
relations with Greece [...would] be maintained witteater stubbornness in
case the EU [recognised] Turkey as a candidate &iaaccession without first
witnessing the realization of the conditions thavdn been set”’Ta Nea

04/12/1999). These conditions referred to theegdt agreed upon by the
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European Council in Copenhagen and Luxembbugt also to the demands
that Greece was about to put forth in the Hels®@&uncil in exchange for the
withdrawal of its veto, namely agreeing on a speaibadmap for Turkish

accession, getting the candidate states to recagimesjurisdiction of the ICJ in
bilateral disputes (so as to take the matter ofAbgean to that level), and
securing Cypriot accession without the prior reBotuof the Cyprus problem

as a precondition.

4.2.Turkey as the ‘Other’: Emphasis on Human Rights

In spite of the more positive climate, the persiecudf PKK leader Abdullah

Ocalan and the events following his flight had rarsg impact on the negative
perception of the Turkish state and offered theetrpress a chance to
highlight the contradictions between conditions Tinrkey and in Europe,
particularly in the area of human and minority tggh Consequently, the
Kurdish issue became an important part of the dism on Turkey as the
‘Other’, but in a more ‘EU-specific context’ thisrte. Turkey’'s stance towards
the Kurdish minority was treated as an indicatidn ©durkey’s inability to

comply with EU norms, as well as with the legal @mchs of the European
Court of Human Rights not to execute the PKK leadémwas also framed as

an incompatibility of principles and values betw@emkey and Europe.

8 The Copenhagen Criteria and excerpts from the mlpeeirg Conclusions were
repeatedly cited in the press, even without comargnin way of a reminder of what
the collective EU stance was on the Turkish issA#.four major dailies published
the criteria in one form or another on the weekefidhe 11" and 12" December

1999.
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The main communication technique which was employes the frequent
reference to multiple credible sources with ‘higitheority’®, such as opinion
makers and commentators from other EU members dddirstitutions,
condemning Turkey's human rights record and indiyeemphasising the
‘otherness’ discourse. On the eve of the Europeann€il, for exampleTa
Nea published a piece on the European Court of HumaghtR verdict
condemning Turkey for banning the pro-Kurdish padly Freedom and
Democracy (OZDEP) in 1993. “Amnesty Internationai’reported, “is calling
for the EU to put pressure on Turkey for Human Righsues and the Ocalan
execution as conditions for accessiona(Neal0/12/99). Eleftherotypiadrew
on the Belgian press’s condemnation of the stateuafan rights in Turkeylo
Vima (10/12/99) made reference to a Human Rights Watghnisation report
which stated, among other things, that “the Councf Europe
[condemned]Turkey for serious human rights violasio the treatment of
minorities and the lack of control over the arnyis underlined that these are

the main reasons why Turkey remains out of the Bldrgement process”.

While the human rights issue received particuléendion, due to the recent
events surrounding the Ocalan ‘fiasco’, other riasea on Turkey's

‘Otherness’, such as religion, were noticeably abse the 1999 press,
particularly when compared to two years earlierhisTobservation suggests

that the acceptance of Turkey as a potential EU lpeeron the state-level was -

® According to media studies one of the variabldscsihg news construction and
effects is the selection of sources as “messagssatie attributed to more credible
sources will be associated with heightened persnagPerse 2001:89).
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to an extent - reflected in the public communicatiiscourses in the mass

media.

4.3. Turkey’s special bond with the USA

As in 1997, in 1999 the Greek press continuedrik Tiurkey’s relations with
the EU to its bond with the USA of which it remadnkighly critical. In the
run-up to the European Council in Helsinki, the ssreften alluded to the
American stance being biased in favour of Turkey s accession to the EU,
consistent with the belief that Turkey remained emthe wing of the USA.
The decisive - according to the Greek press - abkhe US in the negotiations
in Helsinki and their outcome was greeted with diigent and disappointment
with the EU’s weakness to stand up to the superpowewas felt that such a
degree of external pressure contradicted the Edikon d’étreand the rules
guiding its existence. Apprehensive commentata@teaed an increasing
submission of European policy-making to the ‘Amanchegemony’ and its
geopolitical concerns in the Helsinki Conclusions Ta Nea,for example,

Panayotis Ifaistos wrote:

Turkey’s position is being continuously upgradee ¢l its geopolitical importance

and its exceptional diplomacy. [Turkey’s] candidatatus is only the beginning of

a great Turko-European and Euro-American bargaiwhich Greece, due to its

small political weight [...], is condemned to stamdthe sidelines and watch as an
opponent whose hegemonic behaviour continuallyemees, is granted upgraded
status (15/12/1999).

Elsewhere, irEleftherotypia the EU was described as a “satellite” of the US

on the Turkish issue (14/12/1999).
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Suspicion of the USA’s motives generated talk tffraater American scheme’,
in which Turkey would hold the part of the “demdaraviuslim state which

would ‘attract’ the other states of the regioElgftherotypia05/12/1999:10)

and extend western influence to the crucial regmnthe Middle East and the
Caspian. Some commentators believed that for tke ghthis scheme the US
would be willing to overlook the violation of priftes which were integral to
the EU and to Greece. These sentiments were partic pronounced in the
commentaries on US President Clinton’s addreshedorurkish Parliament on
the occasion of his visit to Turkey for the OECDn8uit in Istanbuf® The

Greek press maintained that “the President of tB& Whade clear in various
ways that for his country the priority is the rentigpn of Turkey as a candidate
state for EU membership by the EU statesTa (Nea 04/12/1999).

Eleftherotypiacharacterized Clinton’s stance as hypocriticalcsj on the one
hand, he had refused to meet with representatiVetheo Turkish military

establishment because of the ‘undemocratic’ natfitke institution, yet on the
other, he applauded Turkey’s important militaryetchnd commended Turkey
on its role as a pillar of democracy and peace iegon “surrounded by

neighbors that are actively hostile towards denm¢ré06/12/1999: 8-9).

Criticism was also directed towards Turkey for gsfdlinton’s discourse on
democracy in order to justify the existence ofitngbns in Turkey that the EU

deemed undemocratic. This was in -part - a readitothe Turkish Prime

19 This visit had been preceded by a visit to Atheith the purpose of initiating the
invitation towards the two communities of Cyprugdtscussions.
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Minister’s position that, neither the Turkish Congton as it stood, nor the
role of the National Security Council, should caugeé problems for Turkish
accession as “there [were] similar mechanism incelan the USA”
(Eleftherotypial4/12/1999). Further criticism regarded Turkeyllsgiance to
Washington and the conviction that Ankara only comfed when instructed to
do so by the US administration. The suggestiombpy Greek journalists was
that, in the final stages of the Helsinki Counttik Turkish government would
not have accepted the conditions under which it b@en granted candidate
status, had it not been for the intervention of theted States. They pointed
out that “crucial in Mr. Ecevit’s ‘turn’ was hislegphone communication with
Bill Clinton, [...], during which the American Presidt said ‘Congratulations
Mr.Prime Minister. Your country is a candidate 8 membership and we
consider that very positive progress”Ta Nea 11/12/1999:14-15 &

Eleftherotypiall/12/1999: 7).

4.4.Turkey’s lack of respect for the European ‘wayl@ihg things’

Consistently with earlier narratives, Turkey couogd to be depicted as lacking
respect towards the international and Europeanl eggiems. The view of
Turkey communicated through the Greek press wasatha state refusing to
accept the norms governing the EU and its relatwsitls potential candidate
states. While other applicant and candidate stag¥e portrayed in a constant
effort to comply with the EU criteria and to addpeir internal and external
policies to what was considered ‘EU standard’, thesoming players in a

game set out and refereed by the EU, Turkey wasctéelpas wanting to
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enforce its own rules by pursuing a strategy oédks, a strategy that it had
consistently followed in its relations with GreeceThe words ‘threat’ and
‘blackmail’ found their way into the discussion time Helsinki negotiations

frequently, as ima Neawhich reported that:

The spirit of ...civilised negotiations within the EU is now beitigeatened by
Ankara. The Turkish President Suleyman Demireligndnudest blackmail up to
now warned that ‘if Greece adopts a negative posifin Helsinki], the current
climate of rapprochement will come to an end and melations will be

characterised by tensigita Nea07/12/1999: 5).

By suggesting that both Europe and Greece cotedittecipients of Turkey’'s
threats and disrespect, the Greek media constristednutually reinforcing
narratives: on the one hand, the conflict was preed as a European rather
than a bilateral one; on the other, the ‘Us’ (Ba@pvs. ‘Them’ (Turkey) idea
was accentuated, depicting Turkey as incompatilile tke EU ‘way of doing

things’.

The image of Turkey as a ‘bad player’, relying orsteategy of defiance,
arrogance, threats and demands, was maintainedhén réports and
commentaries on Ankara’s reception of the Helstddnclusions. The Turkish
discontent with the conditional offer was elabodate all four major daily
newspapers. This reaction was treated with sw@msl disbelief at Ankara’s
ingratitude and unwillingness to compromidea Vimas front page set the
tone: “Ankara’s reaction to the EU’s decision tacdtterise it as a candidate
country was numb. For a moment, one almost thotgtitAnkara would reply
that it would not accept the Conclusion$b(Vimall/12/1999). At the same

time, it was brought to the public’s attention thials would not be the first
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incidence of Turkish refusal to conform to EU Coligonclusions. In 1997,
Ankara had rejected the Luxembourg Conclusionsnasceptable and had cut
off its relations with the EU for that reason. t&f that Turkish...thriller, it
was obvious to the European diplomats that Ankas &ither attempting a last
renegotiation effort or was playing ‘games’ to rsome kind of internal

negotiation” Ta Neall1/12/1999).

This repeated indifference to EU decision-makingittires and processes
implied that perhaps the country was not suitablbeg an EU member; it was
also linked to the usual depiction of Turkey a®gant and lacking respect for
the rules governing the EU. In contrast to theddis dedication to the rule of
law, Turkey was depicted as possessing an oveiskspect towards rules,
refusing to resolve disputes through the intermatily accepted legal

institutions, such as the ICJ, and to endorseatitpliis communautairand the

conditionality of enlargement.

5. The 2003 Discourse: A New Era

On T'January 2003 Greece took over the European OdRresidency for the
fourth time. The Greek government viewed the EeIsty as an opportunity to
enhance Greece’s new image as a stable Europeanasta strong regional
actor (Panayotis loakimidis, Interview 06/06/2008Jongside Simitis stood
Foreign Minister George Papandreou, widely credi@t transforming Greek

foreign policy towards Turkey. With regards to €kelurkish relations, the
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Presidency maintained a low profile. In his spesdhe Greek Prime Minister
emphasised the Greek support for its neighbourt®@aan aspirations, adding
that “one of the goals of the Presidency will bén&dp Turkey find its place in
the European family and grasp the opportunity tplement the reforms which
will bring it closer to the EU” Kathimerini 15/01/2003). As the papers
reported, the Presidency Conclusions emphasisecEthis support for the
Turkish government, welcoming its commitment “targaforward the reform
process, in particular the remaining legislativerkvby the end of 2003, and
[supporting] its on-going efforts in order to fulihe Copenhagen political
criteria for opening accession negotiations with thnion” (Council of the
European UnionPresidency Conclusions, June 2003, Paragraph B8jhis
spirit, the discourse on Turkey in the Greek pressrked a significant

departure from its traditional narrative lines.

5.1. War Discourse & Turkish provocation in the Aag played down

Reports of bilateral hostility declined steadilyJune 2003. In the sample of
newspapers studied - with the noticeable exceptbnKathimerini - a
significantly smaller number of reports and edatsiproduced by the keyword
‘Turkey' made reference to the Turkish airspacdations in the Aegean, in
spite of the fact that the first semester of 20@® wharacterised by an increase
in violations of the Athens FIRTo Vima08/06/2003). It would appear that the
press, alongside the government, engaged in astensieffort to downplay
hostility and promote other approaches to the whiewl of disputes in the

Aegean, in particular, that of ‘Europeanising’ klal relations.
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While war and aggression were presented as a $tattegy for Greece, the
resolution of bilateral issues through the EU wasoeiraged now more than

ever, withTo Vima for example, advising that:

The Greek side must not fall into the trap of enmgagn heated scenarios that the
Turkish military are setting up in the Aegean [..Héelreal battle must be given in
Europe with the aim of cultivating the perceptibtiatt Turkish aggression in the
Aegean and in Cyprus will ultimately close the dobaccession for Turkeyl 6
Vima18/05/2003).

This conviction, which reflected the governmentange, was even supported
by the more conservative Kathimerini which hightiegh the Minister of
Defence, loannis Papantoniou’s statement, that faligy which would push
Turkey to the margins of the International Commyrand of the EU would
enhance Turkey's defensive reflexes and would renide neighbour even

more dangerous than it is today” (11/06/2003).

The press emphasised that Turkey's provocative \beta towards Greece
could hinder its European course and that Greekyatakers should use this
as a negotiating card in the resolution of thetér dispute on the airspace.
“Athens”, concluded one commentary, “must make rclémet it will never
consent to Turkish accession to the EU, if it caundis to exhibit - and increase
- its hostility” (Kathimerini 10/06/2003). At theame time, and in contrast to
previous years, the provocative Turkish acts inAbgean were interpreted as
“an indication of internal conflicts between thelipcal leadership and the
military establishment” (Ta Nea 14/06/2003). Thecadation of the clash
between government and military in Turkey was cagutun the titles of the

leading Greek dailies, such as “The civil war coads in Turkey”
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(Eleftherotypia 01/06/2003); “The clash for powerTurkey” (Eleftherotypia
09/06/2003); “What are the generals after?” (Ta N&8&8/06/2003);
“Intensification of the ‘Cold war’ in Ankara” (Katmerini 03/06/2003). It was
reported that “the Turkish military establishmeldes not even inform the
Minister of Defence about the moves, targets aradesiy that the armed forces
are pursuing” (To Vima 18/06/2003) and that therkish Minister of Defence
“does not have absolute control of the military mments of his state and in
most cases is not even informed about the flightaititary aircraft” (To Vima
11/06/2003). These headlines echoed the staterokttie Greek government
spokesman who, in an interview regarding the pration of the Turkish air
force, stated that “there is [in Turkey] a govermtevhich declares the
principles of peace and friendship, and a militastablishment which is

pursuing polarisation, inflexibility and fanaticisifiKathimerini 11/06/2003).

The evidence of a strong domestic clash in Ankiachthe majority of Greek
journalists to endorse the view that the Turkishlitany, and not the
government, was the actor behind the increasingagoation in the Aegean.

This was captured in To Vima, where one report wated:

The study of the list of FIR violations leads te tlndoubted conclusion that they
have increased significantly since the new govenimmder Tayyip Erdogan

came into power, thus reflecting the intense doimedispute between the

familiar military establishment, which is resistingeform, and the new

government which wishes to implement reforfiro /imal8/06/2003).

At the same time the military establishment was@eged as the main obstacle
to pro-Europeanism in Turkey, and thus, to oppaties for rapprochement.

These two narratives intensified feelings of soiigaand sympathy for the
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AKP government, thus moving the discourse away frim traditional
perception which held the Turkish state as a myliadversary, and instead
isolating the animosity in the discourse pertairtmghe military establishment
alone. As a result, a new positive discourse apesl regarding the new
Turkish government’s European orientation and reform effort, in direct

contrast to the condemnation of the military esséiphent.

5.2. Turkish Reform Efforts linked to a ‘New Ena'Greek-Turkish
Relations

The Greek press’s attitude towards the Turkishrrnefefforts was consistent
with the recommendation and support captured inGbencil Conclusions,
viewing the reforms implemented by the AKP governtres a necessary step
towards initiating a ‘new era’ in Turkish politi@nd consequently in Greek-
Turkish relations, an era which would bring demtsedion and westernisation
to Turkey and, hence, limit the military’s intentgmm in policy making. In this
light, the Greek press on several occasions paititedpicture of the AKP
government as the key player in bringing democracyurkey after almost
two decades, emphasising that “the realisatiorhese¢ ambitious reforms will
give a definitive end to the military rule over pigks which was established
with the 1980 coup” o Vima25/05/2003). The Greek encouragement of
Turkish reform efforts was grounded in the conwictithat a neighbouring
democratised and Europeanised Turkey would alsdlenaegotiations and

lead to an amelioration in bilateral relations.

1 Recep Tayyip Erdogan’s AKP Government
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Upon assumption of the Presidency of the EU thisebbecame explicitly
linked to open support for Turkish accession. Kiglr integration into Europe
was presented as a possipnaceafor its foreign policy towards Greece. As

one political commentator wrote:

Greece, faced daily with the provocation of thekighr military in the Aegean,
has a great interest in helping to guide eventsatdsy an eventual Turkish
Europeanisation [...]. As long as this is postportbeére will be no credible
counterpart on the other side of the Aegean witto we can discuss the
resolution of the familiar issue$q¢ Vima08/06/2003).

The commentaries echoed the conviction of the NBnisf Foreign Affairs,
who was reported stating that “if the Turks staeing us as EU partners, then

we will find solutions” Ta Neal2/06/2003).

At the same time, several analysts expressed aorat®ut the possibility of
Turkey not succeeding in opening accession negwigmtwhich they perceived
as potentially destructive for Greek-Turkish ralas. Eleftherotypia’s
Michalis Moronis discussed the Erdogan governmengsblems in
implementing the sixth package of reforms, whictluded the amendment of
article 8 of the Anti-Terrorism law, in this lightHe concluded that “under
these circumstances, any optimism regarding thelutsn of Greek-Turkish
issues in 2004 must be moderated [...] as the Turkeslession becomes less
and less certain”Hleftherotypia25/05/2003).  SimilarlyTo Vimareported
that the greatest worry for Greece should be “tlosgect of this crisis between
the moderately Islamic government and the militauyning into an open
confrontation [and] becoming an obstacle for thentn/’'s European prospect”

(To Vima08/06/2003).
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This type of reasoning, also encountered in Ka'talpiece, reinforced the
1999 representations of the ‘no-veto’ policy follavin Helsinki as the way
towards a successful future for Greek-Turkish refest It also constituted a
recommendation that the public should support Blrkaccession, mirroring
the government’s official policy. On the one hatltk depiction of ‘official
Turkey' as grateful counterbalanced the stereotyfp@nkara as provocative
and uncompromising. On the other hand, the Greéirast in seeing the
problems in the Aegean resolved was specificallgkdd to Turkish
Europeanization, to Turkish reform and, conseqyemdl supporting the AKP
government. The domestic problems in Turkey, whaduld potentially
function as obstacles on the road of accessiong wescribed as ‘worrying’,
suggesting that in turn they were also obstructBrgek interestsTo Vima

08/06/2003).

5.3. The United States and NATO in the Discourséurkey

As far as relations between the US and Turkey weneerned, two key events
figured prominently in the Greek press in 2003. t@e one hand, the new
NATO Command structure of spring 2003 generatechtdehs to whether the
Alliance had favoured Turkey more than Greece @ ribgion. At the same
time, the launch of the war in Iraq led to a rdguration of relations between
Turkey and the US as the Turkish government didendbrse the US demands
for material and political support at once andull. fThe Greek press treated
the disruption of traditionally friendly ties betere them as a possible

indication of the new Turkish government’'s Europeather than American
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orientation. The discourse on Turkey and the Ufeshfrom treating Turkey
as America’s protégé towards more positive demstiof the neighbouring

state, as in this excerpt:

The war in Iraq has had unexpected consequencebufiey. [...JThroughout
the Cold War, the USA considered the Turkish mijiteorces as their primary
counterpart in discussions, as the factor thatdekelpurkey stay in the ‘western
orbit’. This view collapsed grandiosely on the esfethe war in Irag. [...]
Turkey’s failure to live up to the expectationstioé American Pentagon has had
other beneficial consequences: it has reversedmiége as a satellite of the
American military, an image which did not help tharkish EU accession effort
(To Vima29/06/2003).

The alignment of the Turkish state and public vift Greek public and press
on the condemnation of the war in Iraq, broughtualsympathy for Turkey.
The perception of the US as an uncontrollable thctdarbitrarily exerting its
power in the global order which had been fortifietth the bombings of
Kosovo in 1999, the counterattack in Afghanistar2@®1 and now with the
invasion in Iraq” (Tsakona, 2006: 67), appearedinid the Turkish side in

agreement, as reported by Kourkoulas who wrote #okara:

From President Cezer to the nationalists of theegumg party, and from former

President Suleyman Demirel down to the last citinérthe country, everyone

feels that the ‘big brother’ has taken it too fdPresident Demirel characterises
the [American] intervention ‘grotesque’ and ‘ext@mand expresses his

disappointmentTo Vimal1/06/2003).

Certain commentators viewed the transformationwk@&y's relations with the
USA as an indication that a Turkey with a less pdwanilitary would be of
less interest to the American administration. Somiges in the press even
suggested that the more ‘European’ Turkey becammdgh its government’s
reforms, the less influential it would be with imerican allies. This

reasoning linked the military vs. government digseuwith a new Greek
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perception of US-Turkey relations and of Turkeytstgntial accession to the

EU:

The generals know very well [...] that the Americalasnot need Turkey as they
did in the past. After the war in Iraq, Washingt@s been creating new allies and
bases in the region. They also know that the Eaanp will never accept Turkey
unless the role of the military is reduced sigmifity (To Vimal8/06/2003).

As NATO and the US occupy very similar positions@neek public debates
(Tsakona 2006), a second element of the Turkey-&t&ative in June 2003 was
the criticism of NATO’s new structure and the relatpositions of Greece and
Turkey. A week before the European Council in Thesski, NATO'’s
Council of Foreign Ministers convened a meetingé¢cide on the future of the
Alliance's Combined Air Operations Centres in Eg@dicAOCs). It was
agreed that 11 out of 21 CAOCs would be terminatdayht of the upcoming
NATO enlargement. Favourably for Greece, one ef @AOCs in Greece,
Tyrnavos, was to be maintained and upgraded uth@eletdership of a newly
appointed Greek commander. The Greek press rebtred the Greek case
was an exception as other CAOCs, including thaEski Sehir in Turkey,
would continue to operate under American commanddfer some
commentators this hinted to a slight shift of NAp&@ferences from Turkey to
Greecé”. The outcome of the new structure was describedaakss for
Ankara - at least in points"T& Neal3/06/2003), “an upgrade of the Greek

status in relation to the previous structurEfeftherotypial5/06/2003) and an

2 This came as a result of Turkey’s reluctance mpeoate with the USA during the
launch of the war on Iraq, and, in particular, te&usal to allow use of the Incirlik
military base. Along with the change of commane, daine 2003 NATO reforms also
terminated th&€ombined Air Operation Centres (CAOC) in Ismir.
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indication that “NATO has shown its trust to Greewal its disappointment
with Turkey, which lately appears not to be so @afive with the USA”

(Eleftherotypial 3/06/2003).

American disenchantment with Turkey led to a sigaift decline in US
involvement in Greek-Turkish affairs. This was wetted by the Greek press,
which emphasised, for example, US Ambassador Thaviilkex’s affirmation
that “the difference is that in the past we usetb¢an the middle sometimes,
whereas now the two countries are in direct diadogehich is a much healthier
situation” (To Vima 15/06/2003). Miller was also quoted saying thtte“
Aegean and Cyprus are both part of Turkey’'s agemtiathe EU” (To Vima
15/06/2003). This was regarded as a positive dpmeént, whereby the USA
admitted to the existence of new conditions in Perounder which Greek-
Turkish disputes would be ‘uploaded’ to the levEEnropean foreign policy
and enlargement in particular. Consequently, imrast to previous years, the
Greek media adopted a less aggressive stance ®weadJS on the issue of

relations with Turkey.

6. Conclusion

The transformation of Greek foreign policy with pest to Turkey has often
been treated as one of the main manifestations refelG foreign policy
Europeanization. Briefly summarised, this refessthe Greek decision to

embrace Turkey’s effort to join the EU as partlod tesolution of the bilateral
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disputes between the two states, and to adoptft, ‘dplomatic, approach
towards the resolution of these disputes. It heenbsuggested in this paper
that the Greek press functioned as a mediatingfactthe realisation of this
transformation and the promotion of the relevastdurses. While traditional
studies of the Greek media portray them as cuitigahostility against the
‘Other’, most often represented by Turkey as altedthistorical and cultural
reasons, the picture derived from the cases arthlysthis paper studies is that
of an institution promoting discourses of rapproukat, consistent with the

‘Europeanised’ Greek foreign policy of the latés.

The discursive transformation in the press seemisat@ occurred gradually
and subtly, more often following than leading gaoweent policy change.
Essentially, the discursive categories through tvhgsues related to Turkey
and the EU were discussed remained similar throuigthe seven year period
studied. However, in spite of the persistencéhefgeneral ‘framing’ of the
discourse, its content, including the way in whibk narratives evolved, was
subject to the processes taking place on the E&l,lboth in terms of language
and sources. Nowhere was this more visible thahenwar-related narrative.
In the earliest case-study, matters of military aradional defence featured
prominently in the press where relations with Tyrkeere discussed. The
frequent references to statements by the Ministddedence and his military
counterparts in Turkey suggested a ‘readiness’ oth [sides to resort to
elements of ‘hard power’ for the resolution of helal disputes. These

references, coupled with the representation of @wrlas ‘provocative’,
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‘threatening’ and ‘uncompromising’, contributed tbe treatment of the
possibility of war as a justifiable fear. While timaposition of conditionality,
through the Luxembourg Conclusions, set in motigmazess where resolution
at the EU level gradually replaced the climate ersion, nevertheless, the
sense of animosity, hostility and rivalry remaineddent in the language
employed to describe the conclusions as a ‘victribattle’. By the time of
the Greek Presidency in 2003, the war discourse dembme significantly
downplayed and had been replaced by recommendationso engage in
‘heated scenarios’ which would involve confrontatisith the Turkish military
establishment. Instead, the press had begun tofarakhe cultivation of
relations with the official Turkish government, am encourage the
government’s support for Ankara’'s European orieotat The involvement of
the Ministry of Defence in Greek-Turkish affairs sssignificantly downplayed
and the dominant voices of authority were expanemclude EU decision-

makers and leaders across European states.

Most significantly, the case studies have shown tiia recognition of Turkey
as a candidate state in the European Council’sitkel€onclusions in 1999,
conveniently following the emergence of ‘earthquakgomacy’, established
an entirely new basis for the reporting on Turkeythe Greek press. The
hostility discourses were replaced by what mightdescribed as ‘assistance
discourses’, or, in other words, by discussionghenways in which the EU,
and Greece as a key EU member in the Balkan regord assist in Turkey’s

effort to ‘import Europe’. It can be argued thhetpress endorsed the EU-
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derived discourse of ‘exporting Europe’ to the ddate states by means of
promoting democratisation, respect for human rigintsl international law
alongside with economic prosperity. Within this ted, the press promoted a
new role, and thus a new identity discourse foreGeeand for its foreign
policy, whereby the state’s mission was to suppwet Europeanization of its

neighbour, rather than pursue the policy of m§itantagonism of the past.

It is also noteworthy that, whereas initially Tuykee human rights record was
only referred to as an indication of its unsuitépilto be part of Europe,
gradually the discourse on human rights also begaaneof the narration on
the neighbouring state’s effort to reform. SimifarAnkara’s initial depiction
as ‘arrogant’, ‘uncompromising’ and ‘disobedienth iits reactions to
international and European agreements was transtbrnBy 2003, the press
reports on Turkey's attitude towards internationad EU law had evolved
along two separate narratives: on the one hang, diescribed the military
establishment in the traditional context of prowmraand defiance attributed
to Turkey; on the other hand, they also expressedg support for the Turkish
government’s effort for change and for adaptatmtheacquis communautaire
and to the EU’s criteria on democracy, rule of Ewd human rights. Thus, on
a discursive level, the conflict between Greece Runttey was projected onto a
conflict between European principles and the Tirkislitary order. In this
context, in the last case study, the Erdogan govenh began to be perceived
in the narrative as an ally on the European/Gradk.s In essence, the

elevation of the conflict to the level of principleon the basis of the EU
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enlargement criteria reduced the significance & thilitary, hard conflict,
consistently with the EU-wide discourse on Eur@sea soft-power and a
normative power which appears to have permeatedtbek media approach

to Greek-Turkish relations.

It is, therefore, possible to argue that the ansiliysthis paper indicates that the
Greek press has acted as a mediator for new forpmity discourses
stemming from the European-level approach to theiSkn case and from the
Europeanised discourses on national foreign po#idppted by the Greek
governments gradually after 1997. It was perhamsrasult of these discourses
and their effect on public opinion during the sapeiod, that by 2003 the
Greek public came highest in support of EU enlarmg@namong EU members
and candidate states - not excluding Turkey - Wil86 of the population
favouring the accession of new stafesThis data could justify the position
that rather than just reporting the gradual simfgovernment policy towards
Turkey - or even by so doing - the press contrithwtetransforming the public

perception of relations with Turkey.

13 Eurobarometer 59 (Spring 2003).
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