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Strategy of Crisis Management and
the Greek-Turkish Rivalry:

The Case of the Imia Islets

EesTATinos T, FAKIOLAS
AND PANAYIOTIS MAVRIDES

INTRODUCTION
The Problem

he Imia islets incident in January 1996 constitutes the most serious occur-

rence of low-intensity confrontation in post-Cold War Greek-Turkish
relations.1 The collapse of the bipolar system yielded no significant effect on the
enduring rivalry between Greece and Turkey in terms of their strategic aspira-
ns. The Imia incident, however, marked, primarily, a change in the way
urkey pursued cocrcion.2 Using military force for the first time, Ankara explic-
challenged Greek territorial integrity. The bloodless occupation of the west-
part of the Imia islets coupled with the military, diplomatic, and political
hagcmcnt of the ensuing escalation lead to the conclusion that the Turkish
ership had adopted new policies in order to serve its objectives.?
esc policies scem to reflect the philosophy of the crisis management strate-
¥ ,;igailxst which Greece proved unable to protect its interests. The aim of this
yaper is to explain the weaknesses of the Greck strategy by examining the
;d‘e’t'ermining factors of the confrontation. It sets out to address two questions:
w the Imia incident evolved; and why it eventually ended without resort to
like confrontation but with an uncven distribution of gains.

The Central Argument and Associated Hypotheses

¢ central argument of this paper concerns the nature of the Greek-Turkish
alry and the different strategic cultures of the two states. Greek-Turkish
agonism constitutes a sui generis, ongoing crisis in the form of a protracted
flict. The pace of the conflict increases through acute escalations, which
sually lead Greece and Turkey to the brink of war. The Imia incident was
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thercfore not, strictly speaking, an example of a crisis. Rather, it represented
cumulative levels of escalation of the undetlying longstanding Greck-Turkish
crisis . Basic to this argument is the idea that not only have both states gone
through numerous levels of escalation, like the Sismik incident in the summer of
1976, the March incident of 1978, and the regular violations of the Greek ten-
mile air space, without being involved in direct military confrontation; but they
have also failed to lay the groundwork for conflict resolution.

Research Method

~The approach to the subject matter is strategic in the sensc that it examines the
“use or the threat of the use of force in Greek=Turkish relations.® That duly
. acknowledged, it is not meant to imply that we reduce power only to its strate-
gic dimension. Military power is far more uscful when not used.> The question
- is how military power produces and orders conflict; and how, in turn, it is repro-
duced and ordered by contlict.

In the course of the Imia incident, the conceptual clash berween the Greek and |

» The rescarch method is that of a structured, focused study of a single case.” The
the Turkish strategy revealed the difference between them. The rationale

disciplincd—conﬁgumti\'c mode of analysis combined with the heuristic case
behind the Greek action was to ‘win’ either peace or war, whereas the Turkish

reasoning sidestepped any dogmatic adherence to the dilemma of ‘war’ or ‘peace”
and aimed ro'win’ the confrontation at hand by using the strategy of crisis man-

study, produces a type of controlled case study which aims to suggest new sce-
narios based on empirical knowledge Drawing on the dialectic approach, we
assume thar the different levels of the international system and the state can be
assembled into an integrated whole that can be qualified as a single level of
Vamlysis.s The theoretical tools used in order to substantiate the levels of analy-

agcmcnt:

+ The Grecek strategy of deterrence conflated not only the ends with the
means but also the threat of the use of force with the actual use of force.
It was based on the direct threat of an all-out engagement in an cffort to

s as a dialectic relationship between the international system and the state are
ose of the rational unitary actor model and nco-realism, as referred to by
force Turkey into the dilemma of having to choose between war and raham Allison and Kenneth Waltz respectively.?
peace. The Turkish govcmmcnt: however, pr:oC'Ed able to transform this structured, focused study employs concepts, categorics and theoretical

dilemma into a Greek problem, by forcing Greece to choose peace with topositions as a means of describing and explaining the case at hand. In the

concessions. multi-facered case of Imia, analysis cannot rely on a single theory. A selection of
+ The Turkish strategy was a combination of offensive crisis managemen heories and the incorporation of the insights gained from them into a coher-
strategies expressed as coercion and limited war. Besides the threat of : nt theoretical framework of analysis are necessary. These theories are drawn
large-scale war, it was based on the initiation of a limited, but rcvcrsibli from the realist school of thought. The case of the Imia islets incident is re-con-
probe, keeping the escalation of violence at a low level and thus avoiding structed theoretically using categories and propositions (deterrence, coercive
giving Greece thcjustiﬁc:ltion for using overwhelming fircpower. diplomacy, limited war, strategic surprise, and crisis management strategy),

: . . oo whose common features are the coneepts of conflier, ¥ strategy,! and security.!2
The above assessment fails, however, to account for the U.S. intervention intc ho ¢ theconeey £} Y

the crisis. To femedy this deficiency, three theoretical propositions are set forth
1, If an intra-coalition conflict resules in a sui generis, long-running crisis, TrHE THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK OF ANALYSIS
oppés‘mg parties are likely to seek the intervention of a great power, w Crisis and Escalation in World Politics

. aview to maximize gains through crisis management. .

»

: :l'he following clucidation of the concepts of crisis and escalation paves the way
2., 1f the intervention of a great power produces advantages, the degree

exploitation of same, while being affected by the balance of power, large
ly depends on the strategy adopted by the opposing parties. .

r the argument that the Imia incident represents, in fact, cumulative levels of

escalation of the underlying Greck-Turkish long running crisis.

crisis is an instance of intense conflict, resulting from the acure deterioration

3. [f the intervention of a great ‘pow}cr is neutral, the intervention will fav
the party that put into play the more effective strategy.

f relations between two or more states. A crisis is characterized by the sudden
nd rapid unfolding of a chain of events: direct threat against viral national

i
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interests, the possibility of war, the pressure of limited time for reaction and th

. the ' e Classic Policies of the Strategy of Conflict
destabilization of the structure of the system to which rivals belong.13

_‘ Deterrence
The crisis phenomenon covers a range of cases from the attempr ac reversal o

or questioning of established borders to the unanticipated deterioration of
dispute. It is manifested by violent or non-violent actions for a short or lon
period cither within or beyond the context of protracted conflicts. The crisis -
precedes war without necessarily escalating into war. War is the continuation of -
a crisis by other means and a crisis is one way a protracted conflict may mani-
fest itsclf along a continuum, at one cnd of which stands war and at the orhe
negotiable disputes.14

Deterrence is astrategy, which aims to convinee an adversary not to act because
the costis likely to outweigh the potential benefic. It is the strategy of manipu-
lating force with the threat of its use being a bargaining chip. This bears no rela-
tion to the actual use of foree '8

The strategy of deterrence has no inherent political or military elements. On
numerous occasions, it coincides only with military clements, because its focal
~point lies in the fear of the military consequences of action.!? It is the strategy

. ) o o f preventing an actack before it is delivered, with the declaration of a military
Escalation links the crisis to war and involves three distinct phases of crisi :

dovel hreat. \When an attack does oceur, the defending party is no longer deterring,
evelopment: ¢ . . N . . .
F “but vather has to defend 20 Conscquently, deterrence is applicable both in con-

+ the transformation from a suppressed into a openly erupting crisis ditions of war and of peace, although it can not be used to guide its own deter-

+ the transformation from a non-violent into a violent crisis, and . rent’ means. Deterrence is a strategy of prevention, not of open confrontation.

« the transformation from low-level to high-level violence.15 ts usclulness is primarily psychological so long as attacks are withheld.2! In

.. . . ther words, deterrence is not initself an independent military strategy.??
Crisis escalation may take the form of a separate strategy in order to persuad

the opponent to compromise without resorting ts"war. The strategy of crisi The success of deterrence usually depends on the credibility of the threats and

escalation is based on the combination of or alternate use of two policies. Th the defender’s will, as well as on the motivation and capability of the attacker to

first aims to rake ’1dv1nt'lgc of skirmishes on the battlefield with a view to secur ndertake military action.?? The declaration of commitment must be constant

ing gains. The second policy, known as ‘brinkmanship’, attempts to use th nd consistent because the reputation of conduct plays an important role.

threar of escalation to force the adversary to withdraw 16 The motives of the potential attacker should continually be re-evaluated, as

. . . . . .. . deterrence does not collapse suddenly, but gradually.?5 The motive and capaci-
T'his analysis of escalation adds yet another dimension to the term crisis. Thi : . . ] . )

. . . . . . ty of the ateacker are often evaluated in terms of force. Deterrence is undoubt-
particular form of crisis might be a specific long-running crisis in which thi
aggravation of the conflict reflects cumulative levels of escalation. The erisi

may be a product of accumulated historical differences, deliberate choice o

“edly related ro the strength of the adversary. Experience, however, shows that
“deterrence may collapse in spite of balance of power between rivals.

. .. .. ) . Mearsheimer points out that deterrence is not so much a product of military
rivals, or bath. Crisis management o oﬁ:en coincides with the process of confli

balance as it is a product of the military strategy adopted by the attacker. When
rcsolunon. Crisis mamgcment asa scparate strategy is usually lgnorcd In acr

a defender is confronted with blitzkricg or a strategy of limited war based on
trategic and tactical surprise, deterrence is likely to collapse.26 Consequently,
the defender’s military policy influences political relations and the long-term
objectives of the potential attacker.?”

Furthermore, the cost of deterrence might be non-military.28 The cost for the
attacker might not simply stem from the use of force, but may also take the
form of political pressure by allies and international organizations caused by the
use of force. The threat of political cost might affect the conduct of an atrack-
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r.2? Consequently, when deterrence is reduced to the credibility of threats
polmml will and the balance of power, without taking into account the strate
gy of the adversary and its political context, it is a-historical, un- strategic, and:
a-political. It is a-historical because it overlooks evidence proving thar deter
rence can collapse even with a strong political will to resist and an equal balanc
of power. It is un-strategic because it ignores the advantage of initiative on th
part of an attacker. Last, but not least, it is a-political because it confines itse
to military clements and neglects the impact of bargaining developed within'
particular political context.

actions and denounce its revisionise aspirations before the use or escalation of
force occuns.

The success of cocrcive diplomacy is not necessarily determined by the size of
force. Much depends on the kind of foree, the capacity of the defender to make
decisions, the way in which the defender's messages are conveyed and under-
stood by the attacker, and the existence of communication channels. In a sense,
coercive diplomacy is a flexible, stick and carrot strategy.

A defender frequently succumbs to the error of dcpcnding solely on the threat
of punishment withour simultancously providing an incentive for the attacker

In sum, deterrence is a strategy of exploiting force with rhetoric. It has n to withdraw. Its demands might be so unyielding that they increase rather than

means at its disposal that could be qualified as deterrent. Its means are defen iminate the attacker’s intransigence.3? The crux of coercive diplomacy is to
sive, which are perceived as precautions. Even though it embodies military logi :motivate the attacker to give up in the view of impending punishment. Escala-
it cannot be implemented in practice by milicary means. On the contrary, deter on may cause the attacker’s compliance. 3 However, if the threat is less credi-
rence is shaped by the conduct of the adversary and within the context of con ble than the attacker’s fear of escalation, coercive diplomacy fails.

flict. Paradoxically, however, the reciprocal relationship between defender an
attacker is often, in the literature, reduced to the balance of power with tw
implications:

Itis necessary to emphasize that coercive diplomacy is a defensive strategy that
fdlffcrs from strategic coercion, which is an offensive str: ategy, aiming to change
. the status quo. The strategy of cocrcion is a persistent usc of threats and force
L. the capacity of the adversary is evaluated only in terms of the size'o

aggregates without paying attention to the strategies adopted, and

y an attacker with a view to oblige the defender to comply with its demands.3>

oreover, coercive diplomacy differs from deterrence. The latter uses threats to
2. deterrence is regarded as an integrated grand strategy structured 2
ordered only by military power.

iscourage an attacker from actions, which it would otherwise undertake. Coer-
ive diplomacy aims to convince the attacker to cancel the revisionist action it

. . . , crtaken.36 Ieis a defensi ategy, which ai » maintain sta-
It is for that reason thar deterrence is not a strategy for all circumstances. It i as already undertaken. % Tuis a defensive strategy, which aims to maintain

onc of the strategies that a defender can use in order to achicve security. In th
best case scenario, deterrence is a strategy of buying time, which must be com nee.
plemented by other military and political strategics.30 In other words, it is no
a substitute for grand strategy.

m quo or restore status quo ante. Itisa (“l'CCt responsc to lh(‘ CO“.’IPSC OFdCtCI"‘

oercive diplomacy is a delensive strategy, which can be employed either as a
istrategy of crisis management or as a component of a grand strategy.3” Com-
ared to conventional strategics of defense, it is more attractive because it offers

he defender the opportunity to sccure itself at a low cost and with a limited
elihood of escalation.38

Cocrcivc Diplomacy

The stméby of coercive diplomacy is a'political rather than a purely mil
strategy3! It is a defensive strategy, which aims to convince an attacke
off threats or the use of limited force. The primary ob)ecuvc is to demonstra
thc dcfcndcrs w1!l to protect its mterests. At the same time, it aims to ho

mited war is defined as a military operation, which has predetermined targets
o be hit, independent of the broader political goals and means it uses.3? It does
o8

ot-aim at the destruction of the opponent.®9 It is an alternative to all-out
g: gcmcnt.‘“ But ic differs from strategics aiming to avoid war or achieve deci-
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sive victory on the battlefield. It strives to make the conduct of war work as
method of pressure on the adversary to accept compromise and peace condi:
tions. It is a part of political bargaining, with the usc of force as its focal poin

perceptions inhibic the application of innovations. Sccondly, new doc-
trines may be a surprise for the attacker himself, Leadership is in the

habit of adopting. in emergency situations, new ideas suggested by mid-

. . . ) . L dle ranks.??
Limited war is not necessarily an aggressive strategy.*3 Of course, limited w ’

entails the risk of escalation. The principal problem is the control of reaction
military action by onc'side might be interpreted by the other as a surprise
attack. M The greater the escalation of limited war is the more the possibility.
all-out war increases.?> Escalation, nevertheless, might be essential in order t
end an armed clash. In many cases, the parties involved continue hostilities
because they can afford the military and political cost. One of the conditions for
the termination of an armed conflict might be the sudden, sharp escalation to
a level that is unacceptable to one of the involved parties, thus forcing a co
promise.*6 \

Deterrence may cither dissuade surprise attack or increase the possibility of its
occurrence, depending on how effective it is. Deterrence becomes more cffec-
ive, when the opponent has been convinced that its goals can not be achieved
seven with a surprise attack. However, a high level of deterrence is capable of
rovoking a surprise attack from the opponent. The same could occur at a lower

tage, when the defender adopts preventive measures for the reinforcement of
eterrence.5!

The interrelationship of deterrence and surprisc creates problems in defense,
hich emerge quite intensely during crisis periods. It develops with the dilem-

of deterrence or appeasement, and the inherent fear of mutual surprise.’!
When the attacker is preparing for a surprise attack, it fears that the defender
ght react carlier with preventive war. At the same time, the reinforcement of

errence, on the pare of the ateacker with partial or complete mobilization of
armed forces, as a counter-measure against the adversary’s mobilization is a

ns of discouraging a preventive war.  However, if the defender proceeds
ﬁring the crisis to sn'cngthcn its deterrence, it may become the victim of pre-
ptive attack. On the contrary, if circumstances are underestimated and the
eaction is not dynamic enough the defender is likely to suffer the consequences
f-surprisc. Simultancously, if’ the defender is convineed that an advantage of
urprise for the potential attacker is created, it has an increased motive to pro-
with defensive surprise’, that is to say preemptive atrack.

In short, the strategy of limited war can be used both for the aggressive purpo
of changing the status quo and for the purpose of enforcing deterrence. In
limired war is an integral part of a successful strategy of deterrence.

N
~

T e~

Strategic Surprise
Strategic surprise is most often perceived of as‘an.offensive strategy. I might
however, take on a defensive character and thus it relates to preventive at_t‘:i{g
and preemptive attack. The capability of confronting a surprisc attack may|
based on the strategy of defensive surprise’47 The latter is a military strate

cy and limited war. From this standpoint, it-is uscful for the practical enfor
ment of deterrence and the effective handling of a crisis. in all, surprise may take on a defensive character. The capability of preemp-
Strategic su'rprisc is defined in terms of the defender’s crroneous assessment ¢ attack strcng[lllcnx the defender’s deterrence in the long run, even though it
entails the risk of preventive war in the short term. That is why a defensive
tegy should not be reduced to deterrence alone. The strategy of crisis man-

ent could be qualified as an alternative grand strategy ordered by the clas-
strategics of conflict.

since a successful surprise entails the collapse of deterrence. Surprise re
frém:; . :

"+ technical surprise atrack linked with new weapon systems an
. gence information, - e : , L

1 Strategy of Crisis I’H.umgcmcnr

is management, like deterrence, is neither purely a political nor a military
ategy. However, it differs from deterrence to the extent that it can be consid-

unprepared to.deal with. There are two reasons why military lea ders b ! _
’ - agrand strategy in itself and bring together a number of constituent strate-

fails to detect changes in the‘adversary’s doctrine. First, the estab
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gies. It represents, on the one hand, a process of crisis control aiming at tf
reduction of the risk of war and, on the other hand, a process, through whlch
the involved parties try to obtain concessions, while maintaining their relati
positions intact.?2 Therefore, the strategy of crisis management gives rise to

have limited aims and should include accommodation measures with a

view to securing compliance and reducing the risk of escalation. Of these,
tl\c most il“}‘ﬂl’rl”)t are:

the strategy of blackmail, which relies on the threat of punishment. Its
drawback is that if the threat is not credible or the defender refuses to
compromise, the attacker may be forced to carry out the threat, thereby

) . A ; o o7 causing an unwanted escalation of crisis,
act in the service of its interests without triggering an unwanted escalation.

the strategy of alimited, reversible probe, which aims to detect intentions
or oblige the defender to clarify its commitment. If the defender
responds by opposing the probe, the attacker can either back off or not
intensify its revisionist cfforts. The risk of unwanted escalation is con-
trollable to the extent that the probing action is limited and reversible.
Unless the defender acts to oppose the probe, the attacker is likely to pur-

The main problem is that the military rationale, focused on the use of force,
may clash with the dictates of diplomacy, the objective of which is to force tt
adversary to make compromises through persuasion, mutual concessions,
the threat or the'use of limited force.54 The key to success lies precisely in
synthesis of military requirements with the imperatives of diplomacy.

This synthesis is further complicétcd by the heightening of the security dile
ma that occurs when the defensive measures of one side are perceived as hosti
by the other. In addition, a crisis :may produce difficultics in communicatio

suc YIIC cmnpnign to (lmngc (l]C status quo,

the strategy of controlled pressure, which is based on piccemeal ‘salami
tactics’. ‘The attacker uses pressure, as it belicves that the defender is

- blic opinion . )
information assessment, decision makmg management of public opinio . an cither unable o reluctant to resist,

the coordination of military and diplomatic aéeidns.> Furthermore, new te L N ) ) .
the stracegy of fait accompli in which the attacker proceeds to quick, deci-

nologies may have a negative impact as they increase the pace of events, incre ) ) ) ) ) )
& y & pac yRete P : sive action, when it believes that the defender is not committed to defend

the time pressure, and present crisis management with a number of problems;

4 i the status quo. The advantage is that this strategy may result in the over-
+ the form of conventional war has changed. Modern weapon syste p turn of the status quo without causing escalation.
favor preemptive attacks and stratcgic surprise over direct engageme:

Defensive strategics, in order to lead to success, should convince a potential
on the battlefield. War-like confrontation is unlikely to be determined by : & b
adecisive victory since it is likely to develop into a war of atcrition.’6 W

is effective cven at a low level when it is used for limited aims and the

cker that the defender is not only able, but also determined, to protect its
terests. Of these, the most important are as follows:

the strategy of coercive diplomacy, which may resule in failure if the

defender sets forth demands that are likely to increase the attacker’s
intransigence,6

offensive relics on surprise’”

o

+ if the military doctrine envisages a large-scale war, the political leade
' is deprived of the ability to'manage crises and adjust flexibly to the's
.+ ing situational conditions pf low intensity conflict. In addition, the ¢
plexity of advanced weaponry makes prediction of the opponent’s m
difficule. It is unclear what type of military build-up ‘mdxcates th
large-scale military operation is about to launch.®
Dependmg on whether the'strategy of crisis managemcnt aims t
or to preserve the status quo, the constituent strategies are qunhﬁed

offensive or defensive.59 Inorder to succeed offensive stratcgles ‘shot

he strategy of limited escalation coupled with deterrence of counter-
escalation in which the defender tries to change the 'rules of the game’
-and lay the groundwork for a more favorable settlement of the crisis,

the strategy of tit-for-tat, using matching reprisals in response to chal-
< lenges coupled with deterrence of escalation by the attacker. It aims to
= convince the attacker to discuss its demands.

“ the strategy of the test of capabilities coupled with deterrence of escala-
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tion by the attacker. The objective is, through mobilization and threats,
to pass the dilemma of escalation to the attacker. In fact, however, th“
defender does not pursue escalation but deters the attacker from doin

SO,

: tegy of Crisis Management and the Greek="Turkish Rivalry

action by an attacker. Its means are purely defensive and are perceived as
precautions. It is for this reason that deterrence cannot be qualified as a
separate grand strategy,

the strategics of coercive diplomacy, limited war, and surprise enforce
+ the strategy of drawing a lin€, in which the defender identifies wh deterrence in practice,
provocation is likely to trigger the strongest response. Its disadvanta

the strategy of crisis management incorporates elements of all the strate-
that it paves the way for the attacker to control the escalation,

gies that have been discussed, by combining them into a grand strategy.
+ the strategy of conveying commitment and resolve, which aims to avoi

miscalculation and reinforce deterrence if the attacker is not convince
that the defender is fully committed to preserving the status quo. To . . 61
extent that it requires mobilization, escalation is a risk, caused by:thes 3 ) Analysis of the Events
attacker’s measures to match the mobilization. It is also likely to mﬂat e beginning of the incident dates back to December 26, 1995, when a Turk-
the ideological dimensions of the crisis, limiting the defender’s ,opno" freighter ran aground on a pair of uninhabited rocky islets, known as Imia,
for flexibility and the possibility of a diplomatic solution, 5 ff the castern coast of the Dodecanese Island of Kalymnos. The freighter
ptams refusal of Greek assistance coupled with the position of the Turkish
stry of Forcign Affairs thac the Imia Islets are in Turkish territorial waters
onstituted an indirect challenge to Greek territorial integrity. The note verbale
itted to the Greek embassy in Ankara, on December 29, wasa direct chal-

ANALYSIS AND EXPLANATION OF THE IMIA INCIDENT

+ the strategy of buying time in which the defender tries to obtam co di
tions for a negotiated scttlement. It indicated when the defende
certain that:

[y
v

a. it is not well prepared to resist; ge. The Greek protest re garding the incompatibility of the Turkish claim
ith internation: al Law did not come until ten days later. The Greck note verbale

January 9, 1996, was a moderate diplomatic response, stating that the

b. it is unable to employ the strategies that have already been discussed

c. it is presented with the risk of all-out war;
X . .. : nge ] allow o test Gree
d. there is an asymmetry of interests and motives in favor of the attac Islets by law belonged to Greece, which allow ed Turkey to test Greeces

£ ofs
mitment to the status quo and its ability to reace.

[

. this strategy may prove cffcctiye in improving relations wich the attac

. . . . 1 January 16, although the Turks had not yet replied, Greece suddenly
It is obvious that the strategy of crisis management can incorporate the st

gy of coercive diplomacy. It coincides with deterrence in that both strateg
pmsuc the: prcscrvanon of the status quo without vxolcncc [urthcrm

sereased surveillance measures in the area of the islets, an unanticipated action
ven the political language in the Greck note verbale. This partial mobilization
not explicitly linked to the dispute over the salvage, in the sense that the
ks had failed to give prior warning to Turkey of the military implications

. stance. The mobilization could be taken as an unreliable indication of
To sum up:. AT

- R nce. In fact, the military warning of deterrence seemed to be inconsistent
-+ the crisis is not sim 1 a henomenon of hi homtcnsx conﬂxc , the political warning of deterrence.
Mg : p g

while, Costas Simitis, having formed a new government on the January
ed to reshape the Greek strategy of deterrence. The main feature of his

in relations between two or ‘more states is nothmg less than cumulat
A o ach was to keep alow profile and convey a clear indication of deterrence

levels of escalation, -

+ deterrence cannot be implemented in practice by mllltary means
strategy of exploiting force with rhetoric intended to prevent unwel

ugh dlplmmm channels. The Greeck minister of foreign affairs openly
iced the opinion that the entire issue was not worthy of debate, a statement
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nghts. 64 The political and military warning of deterrence was clear-cul
objcmvc was to clarify that the Turkish claim concerned a vital quesnon
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that clearly demonstrated Grecece's will to avoid escalation of the dispute, while
the new Grecek note verbale, which was communicated to Ankara on January 26
aimed to place emphasis on the seriousness of the issuc for Greek interests
On January 27, the Turkish newspaper Hurriyet sent a boatload of journalist
Imia, where they took down the Greek flag, recently placed there by the mayo
of Kalymnos, and hoisted a Turklsh one. This forced the Greek governme
to expand the military measures. of deterrence in tandem with the intensifi
tion of its diplomatic efforts. On January 28, a naval vesscl was ordered.
restore the Greek flag and a contingent of commandos landed on the islets gi
ing a clear military warning of deterrcncc. Compared to the mobxllzatxon
ing the first phase, this move was’ ar Jeast timely and was linked to the ongoi
incident. The Greck minister of forcxgn affairs bricfed the ambassadors of th
European Union's member-states and the United States of America on
incident, presented a new note uerbalc to Ankara, on January 28, and made
clear that the Greek government was determined to re-examine its position
the issue of Turkey’s customs union with the EU.83 As an integrated whole,
these moves set in motion the’ “ntnc spectrum of deterrence. The poh
warning of deterrence went hand'in hand thh the military build-up of d
rence. The threat of revising the Greek posmbn‘on the issuc of customs uni
was a rigorous sign of deterrence mtcndcd to convince Turkey that its effort 0,
change the status quo was likely © to injure its polmcal and economic mtcre

easures. Greek forces embarked on a process of rapid mobilization and
eployment and, on January 30, the Greck Navy was placed on alert and sent
sea. Morcover, establishing Greek positions as based on international law and
eatics was a move designed to diplomatically isolate Turkey, thereby increas-
ag the political cost of its revisionist actions. The Greek effort to legitimize its
itions in the eyes of international public opinion reinforced deterrence. At
1e same time, all these moves signified Greeee's will to compromise and
crease the pace of the crisis on the condition that Turkey be prepared to
ithdraw its warships from the arca. Nonetheless, the Greck moves failed to
vent the Turkish National Security Council from adopting a hard stance
and reiterating the Turkish position. A Turkish newspaper happened to report
n an operational plan, which envisaged the scizure of one or all of the rocky
sslets of Imia, a plan not categorically denied by the Turkish government.65 The
tter, however, was determined not to give up.
e US., which was discretely watching developments, decided to get involved
1 the crisis. Adopting a neutral stance, Washington suggested a plan of disen-
ement (no naval vessels, no flags, no troops). But this clearly favored Turk-
‘claims. The Greek persistence and the Turkish intransigence over the issue
the flag accelerated the pace of the crisis. The Turkish prime minister via the
S. President demanded the settlement of the dispute in a span of two hours
hout announcing what the Turkish reaction would be if demands were not
£.86 This move aimed to force Greece to conform to Turkish claims by polit-
_means. It represented an escalation since it transformed the low-intensity
sis into an all-out crisis. It was a political ultimatum, which substantiated a
ategy of the escalation of crisis with brinkmanship diplomacy. With the
eat of cscalation, it sought not simply to facilitate the on-going bargaining on
diplomatic level in favor of Turkey; but also to force Greece to capitulate
jithout resorting to violence.

The Greek actions, however, lmd no effect on Turkey's behavior. On_]anuary'Z,
Ankara issued another note verbale to Athens challenging Greek sovereign
over not only Imia, but numerous other Acgean islets as well, and dcmapdm
the removal of the Greek commandos and flag. The Greek response came th
same day in the Greek parliament by the prime minister himself, who dcclar
that: “to any aggressive nationalism we respond that the reaction of Greece w
be powerful direct and effective. We have the means and we are abou t
them without hesitation. We absolutcly accept no violation of our sovereig

Turkish ulcimatum increased the likelihood of war in the event that Greece
fused a compromisc. The U.S. warned that whoever first used force would be
¢lc responsible and provoke a severe reaction from the U.S.%7  Bur after the
piration of the deadline, Turkey proceeded to establish a foothold on one
“gﬁardcd rocky isler. It simultancously suggested the removal of the Greek
'iées and flag, and the initiation of negotiations regarding the territorial status
f the arca.

ritorial sovercignty which was beyond doubt; and to demonstrate Gree‘
to resist these unwelcome demands even-if it meant resorting to. all-o
“Afeer these statements, backing down would represent heavy political
Grecce.

The determinatiqn of the Greek govcmmcnt to proceed with the use o fo

if necessary, was clearly proclaimed and was equally evident in specific mili he occupation of one of the three rocky islets of Imia carly in the morning of
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January 31, signified the collapse of the Greek strategy of deterrence. Grees
was taken by surprise and appeared hesitant to usc force in order to realize its
officially proclaimed threat. A proposal for the seizure of the rocky islet w
declined after the military !cadcrshlp proved unable to guarantee the compl
tion of the operation within forty-five minutes, a time limit set by the Greek
government. This raised a dilemma between war and negotiation, and even
ally it was decided not to resort to violence. Greece was obliged to accept
American plan of disengagement. It withdrew from its own possessions in
exchange for a Turkish withdrawal from the rocky islet. An all-out war w.
averted, but Turkey proved able to trade at no cost the fait accompli of the occ
pation for the challenging of the Greck territorial sovereignty in the area. -

intervention was so influential that Greeee's behavior failed to realize its
strong will to deter the Turkish challenge.
This linc of reasoning, however, moves to the opposite extreme. It takes the
Greck determination as a given without drawing attention to how this was sub-
tantiated. It places emphasis on the influence of the American intervention
without throwing light on the puzzle of how Turkey, being equally subject to
e systemic pressure, was able to scize an islet. Qur approach views the out-
ome as a synthesis of the thesis’ of the Greek position (will and strategy) with
e antithesis” of the Turkish position (will and strategy) and the U.S. and
ATO intervention (‘systemic context’).
ddressing three intertwined questions is liable to establish our central argu-
e ment. It is to prove the dialectic relationship between systemic forces and local

actors, as well as between the defender’s strategy, the attacker's strategy, and sys-
hic presstres.

Explanation of the Events

The question to emerge from the foregoing analysis is why the escalation of

crisis took this particular form and resulted in this particular outcome. How:

the events interrelated? Why did Turkey come out of the crisis with grea L )
X I'he Collapse of Greek Deterrence

gains? ~ B

=How can the Turkish occupation of the isler be explained? How can Turkey's

military action be explained? Three reasons can be set forth pointing to the

sreek and Turkish positions, as well as to the role of the U.S.

Onc answer is that Turkey's will and dctcrmmanon were stronger than thosc 0
Grecce. The argument, however, ignores sevetal aspects of the events and has
two deficiencies. The first, being cmpmcal has two dimensions:

a. there is no sound evidence proving a lack of will to enforce deterrence on ¢ Greek Positi
the part of the Greck government; on the contrary, there were clear sxgn v ot lf)” o
given of will and determination, The process of realizing deterrence suffered from inconsistency and incoher-
nce berween military and political action. It had two phascs, which differed in
he level of compatibility between the political and military message of deter-
ence. During the course of the second phase, which coincided with the accel-
tion of the pace of the incident, the political and military messages of deter-
ce went hand in hand. In sharp contrast, during the firse phase, starting with

e frcxghtcr c1pt:\in's‘ salvage denial, the proclamation of commitment to deter-

b. it overlooks the'rules of the game’set out by the U.S. concerning the'non
* use of force'. '

The sccond weakness being theoretical has three dimensions:

a. it dnsrcgards the significance of strategy; state behavior is determined
. only by leadership will but also by its capac1ty to dcsxgn and put into pla
* alternative strategies,

b. it presupposes that mtematlonal polmcs are determmed by domdn
. COREEL R L e : rcek Icadnrslnp dld not convey a clcar -cut message to Turkcy that its activism
yas unwelcome. Without making any military threat, a strong political warn-

gwas essential for two reasons: firse, it was the first time that Turkey explic-

tly challenged the territorial integrity of Greece; and secondly, experience has
hown that Turkey is a revisionist power.

Kenneth Waltz points ou t'thar a state’s behavior rarcly keeps pace Wi
its mtenuons when the mtcrnatlonal system mcdmtcs between the'
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What is more, without having received a response from Turkey, Athens sud
denly increased military supervision of the activities in the arca. This action 157
a sign of will and determination was problematic precisely because:

eter rather than accommodate the Turkish challenge. The crux of the problem
 how deterrence was implemented.

a. it was neither anticipated nor justified on the account of the earlie

iThe Turkish Position
7Y,
Greek diplomatic response, :

urkey relied on several offensive policics of crisis management strategy, which
t the political and military concept of limited war. In particular, the Greek for-

b. it unfolded with relative delay in comparison to the diplomatic respo
eign and defense policy makers feel convinced that Turkey aims to change the

c. its goals were unclear in that it was not explicitly linked to a poli

commitment to deterrence, and tus quo with the strategy of coercion. Turkey employs the threac of use or the

ctual use of force to oblige Greece to comply with its demands. Athens usual-
y perceives this position as Ankara’s intention to engage in all-out war. Athens
deems the success or failure of coercion to be dependent on the balance of mil-
'ry power. However, our analysis of the Turkish pattern of behavior in the
aincident shows that in practice coercion was successful in spite of a stable
alance of power and without resorting to all-out engagement.

‘the first level of analysis, the occupation of the islet represented an action
of trategic coercion. It was based on the military strategy of a limited goal, the

plcmcnrmon of which usually causes the collapse of deterrence. This expla-
coercion or preventive war.

‘e
T

on, however, cannot fully account for the Turkish behavior. Throughout the
The most important result of the poor m'nplcmcntatlon of deterrence dus dent, Turkey tricd to manipulate events rather than escalate the dispute to
the first phase was to give Tuxkey the impression that a Greek offensive w:
about to launch.89 This impression was further reinforced by the hoisting of mulative levels of intensity and escalation, it proved able to control the course
Grecek flag, by the Greek navy, a move of escalation, which presumably signifie
the start of strategic coercion. By effectively manipulating this impression an \
making the argument that Greece was preparing to expand its territorial waters tstatus quo it combined a number of offensive policies of crisis management
from six to twelve miles, Turkey was able to legitimize the occupation of thes tegy. The Turkish strategy was broader than cocrcion; it was a strategy of
islet in the eyes of U.S. administration.” It is widely acknowledged thata p.
tial or full mobilization of armed forces increases the opponent’s motive for pr

emptive attack. The Turkish leadership qualified their limited probe as?3
i vat the Greek commitment to deterrence and to establish the incident on a
of low-intensity conflict. The publication of a plan of occupation by the
sh newspaper Hurriyet, the decisions of the National Security Council and
*deadline ultimatum were elements of a strategy of blackmail designed to

Thls argumcnt, which: apparcntl soundcd ‘convincing was far from

el

level of high-intensity. The occupation of the islet was a combined imple-
ntation of the strategics of limited, reversible probe and of fait accompli, which
ted in moving the conflict up from diplomatic to military engagement.

short, there is no denying that the Greek leadership was fully cictermm
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Because the probe was so limited and readily reversible that the ensuing mi
tary action was kept at a level of low-intensity, the risk of unwanted war was
minimized, and restoration was feasible. It can be argued that the military oper.
ation, albeit risky, was a deliberate choice carried out within the concept of li
ited war, because it pursued to hit specified targets and avoid direct, decisiv
engagement with Greek forces. The probe was intended to create a fait accompl
Once achieved, the fait accompli was skillfully exploited by Turkey not only as an
instrument of bargaining but also as a means of forcing Greece to accept th
American plan of disengagement. In essence, the strategy was to trade the fai
accompli for the Greck recognition of Turkish claims.

this warning. The military probe was limited and reversible, and although it was
act of aggression it involved no direct engagement.

In theory, the U.S. intervention increased the cost of using strategies like coer-
i:iyc diplomacy, limited war, and preemptive ateack; that is, strategies which
derpin deterrence in practice. The question onc must ask is why Greece
failed to 1c<pond to the Turkish provocation in a way that would incorporate

S)’StCl“lL constraints ."llld ([lCle)’ secure its interests.

Why Did Greece not Proceed to Re- -occupy the Islet?

?How can the ultimate avoidance of military action by Greece be explained? An
swer can be drawn from the foregoing explanation, which point to the Greek
strategy of detervence, the Turkish strategy of crisis management, and the U.S.
Intervention. I hese are necessary but not sufficient determining factors.
‘Throwing more light on the factor of deterrence is likely to yicld important

The Role of the U.S.

The position of the U.S., expressed in the establishment of the principle
‘non-use of force, acutely increased the cost for Greece and limited its range o
options. The American warning against the usc of force sct out limitation
the ignoring of which was likely to entail a high cost for the partics to thed
pute. This systemic context of the non-usc of force becomes a factor in th
strategy of coercive diplomacy. It reflected thie-strong will of the U.S. to av 1
escalation and direct engagement. It c1catcd a context in which the part
under the threat of punishment, would be ‘motivated to bargain and make
mutual concessions. In other words, Washington tried to convince Greece an

crccptlon of hmx ducrrcmc was to bc carried out in practice. The General
Staffsuggcsud thnt the Turkish Lomm:mdoq who had occupied the islet should

Turkey not to accelerate the pace of the conflict to such a degree that the only presented too greac a risk of escalation. This argument was based on two
wou 1l-out war. sumptions: the high cost, both political and military that this move should

way out of the deadlock wo eana 2 )

However, the dexterous neutrality of the U.S. favored Turkey over Greece. Thc : ntail; ‘m_d d““ S)';'(Tmll( “““S“:“”“; ”“PUSCd' by the U.S. intervention. If the first

plan of discngagement reflected Turkish demands for concurrent removal-o assumption is valid, the question is why prior to the collapse of deterrence, the

warships and forces, as well as for the lowering of the Greek flag, It undermined: Greek government took measures which gave the impression that Greece was
the political and military basis for Greck deterrence. From a political poin Ay u : .
v1cw, lt forced Greece to accep . dlsengagemenc that esrabllshed doub ab ion of the use of force with the risk of casualties. If the second assumption

qually valid, the question is why Athens did not proceed with strategies

,m‘g athurkcyas cwoperatxve andrdcfcnswe. Furthermore, it legmmxzek r government’s counter-proposal, which was to reoccupy the islet within
: to aban -five minutes and without lmrming the Turkish commandos, could not be

Turkish strategy of crisis managcment was carried out in line with the sp e request of the m!hmr) lmdcr«;lup was out of the question. In conditions of
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crisis, the military and political response has to be swift and effective. During
the Imia incident, this was especially imperative, given the U.S. demand for
immediate decrease of the pace of the conflict and the risk of Turkey anncxing
the occupied islet.

Grecek Deterrence

The main deficiency of Greek deterrence is that it has taken on the nature of
rand strategy. What is not well understood is that the manipulation of the
threar of force, with which deterrence is closely related, is quite different from
the manipulation of the actual use of force, which has nothing to do with deter-
ence. How the Greek deterrence was carried out throughout the Imia incident
illustrates that this point was not taken into account. Particularly, the build-up
fdeterrence gave the impression-that Athens pursued implementation of force
ather than manipulation of the threat of force. The Greek diplomatic and mil-
tary moves failed to coordinate to present Turkey with a dilemma of further
calation or withdrawal. The political and military warnings of deterrence
were based only on the prevention of a “Turkish all-out attack; they did not take
nto account the possibility of a limited, reversible probe. Athens missed the fact
that an all-out engagement is the last and upper level of crisis escalation; and
that cscalation embeds several, cumulative levels of i intensity and violence.
<Deterrence was eventually reduced to its military dimensions. As a result, the
reed to deal with the pressures stemming from the particular Turkish pattern
f conduct and the U.S. intervention was disregarded. Notwithstanding the full
obilization of forces, the Greek government proved unable to predict that
urkey would take the initiative on the battlefield without provoking an all-out
gagement. The clement of surprise was to the advantage of Turkey.

Sccondly, the dilemma of war or peace with concessions dominated the deci-
sion-making process: Athens eventually opted for peace with concessions. An
examination of why this was the case should uncover the real strategic dllcmm:{
facing Greece at that time. One reason was the U.S. intervention and the lngh
cost of war due to technological progress. An all-out engagement is most llkcly
to develop into a war of attrition. Resorting to force is effective and of low cost
only when it is based on surprise attack and limited war. The sccond reaso
concerns the Greek choice of compromise. The Greek strategy of deterrence
relied on the threat of a large-scale war. Greece gave the impression that it was
prepared to confront the Turkish challenge by direct, decisive cngagcment
When deterrence collapsed, Athens should logically have proceeded to rmllz
its threat. Why then did it ultimately opt for compromise?

An answer should begin with the Turkish strategy and ends with the Greck
strategy. Turkey used a strategy of crisis management. The scizure of the is
camc about through the implementation of the strategies of fait accompli and
limited, reversible probe; these were driven by.-the concept of limired w;
Greece relied on a strategy of deterrence backed with the threat of all-o
engagement. When deterrence collapsed with a limited, reversible probe ac lo
intensity, Athens was presented with the following strategic dilemma: given the’
U.S. pressures, was it feasible for Greece to respond by resorting to the use
overwhelming force and high-intensity engagement? In other words, wh
someone has just given you‘a bloodless scratch,’ is it rational to react by severe
ly wounding or even killing him? Objectively speaking, it was not. Compared «
the real military cost of the Turkish probe, the political risk of escalation
the mxhtary cost of an all-out war would be cxtrcmcly high. At that time,
,native strateglcs to a full mdltary engagement, were urgently necded The
that’no’alternatives came into play‘,_ndxcntes that the Greek strategy

The Turkish probe was so limited that the dilemma between peace and war,
which the Greek strategy tried to present to Ankara, collapsed. In fact, the
dilemma became a Greek dilemma of war with excessive cost or peace with con-
cessions. Turkey clearly showed signs of unwillingness to escalate the crisis to
the level of all-out war, passing the responsibility of this decision to Greece. The
atter could have been relieved of this overwhelming burden, had it quickly put
play strategics intended to force Turkey to back down. The conceprualiza-
of Greck deterrence, however, allowed no room for such a course of action.

ican be argued that the Greck strategy itself was the root of the surprise
ed Greece by the Turkish move. This confirms a proposition of deterrence
ry that the defender’s strategy shapes the attacker’s strategic ends in the
ong run. In the case of Imia, it could be assumed that instead of averting its
manifestation, the Greek strategy of deterrence laid the foundations for the
uccess of the Turkish offensive. This issue is critical in many respects. Of them,
e most important relates to the fact that Turkey was able not simply to chal-

Putely from a military point of. view, the problemis that the Greek forc
not prepated to deal with low—mtenmty conflict and limited war. The Imia
dent demonstrates not lack of resources, but lack of sufficient stratcgleg an
operational arrangements. Forces. that are prepared only for all-out war hay
difficulties in confronting smallﬂscale war-like confrontations.”}
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lenge Greece's territorial i integrity but also to test its real capacity to deal wit

hat deterrence is not a strategy for all conditions and that crisis management
limited probes without resorting to all-out engagement.

an be used both as a separate strategy and as a method of conflict resolution.

The Turkish probe could not be qualified as a tactical surprise. It did not té.k
place on the battleficld in the course of hostilities. Neither could it be qualified:
as a strategic surprise. Expecting a Turkish attack, Greek forces were on alert in
the area where the probe was delivered. Nonetheless, we can argue thar th

Turkish probe contained attributes of a strategic surprise in that the metho
used demonstrated a change in Turkish military doctrine. Turkey implement
offensive policies of crisis management strategy. These proved more flexible an
cffective than the strategy of coercion and significantly increased the range of
options for the Turkish grand strategy. But it was not necessarily the first tim
that these policies came into play. What is interesting is that during the cou
of the Imia incident, the offensive policies of crisis management strategy wei
fully realized. It is for that reason that the Imia incident signified a change
the Turkish pattern of conduct: From this standpoint, the Turkish limited
-reversible probe could be regarded as quasi-strategic surprise. If this poin
valid, the Greek foreign and defense policy makers should embark on a proc
of revising the country’s whole defense platning. What the Imia incider
uncovers is that the existing design of Greek deterrence allowed no room f;
dealing successfully with the Turkish challenge *~

Therefore, the lack of a crisis management strategy is caused by the war or
s peace concept underlying the Greek strategy of deterrence. Applying the prin-
iple if you want peace, prepare for war’ is conceived of as a substitute for the
trategics of cocrcive diplomacy, limited war, and crisis management. ]t is not
nderstood that deterrence can not put into play these strategies because it has
othing to do with the actual use of force; rather, these strategics underpin
eterrence in practice. It was for that reason that Greek deterrence was caught
n a deadlock during the Imia incident. Here was proved the utility of the
efensive policies of the strategy of crisis management. After the occupation of
he islet, the dilemma of war or peace with concessions might not have arisen,
ad the Greek strategy of deterrence been based on the concepe of crisis man-
gement strategy, which incorporates deterrence, coercive diplomacy, limited
war, and surprise. The case of Imia unveiled for the first time that the real
dilemma facing Greek strategy is the lack of a crisis management strategy. This
ack accounts for the Greek pattern of conduct during the Imia incident.

The“Systemic” Context

The “systemic” context relates to the role of the U.S., which took the form of
dexterous neutrality. The question remains, however, why this “systemic” con-
Lack of Crisis Management Strategy

rext, which put pressure on both rivals, let Turkey come out of the crisis with

“Lack” in this context does not necessarily mean that such a strategy has the greater gains? The theoretical tools already used cannot offer an explana-

been designed, it simply means that at a critical juncture it was not pu into pla
Athens overlooked the instrumentality of crisis management strategy both as
means of conflict resolution and as a freestanding grand strategy. The lack of;
crisis management strategy became evident not simply in the inability to cope
quickly and effectively with the effects of the Turklsh probc but also i

jmplementation of the strategy of deterrence. -

ion. Four points can be considered:

+ firs, in 2 multi-polar international system great powers are reluctant to
undertake additional commitments and intervene as mediators in
regional crises. They most often assign the role of local policeman to a
loyal small state of the region concerned, on the condition thar the latter
is able to advance the grear power’s interests and preserve the status
quo;7?

Parncularly, warand dxplomacy, mcludmg deterrence, are not the only meth
. of conflict resolution. The Greek's strategy of deterrence seemed to igno
fact. The principal dilemma facing Greek strategy was by no means be
war and peace. In fact, that dilemma emerged as a'result of Greek deterren
The dilemma was what defensive policies the Greek government sho
employ to manage:the crisis in order to prevent the outbreak of war and
the way for conflict resolution from a position of power. Athens missed the f ‘

second, “weak” Greece and 'strong’ Turkey are member-states of NATO
and their enduring rivalry is shaped by the dynamics of this alliance.
Their rivalry in cffect is an ‘intra-coalition’ conflict. It is subject to coali-
tion’ limitations concerning both the interests of the dominant great
power, namely the U.S,, and the mission of the alliance to deal with
external rather than internal,“intra-coalition” security challenges;
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« third, if in a looscning bipolar system the degree of cooperation or con
frontation was likely to exert trivial influence on the settlement o
‘intra-coalition’ conflicts, in a multi-polar system an alliance is unlikel
to help a‘weak’ member-state against a strong one;73

» fourth, in a bilateral ‘intra-coalition’ conflict, the intervention of a singl
or group of dominant powers most often sets out the rules of the game
frame the context of the conflict, and supply rivals with more or less
opportunities to obtain more or less comparative advantages in th
course of conflict resolution. This process determines the allocation of
gains berween the rivals, and the relative weight that great powers actach
to each one of them.

Based on these points, we suggest the following hypotheses:

+ first, if the ‘intra~coalition’ conflict takes on the form of a sui generis, long?:
running crisis, the parties involved will compete to ensure that the inter
vention of a single or group of great powers will provide them opportu
nities to obtain more comparative advantages in the management of 2%
confrontation,

+ second, if the intervention of a great power produces advantages, th
degree of exploitation of same, while being affected by the balance o

power, largely depends on the strategy adopted by the opposing parti

+ third, if the intervention of a single or group of great powers takes th
form of dexterous neutrality, this opportunity is turned into an asset only::
for the rival that put into play the most effective strategy of crisis man
agement.

These propositions are consistent with the assumptions and theses of the real
ist school of thought. They adequately explain why the U.S. intervention did
not favor Greece. They further support our argument regarding the collapse o
deterrence, the Turkish strategy, and the Greek pattern of conduct. Our centrz
atguments and associated hypotheges confirm that Turkey came out of the I
islets crisis with more gains prccx‘ely because its grand strategy is more effe

.

"The overall conclusion to emerge from this analysxs is that the Greek and Tur

ish strategies express two dlametrxcaﬂy different strategic cultures.” The Greek
strategic culture distinguishes between war and peace. As long as peace lasts
conflict of interest might be settled through diplomacy and law. When the co

a.
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lict of interests develops into violence, which means that  deterrence collapses,
only two strategic options are open:

preparation for all-out engagement, which aims to present the adversary
with a dilemima between unwanted, uncontrollable escalation and sur-
render;

political and diplomatic moves intended to pave the way for a peaceful
decrease of the pace of the crisis. The dominant idea is to ‘win’ either
peace or war. In sharp contrast, the Turkish strategic culture perceives of
war and peace as an integrated whole; it recognizes that there exist sev-
cral levels of aggression and intensity in between the two extremes.
When a conflict of interests scales up to a level of crisis, the dominant
idea is to'win’ the crisis with a strategy of crisis management.

inally, yet another thesis to be drawn is that the Imia crisis reflects cumulative
lcvcls of escalation of the enduring Greek~Turkish rivalry. In other words, the
reck="Turkish confrontation can be qualified as an sui generis, long-running
risis in the form of a protracted conflict; in which the acceleration of the pace
sof conflict is manifested through recurrent escalations of intensity that involve
the possibility of direct engagement. We reason that the Imia crisis, along with
1¢ crises of 1987 and 1976, are nothing less than short-term escalations of the
ong-running Greek="Turkish crisis. In the first place, even though Greece and
urkey have never crossed the threshold of war during the course of these
rises, they have proved unable to embark on a process of conflict resolution. In
he sccond place, these recurring escalations do not only harbor a high risk of
ar; they are mutually related in the sense that they aim to foree Greece to con-
‘sent to a change of the status quo in the Acgean Sea. Broadly speaking, the
-enduring Greek-"Turkish rivalry is marked by:

Long duration: the crisis has not yet been seteled, notwithstanding that
almost twenty-one years separate the Turkish occupation of the northern
part of Cyprus and Imia.

Continuous tension: political and military incidents of low-intensity and
small-scale escalation are daily on the agenda.

High risk: the threat of the use of force is persistent, a fact that increas-
es the possibility of a sudden aceeleration of the pace of conflict.

Importance of interests: the interests at stake are not only vital but also

not open to compromise.
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CONCLUSION

This work made an effort to examine the determining factors of the Imia inci-
dent and explain why Greck deterrence proved unable to deal succcésfully with
the Turkish challenge. Three factors combined in a dialectic relationship can
account for the Imia incident and the failure of Greek strategy. The fiest is the
Grecek strategy of deterrence, which did not correlate with the defensive policies
of crisis management strategy. The second is the Turkish offensive strategy,
which can be qualified as a strategy of crisis management structured and
ordered by the strategy of coercion and the concept of limited war. The third
factor is the U.S. intervention, which laid down the ‘systemic’ context of no
use’ of violence.

Strictly speaking, the case of Imia is not exactly an original example of crisis. I
fact, it was a short-term escalation of the long running Greck-Turkish crisi:
which has become an enduring rivalry. Yet, the overall conclusion is that Greec
and Turkey have different strategic cultures. On the one hand, the logic moti-
vating the Greek strategy is to ‘win’ either peace or war. On the other hand, the
logic of the Turkish strategy is to‘win' the crisis without it being caughe up in
dilemma of war or peace. In cssence, the Greckstrategy of deterrence still relies
on the threat of annihilation. In contrast, the Turkish strategy is based on th
offensive policies of the strategy of crisis management, placing greater empha-
sis on coercion and limited war. From this standpoint, the real dilemma facing'
the Greek strategy is not one between war and peace. It is a dilemma of cris
management, it being both a scp:iratc grand strategy and a method of confli
resolution. »
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ManoLs G. lOANNOU

INTRODUCTION

hroughout the life of the Republic of Cyprus, the Cyprus issue has been
one of an international, extremely multi-facered and complex nature and,
as a resule, hard to resolve. A number of different and opposing views and the-

the Cyprus issuc (cnough to support a relevane literature);! nevertheless, in
rexamining the facts of the case, it is clear chat the Cyprus issue has always been
an essentially international issue. One simple reason alone being that, since its
initial manifestation, this issue has constituted a continuous concern for the
United Nations and an area of multi-faceted action and reference, following
Cyprus’s own petition.

Despite being addressed by an international Organization of such universal and
highly valid status as the UN for more than a quarter of a century, the Cyprus
issuc still remains unresolved. As this indispurtable fact cannot be ignored, it is
obvious that United Nations” action on this issue can be judged (based on the
poor, if not minimal, results) as insufficient, incffective and consequently
unsuccessful. This does not mean, of course, that the United Nations is the sole,
or even, the main actor responsible for the misfortune of the Cyprus issue. On
the other hand, it can not be exempted from all responsibility. The failure in this
case must still be charged to the Organization itself. Whether it was caused by
nate weakness or whether the result of other factors, it continues to raise
trong reservations about the credibility and future will of the UN. The Repub-
¢ of Cyprus at least, which since 1964 has placed all hope in this Organiza-
ion,2 now has cvery reason o doube the wisdom and efficiency of its first
choice. This is underscored by the face that the Republic of Cyprus still is pay-
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