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THE 1993 COPENHAGEN EUROPEAN COUNCIL RECOGNIZED THE
membership eligibility of the countries of Central and Eastern
Europe and spelled out concrete accession criteria, setting in motion
the political process of EU enlargement. Early on, the Greek govern-
ment expressed its full support to the EU enlargement on political
and economic grounds, especially associated with the future of the
Cypriot candidacy.! For a long time, Turkey’s participation in this
process came up against long-held Greek political and security con-
cerns. The Greek objections were lifted at the Helsinki European
Council in December 1999, reversing a long-standing Greek course
of action and initiating an ongoing but still incomplete process of
Greek-Turkish rapprochement.”

How should we study a major foreign policy change that consti-
tutes the outcome of intersecting, complex and multidimensional
domestic and international processes? After a period of relatively
limited breakthroughs in the analysis of foreign policy change due to
the rigidity of the bipolar Cold War, dynamic aspects of foreign policy
have come to the fore, not least because of systemic changes in
international politics and paradigm shifts in the study of foreign
policy. A few contributions have explicitly addressed the issue of

! Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Memorandum of the Greek Government on the Enlargement
of the European Union, reprinted in Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Greece in the European
Union — Texts, Second Semester 1994, Athens, Livanis—-Nea Synora, 1994 (in Greek).

? The Helsinki package deal comprised three components: first, an explicit EU
commitment on the accession of Cyprus to the EU even without prior settlement of the
island’s inter-communal conflict; second, an undertaking to address the International
Court of Justice within a reasonable timeframe for the settlement of the bilateral
seabed dispute; and third, a concrete ‘roadmap’ for the Turkish accession to the EU.
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598 GOVERNMENT AND OPPOSITION

foreign policy change, most of them adhering to multi-causality.”
Drawing on the public policy literature, we complement these studies
by bringing to the foreground explicitly domestic policy entrepre-
neurs, arguing that their role is critical in any strategic foreign policy
realignment.* Our analysis lies in the broader literature that exam-
ines domestic sources of foreign policy-making, drawing especially on
scholarly works that attribute to the statesmen a key role in the
interaction between domestic and international levels of analysis.’
The concept of policy entrepreneurship that constitutes the analyti-
cal backbone of this article has not been applied previously in foreign
policy-making analysis, and is usually mistakenly conflated with politi-
cal leadership.

In our understanding, policy entrepreneurs embrace and push
forward specific proposals for alternative courses of action, advocat-
ing policy change in the hope of a future political return that will
exceed the cost they have incurred in taking any such entrepre-
neurial activity. In a given systemic international setting, the entre-
preneurs’ capacity to orchestrate policy change depends on domestic

% See, for example, Jonathan Rynhold, ‘Cultural Shift and Foreign Policy Change:
Israel and the Making of the Oslo Accords’, Cooperation and Conflict, 42: 4 (2007),
pp- 419-40; James Walsh, ‘Policy Failure and Policy Change: British Security Policy
After the Cold War’, Comparative Political Studies, 39: 4 (2006), pp. 490-518; Jakob
Gustavsson, ‘How Should we Study Foreign Policy Change?’, Cooperation and Conflict,
34: 1 (1999), pp. 73-95; Jeffrey Checkel, Ideas and International Political Change: Soviet/
Russian Behavior and the End of the Cold War, New Haven, CT, Yale University Press, 1997;
Jeffrey Checkel, ‘Ideas, Institutions, and the Gorbachev Foreign Policy Revolution’,
World Politics, 45: 2 (1993), pp. 271-300; Jerel Rosati, Joe Hagan and Martin Sampson
(eds), Foreign Policy Restructuring. How Governments Respond to Global Change, Columbia,
University of South Carolina Press, 1994; David Skidmore, ‘Carter and the Failure of
Foreign Policy Reform’, Political Science Quarterly, 108: 4 (1994), pp. 699-729; Walter
Carlsnaes, ‘On Analyzing the Dynamics of Foreign Policy Change: A Critique and
Reconceptualization’, Cooperation and Conflict, 28: 1 (1993), pp. 5-30; Charles
Hermann, ‘Changing Course: When Governments Choose to Redirect Foreign Policy’,
International Studies Quarterly, 34: 1 (1990), pp. 3-21; Kjell Goldmann, Change and
Stability in Foreign Policy: The Problems and Possibilities of Détente, New York, Harvester
‘Wheatsheaf, 1988.

* John Kingdon, Agendas, Alternatives, and Public Policies, 2nd edn, New York,
Longman, 1995.

% Like the ‘two-level games’ metaphor put forward by. Putnam; see Robert Putnam,
‘Diplomacy and Domestic Politics: The Logic of Two-level Games’, International Organi-
zation, 42: 3 (1988), pp. 427-60.
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POLICY ENTREPRENEURS AND FOREIGN POLICY CHANGE 599

structural parameters associated with the political and institutional
features of the policy-making process. An element that crucially
affects their change-inducing potential is their ability to capitalize on
‘opportunity windows’ that facilitate their political venture, such as
international political developments and security crises that testify to
the failure of the old course of action and pave the way for them to
seek foreign policy change.

Our analysis does not intend to discredit other accounts of the
Greek foreign policy shift. The collapse of the bipolar world did
substantially alter the structural conditions of Greek-Turkish rela-
tions; constructivist insights have rightly pointed to the ascendance of
a new policy paradigm and a political culture of engagement associ-
ated with a generational shift, social learning processes and effects of
socialization, not least as a result of EU membership. Rather, we want
to complement these other accounts, adhering to the view that it is
very difficult to employ mono-causality to account for such change,
attributing it to a single factor or by reference to a single theoretical
paradigm.® Thus, we seek to highlight the role of Greek policy entre-
preneurs in the process, stressing the analytical value and aptness of
this conceptualization.

In the next section we elaborate on the concept of policy entre-
preneurs and the conditioning political and institutional features
that delineate their capacity to intervene. Then we turn to our case
study, examining first the international background, then the domes-
tic political and policy-making system and finally the ‘opportunity
window’ that facilitated the political endeavours of the Greek policy
entrepreneur. We revisit and discuss the insights of the case study in
a separate section, focusing on the interplay between foreign policy
entrepreneurs and the other explanatory factors offered in the rel-
evant literature.

POLICY ENTREPRENEURS AND FOREIGN POLICY CHANGE

Policy entrepreneurs are individual actors at local, national or inter-
national level who initiate policy change in their respective political

% Panagiotis Tsakonas, The Incomplete Breakthrough in Greek=Turkish Relations: Grasp-
ing Greece’s Socialization Strategy, London, Palgrave, 2010, pp. 5-7.
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600 GOVERNMENT AND OPPOSITION

environments. They may have any status and location in the hierar-
chy of the policy-making process, from policy ‘outsiders’ to members
of the upper bureaucratic and political echelons of the legislative and
executive branches.” They have a transformative effect on politics,
policies or institutions, shaping the terms of the political debate,
(re)framing issues, (re)defining problems and (re)setting policy
agendas. They not only constitute a source of innovation in terms of
policy content or direction but also manage to consolidate innova-
tion into lasting change.® Very much like economic and business
entrepreneurs, they invest their resources — special skills and exper-
tise, vision and/or leadership capacity — advocating policy change in
the hope of a future return.” The expected return may take the form
of political and electoral success, policy outcomes that they favour,
satisfaction from participation in a policy process or even personal
aggrandizement in the form of increased reputation and/or better
career prospects.'’ In that respect, policy entrepreneurs admittedly
have a complicated utility function, not only comprising material
benefits but also related to policy success and personal status."'

7 Although the concept of political entrepreneurship is more widely associated
with the analysis of political actors outside the top executive nexus, Adam Sheingate,
for example, applies the concept to the role of the US president in bringing about
institutional change in the American political system. See Adam Sheingate, ‘Political
Entrepreneurship, Institutional Change, and American Political Development’, Studies
in American Political Development, 17: 2 (2003), pp. 185-203.

8 Michael Mintrom, ‘Policy Entrepreneurs and the Diffusion of Innovation’, Ameri-
can_Journal of Political Science, 41: 3 (1997), pp. 738-70; Michael Mintrom and Sandra
Vergari, ‘Advocacy Coalitions, Policy Entrepreneurs, and Policy Change’, Policy Studies
Journal, 24: 3 (1996), pp. 420-34.

9 According to Joseph Schumpeter, economic entrepreneurs are the agents of
change in the economy, reforming or revolutionizing existing patterns of production.
See Joseph Schumpeter, The Theory of Economic Development, Oxford, Oxford University
Press (1934), 1980. Amplifying this perspective, the economic entrepreneur may not
necessarily cause change but may take advantage of and respond to the opportunities
that change may offer (in technology, social norms, consumption behaviour, etc.). See
Peter Drucker, Innovation and Entrepreneurship, New York, HarperCollins, 1985.

10 Kingdon, Agendas, Alternatives, and Public Policies, pp. 122-3.

' Mark Schneider and Paul Teske, ‘Toward a Theory of the Political Entrepre-
neur: Evidence from Local Government’, American Political Science Review, 86: 3 (1992),
pp- 739-40.
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In most of the early research, policy entrepreneurship has been
conflated with political leadership.'? Such confusion is reasonable on
three grounds: first, the two concepts do have many similar attributes
— for example, the interpersonal skills that are relevant to both
entrepreneurs and leaders. Second, it is possible for the same person
to act as an entrepreneur in one case and simultaneously be a leader
in a different situation evolving in parallel. Third, there are several
grey areas where a political actor may be labelled a leader or an
entrepreneur, depending on which of the actor’s actions are given
primary causal signiﬁcance.13 In general, leadership is a broader
concept than policy entrepreneurship, the latter being explicitly and
exclusively associated with policy change, successful or not. In con-
trast, initiating change is only one aspect of leadership, in the form
of ‘entrepreneurial leadership’, which blurs the distinction between
the two concepts." Furthermore, the two concepts differ in the
origins of the pursued objectives: leaders act on behalf of some
larger group, notably their respective or potential followers. They are
associated with the collective pursuit of some common good or joint
purpose, inducing followers to take a certain course of action
espoused by both leaders and perspective followers."”” Conversely,
individualism is an omnipresent feature of entrepreneurship. Policy
entrepreneurs follow a lonely path, exploiting opportunities to push
forward their own preferred agenda with little direct intervention in
its formulation.'®

2 See, for example, Robert Dahl, Who Governs? Democracy and Power in an American
City, New Haven, CT, Yale University Press, 1961, p. 6.

% Bruce Miroff, ‘Entrepreneurship and Leadership’, Studies in American Political
Development, 17 (Fall 2003), pp. 204-11.

14 Cf. Dahl, Who Governs? Sheingate, ‘Political Entrepreneurship, Institutional
Change, and American Political Development’, p. 187. Other forms may comprise
problem-solving leadership, positional leadership and directional leadership: Raino
Malnes, ‘“Leader” and “Entrepreneur” in International Negotiations: A Conceptual
Analysis’, European Journal of International Relations, 1: 1 (1995), pp. 91-3.

!5 Arild Underdal, ‘Leadership Theory: Rediscovering the Arts of Management’, in
William Zartman (ed.), International Multilateral Negotiation: Approaches to the Manage-
ment of Complexity, San Francisco, Jossey-Bass, 1994, pp. 178-9.

16" According to its critics, this is one of the most significant limitations of political
entrepreneurship identified in the relevant literature; see Miroff, ‘Entrepreneurship
and Leadership’, p. 204.
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602 GOVERNMENT AND OPPOSITION

The most important structural institutional parameter that facili-
tates or frustrates entrepreneurial activity is the level of entry barriers
that policy entrepreneurs face in any given policy arena.'” The per-
meability of such barriers, which are most often — but not exclusively
— institutionalized, dictates the amount of resources that the entre-
preneurial interloper has to invest in order to advocate policy
change. Low entry barriers may encourage policy entrepreneurs;
however, if the barriers are too low they may actually discourage
entrepreneurial activities since any return may well be rapidly
decreased by competition from future newcomers. High entry barri-
ers may provide more incentives to entrepreneurs in that they can
secure a temporary policy monopoly, but again very high barriers will
have an adverse effect discouraging entrepreneurial ventures. There-
fore, the relationship between entry barriers and entrepreneurship is
curvilinear, with policy entrepreneurs least likely to emerge when
entry barriers are very high or very low.'® Thus the main condition for
the emergence of a policy entrepreneur is a positive cost-benefit
analysis, in which potential return exceeds the cost of overcoming the
entry barriers embedded in the status quo.' Of course, the emer-
gence of a policy entrepreneur should not be conflated with the
success of any political campaign.

In the foreign policy realm, policy entrepreneurs are usually politi-
cal figures who manage to overcome the inertia of previous foreign
policy action, providing directional leadership.*” Their preference
for change and the drive of their policy differentiation originate from
a different understanding, conceptualization and prioritization of
international challenges, stemming fundamentally from their belief

17 Paul Teske and Mark Schneider, ‘The Bureaucratic Entrepreneur: The Case of
City Managers’, Public Administration Review, 54: 4 (1994), pp. 331-40.

'8 Sheingate, ‘Political Entrepreneurship, Institutional Change, and American
Political Development’, pp. 198-9.

!9 Schneider and Teske, ‘Toward a Theory of the Political Entrepreneur’, pp.
739-41.

* Daniel Byman and Kenneth Pollack, ‘Let us Now Praise Great Men: Bringing the
Statesman Back In’, International Security, 25: 4 (2001), pp. 107-46; Margaret Hermann,
Thomas Preston, Baghat Korany and Timothy Shaw, ‘Who Leads Matters: The Effect of
Powerful Individuals’, International Studies Review, 3: 2 (2001), pp. 83-132; Malnes,
‘“Leader” and “Entrepreneur” in International Negotiations’, pp. 87-112.
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systems, cognitive factors and other idiosyncratic features.' Given the
high salience of many foreign policy issues, their entry barriers —
associated with the domestic political electoral and institutional
setting — are usually very significant, which largely explains the rela-
tive continuity and stability of foreign policy. Still, occasionally there
do emerge ‘critical junctures’ and ‘opportunity windows’ that lower
these entry barriers. Although there is always some degree of overlap
between the two, critical junctures are primarily related to system-
wise developments that alter the terms of international interactions,
thus making foreign policy in general more amenable to change in
order to adjust to the new international environment. Critical
windows are mostly case-specific developments, such as a security
crisis that highlights the shortcomings of the current foreign policy
and renders the domestic policy-making setting more conducive for
a policy entrepreneur to pursue policy change.

Entry barriers for a foreign policy entrepreneur emanate from
specific political and institutional features of the foreign policy-
making process, related to its permeability and the degree of insula-
tion of the political locus of power from political dependence. The
process that captures the ‘aggregation function’ of the multiple soci-
etal inputs® assumes an ‘authoritative decision unit’, namely an indi-
vidual or a set of individuals with the ability and authority to make a
decision and commit the resources of a society on a foreign policy
issue. Three types of such decision units have been identified in the
literature: the powerful leader (e.g. monarch, dictator or a predomi-
nant political figure in a democratic system), the single group (e.g.
Politburo in the former Soviet Union, a group of army officers col-
lectively engaged in a military coup or cabinet under a prime minister
with a collective policy-making style, etc.) and the multitude of

1 Andrew Moravcsik, ‘Introduction: Integrating International and Domestic Theo-
ries of International Bargaining’, in Peter Evans, Harold Jacobson and Robert Putnam
(eds), Double-edged Diplomacy: International Bargaining and Domestic Politics, Berkeley,
University of California Press, 1993, p. 30; Margaret Hermann, ‘Explaining Foreign
Policy Behavior Using the Personal Characteristics of Political Leaders’, International
Studies Quarterly, 24: 1 (1980), pp. 7-46.

# Joe Hagan, ‘Does Decision-Making Matter? Systemic Assumptions vs. Historical
Reality in International Relations Theory’, International Studies Review, 3: 2 (2001),

pp- 5-6.
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autonomous actors (e.g. coalition governments, actors with veto
power over foreign policy decisions, etc.).”

The features and properties of each type condition its capacity to
induce foreign policy change. Of particular interest are the number
of formal and/or informal veto points, the scope of societal involve-
ment, the electoral system that leads to strong or weak, majoritarian
or coalition governments, and the policy-making style of the regime
leader. Ceteris paribus, changes occur less frequently in highly bureau-
cratic states with democratic regimes than in autocratic regimes with
a minimal policy-making role for the bureaucracy and little or no
regime accountability.** In general, autonomy and insulation of the
unit from political dependence (e.g. the army, actors with veto
power, electoral concerns, coalition partners, etc.) create a policy-
making environment more conducive to change. For example, in a
democratic regime, foreign policy change is more likely to occur in
cases of strong, single-party governments with a prime minister domi-
nating decision-making in the cabinet, few or no veto points (by a
president, constitutional court or other) and low societal involve-
ment or interest.

This discussion of domestic entry barriers to a foreign policy entre-
preneur assumes that there is a stable international environment.
Systemic changes constitute critical junctures in the evolution of the
system of international relations on which policy entrepreneurs may
capitalize to induce foreign policy change. The more fundamental
and wide-ranging these changes are, the more they increase the
entrepreneurial potential of a domestic foreign policy actor. Further-
more, international crises open opportunity windows for policy
reform, paving the way for a foreign policy entrepreneur.” A security
crisis, such as a political or military imbroglio, highlights the inap-
propriateness of current policies and practices, triggering their
re-evaluation and providing impetus for change. As mentioned

% Margaret Hermann, ‘How Decision Units Shape Foreign Policy: A Theoretical
Framework’, International Studies Review, 3: 2 (2001), pp. 47-8, 57-64.

# David Welch, Painful Choices: A Theory of Foreign Policy Change, Princeton, Prince-
ton University Press, 2005, pp. 45-6.

% Arjen Boin, Paul C’Hart, Eric Stern and Bengt Sundelius, The Politics of Crisis
Management: Public Leadership Under Pressure, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press,
2005; John Keeler, ‘Opening the Window of Reform: Mandates, Crises, and Extraor-
dinary Policy-making’, Comparative Political Studies, 25: 4 (1993), pp. 433-86.
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before, both the systemic changes and the conjunctural security
crises lower existing entry barriers for policy entrepreneurs, not least
by increasing public acquiescence to the necessity of foreign policy
redirection and marginalizing domestic opposition to it.”

However, challenging the old foreign policy orthodoxy, or even its
collapse, does not inevitably entail its replacement by a new domi-
nant one. In other words, external or internal shocks of great mag-
nitude do not always lead to change but rather constitute an
opportunity for change, with alternative potential ‘orthodoxies’ vying
for domination.”” In that respect, change is more likely to occur after
crises and policy failures, when policymakers who espouse new
approaches assess that these new approaches not only address the old
deficiencies but also constitute credible political options that can
master the necessary political support.”® At this stage, the role of
policy entrepreneurs is crucial in delineating the future course of
action, pushing forward their own preferred policy agenda and strug-
gling for its consolidation as the ‘new’ foreign policy orthodoxy. New
ideas apparently endure if they appear to generate desirable results
or are expected to do so in the near future. In the absence of such
results, especially in the early years of the consolidation process,
setbacks and reversals are possible, which would undermine the
political investment of the policy entrepreneur.

THE SIMITIS ADMINISTRATION AND GREEK-TURKISH RELATIONS

For a long period, the entry barriers for any Greek policy entrepre-
neur in pursuit of normalization in Greek-Turkish relations were
discouragingly high. Following the 1974 Cyprus imbroglio, the Greek
foreign and security policy was reoriented to the ‘threat from the
east’, signalling the beginning of a relationship with Turkey that
escalated occasionally very close to total military engagement. After
1981, the EC/EU framework became one of the main Greek foreign

% Assaf Meydani, Political Transformations and Political Entrepreneurs: Israel in Com-
parative Perspective, New York, Palgrave Macmillan, 2009, pp. 21-2.

27 Jeftrey Legro, Great Power Strategies and International Order, Ithaca, NY, and
London, Cornell University Press, 2005, pp. 14-15.

% Walsh, ‘Policy Failure and Policy Change’, p. 491.
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policy reference points. Once inside the club, Greece vehemently
and consistently opposed the enhancement of a EU-Turkish rela-
tionship through the 1980s and most of the 1990s, blocking financial
support to the frail Turkish economy and rejecting the Turkish can-
didacy for EU membership. In that respect, the Greek-Turkish rela-
tionship was fully securitized and thus much less amenable to
change.29 Throughout the 1990s, the Greek public overwhelmingly
rejected the Turkish candidacy by around 80 per cent (see Table 1).
That indicates the existence of a considerable political barrier that
the Greek government had to overcome in order to realize the 1999
foreign policy shift. This lack of public alignment with the new
foreign policy orthodoxy contributed significantly to the govern-
ment’s electoral concerns in the approach to the spring 2000 parlia-
mentary elections.

In institutional terms, the entry barriers for a policy entrepreneur
were not particularly high, considering the relatively insulated politi-
cal and policy-making environment. To avoid fragmentation and
political instability, since the collapse of the junta regime in 1974 the
Greek political and electoral system has overwhelmingly nurtured
strong parliamentary majorities and single-party governments. The
preference for a powerful, unified executive and the charismatic
figures that headed political parties further contributed to the con-
centration of political power almost exclusively in the hands of the
prime minister. In that respect, the prime minister evolved from
primus inter pares to primus solus within the cabinet, minimizing the
role and autonomy of other ministers. Therefore, changes in the
prime ministerial post would entail substantial policy shifts, even if
there is no change in the political party in power. In the foreign
policy domain in particular, limited institutionalization and the per-
sonalized policy-making style and ethos suggest that a change in the
political leadership of the ministry might spell abrupt changes in
Greek foreign policy.”

% Dimitrios Kavakas, ‘Greece’, in Ian Manners and Richard Whitman (eds), The
Foreign Policies of European Union Member States, Manchester, Manchester University
Press, 2000, pp. 150-1.

% Panagiotis Ioakimidis, “The Model of Foreign Policy-making in Greece: Person-
alities Versus Institutions’, in Stelios Stavridis, Theodore Couloumbis, Thanos Veremis
and Neville Waites (eds), The Foreign Policies of the EU’s Mediterranean and Applicant
Countries in the 1990s, London, Macmillan, 1999, p. 156.
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Of course, the problem is how the policy entrepreneur would find
a place in this inner circle of the Greek foreign policy-making. Such
a change occurred after the domination of the ‘modernization’
faction in the succession race within the ruling PASOK party in the
mid-1990s, after the octogenarian prime minister and founder of
PASOK, Andreas Papandreou, resigned from his post due to health
problems at the end of 1995. The faction, led by C. Simitis, ran on a
political platform of socio-economic modernization, expressing an
alternative political culture.”’ The ‘modernization’ period marked
the shift from the socialist-populist period to one characterized by
pragmatism, a managerial discourse and a technocratic approach to
policy-making. All these aspects were packed in a project for the
rationalization and Europeanization of Greek society and its
economy, as well as Greece’s gradual reinstatement at the EU level,
especially through economic convergence with the European part-
ners and membership of the Economic and Monetary Union
(EMU).*”

The new prime minister had long been an advocate of European
integration as a means to achieve domestic political and social mod-
ernization; he had distanced himself from the official party rhetoric
and had clashed in the past with other important political figures in
PASOK.* In the 1980s, as a minister of agriculture in the early
PASOK governments, he kept channels of communication open with
the European Commission, in contrast to the usual practice in the
other Greek ministries at that time. He also orchestrated the short-
lived stabilization programme of 1985-87, which is generally
regarded as a short successful fiscal interlude in an otherwise short-
term and myopic macroeconomic policy.”*

31 Nikiforos Diamandouros, ‘Greek Politics and Society in the 1990s’, in Graham
Allison and Kalypso Nicolaidis (eds), The Greek Paradox: Promise vs. Performance, Cam-
bridge, MA, MIT Press, 1997, p. 32.

%2 Christos Lyrintzis, ‘The Changing Party System: Stable Democracy, Contested
Democratization’, West Furopean Politics, 28: 2 (2005), p. 250.

¥ Costas Simitis, The Policy of Economic Stabilization, Athens, Gnossi, 1989; and
Costas Simitis, Growth and Modernization of the Greek Society, Athens, Gnossi, 1990 (both
in Greek).

* Achilleas Mitsos, ‘Maximising Contribution to the European Integration Process
as a Prerequisite for the Maximisation of Gains’, in Achilleas Mitsos and Elias Mossialos
(eds), Contemporary Greece and Furope, Aldershot, Ashgate, 2000, p. 81.
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Accession to the EMU became the central point of reference for
the readjustment of PASOK’s ideological, programmatic and social
profile as well as the major national priority of this period.” For the
new Greek government, the EMU — and more specifically the Maas-
tricht criteria — functioned as a crucial factor in induced moderniza-
tion, providing the impetus for long-awaited structural adjustment
and macroeconomic stability, as well as a binding environment to
pursue a reform process that was costly in political terms.* In this new
political environment, an adversarial and conflict-prone foreign
policy would have endangered Greek chances of achieving EMU
membership. Thus, associated with EMU and more broadly with the
future of the ‘modernization venture’, the return for the prime
minister’s entrepreneurial activities in the foreign policy domain was
very high.

According to prime minister Simitis, support for national foreign
policy interests could be achieved through a ‘stronger Greece not
merely in military terms but primarily in economic, political, institu-
tional and cultural resources, a Greece fully integrated into the Euro-
pean Union’.”” Hence, the main foreign policy objective of the
modernization of action became the rehabilitation and normaliza-
tion of relations with the EU, with the long-term goal of registering
the country in the vanguard of European integration. This devel-
opment pointed towards a partial, albeit substantial, reconceptuali-
zation of Greek foreign policy and a less confrontational approach
under the new administration. The new foreign policy approach
combined adherence to a Kantian-cosmopolitan, ideological and
philosophical operational code in foreign policy together with a

% Gerasimos Moschonas, ‘The Path of Modernization, PASOK and European
Integration’, Journal of Southern Europe and the Balkans, 3: 1 (2001), p. 14.

% Kevin Featherstone, ‘Greece and EMU’, Journal of Common Market Studies, 41: 5
(2003), pp. 923-7; Kevin Featherstone, ‘Europeanization and the Centre Periphery:
The Case of Greece in the 1990s’, South Furopean Society and Politics, 3: 1 (1998),
pp- 23-39.

¥ Quoted in Panagiotis Ioakimidis, ‘The Europeanization of Greece’s Foreign
Policy: Progress and Problems’, in Mitsos and Mossialos, Contemporary Greece and Europe,
pp- 365-6.

* Spyros Economides, ‘The Europeanisation of Greek Foreign Policy’, West Euro-
pean Politics, special issue on ‘The Challenge of Modernization: Politics and Policy in
Greece’, 28: 2 (2005), pp. 481-2.
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rational strategy of deterrence.” Furthermore, Greece entered the
normalization period with very limited political capital, which would
have to be used to achieve EMU accession. Hence, ideological and
political adherence to European integration and tactical calculations
generated to a large extent a constructive and accommodating
national stance at the EU level.

The reprioritization of the Greek foreign policy objectives after
the 1996 ‘change of the guard’ in PASOK was fleshed out only after
a considerable time lag and only after the modernization faction
sidelined domestic — not least intra-partisan — political concerns and
opposition. It took off after the change of leadership at the Greek
Ministry of Foreign Affairs at the beginning of 1999 that brought
George A. Papandreou to the forefront. An ardent supporter of an
engaging and constructive relationship with Turkey, G. A. Papan-
dreou orchestrated the final stage of the Greek foreign policy shift
regarding the European future of Turkey.*” G. A. Papandreou had
already argued in favour of a total reappraisal of Greek foreign policy
in the mid-1990s when he still held junior posts in the PASOK gov-
ernments. He posited that bilateral dialogue over the broad set of
bilateral disputes should not be a priori overruled but should be
evaluated on an ad hoc basis according to circumstances and its form
and structure. In this context, the European perspective on Turkey
should be seen as a new strategic option for Greece." Following his
speech in the UN General Assembly, in September 1999, Papandreou
reinstated the new Greek approach that reversed the order of the
‘Greek conditionality policy towards Turkey’.* Instead of waiting for
Turkey to make the first step, Greece would support the enhance-
ment of EU-Turkish relations. The underlying assumption was that a
closer entanglement with the EU would bring forward a series of

¥ Costas Melakopides, ‘On the Mediterranean “Fuzzy Edge” of the EU: The
Candidacies of Malta, Cyprus and Turkey’, Journal of European Integration, 22: 3 (2000),
pp- 299-334.

40 Bahar Rumelili, ‘Liminality and Perpetuation of Conflicts: Turkish—Greek Rela-
tions in the Context of Community-Building by the EU’, European Journal of Interna-
tional Relations, 9: 2 (2003), pp. 213-48.

! Interview with the then political adviser to G. A. Papandreou, February 2011.

2 George Papandreou, ‘Speech at the 54th UN General Assembly’, 22 September
1999, available at: http://www.papandreou.gr/papandreou/content/Document.
aspx?d=6&rd=7739474&f=1359&rf=1307755822&m=30908&rm=22066463&1=1.
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reforms in Turkey that would eventually necessitate the abandon-
ment of aggression in the bilateral relationship.*

Two unexpected developments substantially lowered the political
barriers for the prime minister and the minister of foreign affairs.
The first opportunity window opened in the first days of the Simitis
administration. In January 1996 the Imia/Kardak imbroglio brought
Greece and Turkey to the brink of war over a couple of islets in the
Aegean Sea, with military escalation avoided only after a last-minute
intervention by the USA. In the eyes of prime minister Simitis, the
incident illustrated the failure of earlier approaches to the contain-
ment of Turkey and put the new, EMU-related, policy priorities in
great jeopardy. The incident demonstrated continuing Turkish
aggression and Greek vulnerability to it, providing an impetus for a
new strategic approach to the relationship. Thus, in the aftermath of
the crisis, the need for a new course in the Greek foreign policy
vis-a-vis Turkey became apparent to the upper echelons of the Greek
foreign policy-making community.*

Second, the devastating earthquakes in August and September
1999 in the two countries led to an outburst of popular solidarity
across the Aegean Sea, assisting the build-up of mutual confidence.
The ‘earthquake diplomacy’ used the mutual public sympathy caused
by these humanitarian disasters to counter long-standing and history-
driven negative stereotypes. It gave an extra boost and dynamism to
the existing bilateral committees at high-ranking, administrative and
diplomatic levels, but these were limited, however, to ‘low-politics’
issues of mutual interest, keeping ‘high politics’ (i.e. Cyprus and the
status at the Aegean Sea) out of the agenda. This conducive environ-
ment increased the political feasibility of the shift in Greek foreign
policy, a previously unthinkable option that would have constituted
political suicide for any Greek government in the past. However, the
importance of this development should not be overemphasized, as it
would give the erroneous impression that the political barriers for

¥ ‘Greece has any reason to open up the European perspective [of Turkey] ...
Turkey will confront not the obstacles that Greece will raise but the obligation to
conform to European standards . . . [l am] in favour of the Turkish European vocation
because this is to the benefit of the national interest’, George Papandreou, interview in
Vima, 5 September 1999.

# Costas Simitis, Politics for a Creative Greece, 1996-2004, Athens, Polis, 2005, pp.
72-99 (in Greek).
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Greek policy entrepreneurs had been minimized. Although in
November 1999 there already existed a gradual shift in public per-
ceptions vis-a-vis Turkey, such support was too meagre to account for
the Helsinki policy change (see Table 1; 23 per cent in favour and 69
per cent against). Such figures are another indication of the top-
down, elite-driven direction of the 1999 Greek foreign policy-making
shift.

ACCOUNTING FOR THE GREEK U-TURN

For a long time, Greece was portrayed conveniently among the EU
member states as the sole culpritin the lack of progress in EU-Turkey
relations. Thus Greek consent to the Turkish EU candidacy at the
Helsinki European Council in December 1999 constituted a major
breakthrough in EU policy vis-a-vis Turkey and a significant shift in
Greek foreign policy. The Greek stance in Helsinki marked the cul-
mination of a process of gradual transformation from a conflictual to
a more constructive foreign policy approach. This transformation
entailed, among other components, the full communitarization of
the Greek-Turkish relationship, counting on the effects of engage-
ment and socialization to bring about the normalization of bilateral
relations.®

In such a multidimensional process, two factors played a special
role. First, at the international level, the new systemic environment
that emerged after the cataclysmic events of 1989 and the turmoil in
the Balkan region raised new security challenges for Greece at the
northern borders of the country. At the same time, the end of bipo-
larity loosened NATO constraints over Turkish foreign policy, result-
ing in its greater assertiveness in the Balkans and the wider region,
not least through its strategic partnership with Israel in the mid-
1990s.*® Thus Greece, facing a challenge on two fronts, had to seek
alternative means to counter the perceived Turkish threat. Second, at
the EU level, in the 1990s the EU incrementally articulated its

* Alexis Heraclides, The Greck=Turkish Conflict in the Aegean: Imagined Enemies,
Houndmills, Palgrave Macmillan, 2011, pp. 144-51; Tsakonas, The Incomplete Break-
through in Greek—Turkish Relations.

* Elizabeth Prodromou, ‘The Perception Paradox of Post-Cold War Security in
Greece’, in Allison and Nicolaidis, The Greek Paradox, p. 129.
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enlargement policy. The 1993 eligibility criteria linked EU member-
ship with domestic reforms in the candidate countries and adjust-
ment to the EU norms and modus operandi. Given Turkey’s desire for
a closer relationship with the EU and eventual membership, the
conditionality of the EU enlargement policy provided the overarch-
ing framework for the communitarization of the Greek-Turkish rela-
tionship.”” The Cypriot candidacy for EU membership further
cemented the linkage of the EU enlargement and the Greek—Turkish
relationship. In the Cold War environment, the Cypriot political
leadership had consistently rejected the prospect of EU membership
so as not to impede the negotiations for the settlement of the
island’s political problem.* The systemic changes addressed these
concerns and paved the way for the Cypriot application and eventual
membership.

These valid insights do not contradict but rather complement our
conceptualization of prime minister C. Simitis and foreign affairs
minister G. A. Papandreou as policy entrepreneurs who advocated
and orchestrated the change of course of Greek foreign policy. Both
figures at the centre of the foreign policy change had long held views
on the necessity of economic and political modernization of the
Greek state and the relationship with Turkey. The two policy agendas
became inexorably linked in the 1990s as the two EU ventures of
EMU and enlargement gained significant political momentum. As
discussed in the previous section, these views had been shaped at
large long before Simitis and Papandreou came to office, casting
doubt on the causal significance of the EU and Europeanization on
the Greek foreign policy shift, at least in terms of policy problem
definition.*

Previous accounts have argued that the European integration
process has had a tangible impact on the style and approach of Greek
foreign policy. They have attributed change to the country’s ever-
deepening institutional embedding in the EU architecture and
ongoing political socialization as well as the eventual take-off of a

Y7 Cf. Frank Schimmelfennig, Stefan Egert and Heiko Knobel, ‘Costs, Commit-
ment and Compliance: The Impact of EU Democratic Conditionality on Latvia, Slo-
vakia and Turkey’, Journal of Common Market Studies, 41: 3 (2003), pp. 495-518.

¥ Yannos Kranidiotis and Nikos Kokkonis, The Prospecis for Cyprus’s Accession (o the
European Community, Athens, EKEM, 1990 (in Greek).

% We would like to thank an anonymous reviewer for this valuable comment.
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learning process among the Greek administration and the diplomatic
service.”” However, norm internalization through socialization is only
one means to account for the EU impact on national foreign policy-
making, instrumentality being the other. The adherence of national
foreign policy to EU foreign policy norms and procedures may be the
outcome of strategic calculation, in which the conceptualization of
policy problems remains fixed but the means of addressing them
change, channelled through EU practices and policies.51 The latter
seems to fit better the Greek shift vis-a-vis Turkey in 1999, with the EU
offering the framework and overarching political environment for a
policy change that had already been espoused by the two policy
entrepreneurs.

The political and institutional features of the Greek policy-making
system provide to a large extent an insulated environment to initiate
a policy turn, not only by means of the indisputable political role of
the prime minister but also through the personalized style of foreign
policy-making. In the Greek case, the authoritative decision unit took
the form of a predominant political figure, thus rendering foreign
policy change seemingly feasible for a policy entrepreneur at the
heart of the system. However, the political domination of the Simitis
administration was neither easy nor uncontested. The ascendance of
the alternative political culture advocated by the modernization
faction of the PASOK ruling party was incremental, both in Greek
society and in the party itself. The rise of Simitis to the premiership
in 1996 did not bring forward the full consolidation of his power and
authority, which explains to some extent the time lag in the foreign
policy U-turn, from 1996 to 1999. Long-held security and threat
perceptions within PASOK and across the electorate more generally
constituted severe political obstacles to this venture and held the new
strategy in abeyance until a few months prior to the Helsinki deal.”

% For example, loakimidis, ‘The Europeanization of Greece’s Foreign Policy’. For
a more nuanced approach, see Charalambos Tsardanidis and Stelios Stavridis, ‘The
Europeanization of Greek Foreign Policy: A Critical Appraisal’, Journal of European
Integration, 27: 2 (2005), pp. 217-39.

51 Kyriakos Moumoutzis, ‘Still Fashionable Yet Useless? Addressing Problems with
Research on the Europeanization of Foreign Policy’, Journal of Common Market Studies,
49: 3 (2011), pp. 615-18.

2 Tsakonas, The Incomplete Breakthrough in Greek—Turkish Relations, pp. 65-72.
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Thus, despite a conducive institutional and policy-making environ-
ment, there existed severe entry barriers, mainly related to domestic
intra- and cross-partisan political opposition that put into question
the political viability of the prospective new foreign policy course and
its agents.

Despite the existing high political entry barriers that should nor-
mally dissuade any foreign policy entrepreneur from initiating
change, two elements rendered the cost-benefit analysis positive for
the Simitis administration. First, the 1996 Imia/Kardak security crisis
led to the overwhelming realization of the inefficiencies of the exist-
ing strategy, constituting ‘a qualitative change in Turkey’s revisionist
behaviour towards Greece’.” In view of such large-scale failure, the
crisis opened an opportunity window to revisit bilateral relations.
Although it would take some time to communicate this failure to the
Greek public — and this effort was still incomplete by 1999, as dis-
cussed earlier — the crisis set in motion the process of articulating a
full-blown alternative strategy that could generate credible expecta-
tions for addressing old deficiencies. This window of change was
further opened by the humanitarian crisis on both sides of the
Aegean after the August and September 1999 earthquakes.

Second, the return of this foreign policy change for the Simitis
administration was very high. The normalization of the Greek-
Turkish relationship was considered of critical importance for
meeting the primary objective of EMU accession, with which the
PASOK modernizers had been fully associated. More than the eco-
nomic benefits that derived from membership in the eurozone, the
Simitis administration treasured the political connotations of such a
development, with Greece moving to the EU political core, and the
induced modernization of the country as a result of the required
structural adjustments to meet the Maastricht criteria.” Military
expenditures — a direct corollary of the continuing tension with
Turkey — constituted an extremely heavy burden for the Greek
economy, which was at the time in the process of macro-
economic convergence, and any new crisis could easily destabilize

5 Costas Simitis, ‘Address to the Hellenic Parliament’, Parliamentary Minutes, May
1996, p. 5963.

5 Costas Simitis, Politics for a Creative Greece, 1996-2004. Athens, Polis, 2005,
pp- 168-72.

© The Authors 2012. Government and Opposition © 2012 Government and Opposition Ltd



616 GOVERNMENT AND OPPOSITION

and undermine the Greek efforts. Thus foreign policy change
entailed a high political return for Simitis’s entrepreneurship in the
form of the broader success of the modernization venture in Greek
politics.

CONCLUSION

The Greek case study highlights the significance of policy entrepre-
neurs in initiating foreign policy change. In an environment where
the international system was in flux, they associated their political
future with a new course of foreign policy action in pursuit of their
existing political agendas of modernization and Greek-Turkish rap-
prochement. In this venture, prime minister Simitis had to overcome
political and institutional entry barriers: the former related to the
strong inertia of long-held security and political preoccupations, and
the latter deriving from the institutional features and bottlenecks of
the domestic policy-making system. The high entry barriers were
substantially lowered by the advent of the security crisis of the Imia/
Kardak islets that testified to the failure of old practices.

Taking the analysis one step further, policy entrepreneurship may
be useful in addressing one additional issue that we have not touched
upon, namely consolidation of the new foreign policy. We analyse
national critical junctures in the foreign policy domain without claim-
ing that these changes are necessarily consolidated in the end or that
they may not be upturned or remain incomplete as the change-
inducing policy entrepreneurship evolves. Greek-Turkish relations
have not been fully normalized, with, of course, other developments
having played their role in this lack of progress. The change in
direction of Greek foreign policy has been compromised at some
point, either because it failed to deliver the expected results or
because the policy entrepreneur was removed from office before the
new course of action became embedded. The causal mechanisms of
transforming foreign policy change to a new foreign policy path
differ — and equally so may the role and importance of policy entre-
preneurship differ in the policy entrenchment process.

Finally, directly linked with the entrenchment prospects of a
foreign policy shift, the effect of policy entrepreneurship may not
only be exhibited in the content of foreign policy but may also bring
about structural changes in the terms and the institutional milieu of
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policy-making. To ensure the consolidation and longevity of the new
foreign policy course, the policy entrepreneur may be inclined to
raise the political and institutional entry barriers further to dissuade
future competitors. This may be possible, for example, by reinforcing
the role of the authoritative decision unit he/she occupies in the
policy-making process or by altering the electoral system to shed
political dependence. This point highlights and reinforces our
underlying assumption of an evolving and reciprocal relationship
between human agency and social structures which lies at the heart of
the agency structure problématique in international relations.
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