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TllE SOUTHERN FLANK: pOLITICAL D'ILEMMAS

AND STRATEGTC CONSIDERATIONS

The southern flank of NATO offers a wide range of pers-
pectives, more tlran any other NATO region. lt is isolated from
Central Europe and is geographically fragmented. The prin-
ciple focus of orientation for the North Atlantic Treaty Organi-
zation (NATO) forces in this region is maintaining freedom of
transit in the Mediterranean. Naval power, therefore, plays a
dominant role in defense planning and force projection for the
region.

Recently, Admiral William J. Crowe, former NATO com-
mander of Allied Forces Southern Europe, lamented that NATO
is still based on the outdated assumption that war would begin
in Central Europe rather than the Persian Gulf or the Middte
East. Growe called this strategy <shaky.l (1).

Moreover, this region's strategic importance has been
dramatically increased by events in the area. Turkey is the
only al l iance nation in the Middle East and it  sits on the f lank
of any Soviet thrust into lran or the Persian Gult. Straddling
the Straits of Bosphorus and the Dardanelles, it virtually
controls the Soviet Union's only means of egress into the
Mediterranean, while Greece monitors Soviet use of the Aegean
Sea and contributes to the naval readiness of the Adriatic Sea.
Geostrategically, both Greece and Turkey lie athwart the direct
avenu€s of Soviet expansionism into the Arab world and Africa.

Geographically, the southern flank is unique and complex
as compared to the Central Front. First, there is the profound
difference in how forces are arrayed and power is proiected.
The terrain is rugged, the area sparsely populated and off -
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road mobility is difficult. Employment of heavy vehicles is, at
best, difficult. In the Central Front there exists a framework
of substantial stability between N,ATO and the Warsaw Pact,
stabil i ty which includes geography, as well as poli t ical and
military considerations (2). Combat would take place in an
environment characterized by dense population, urbanization,
a highly developed logistics network, with significant networks
of road and rail lacilities. This clearly structures the reactions
of the parties involved and thereby limits the type of actionb
that can be taken. ln the southern region the boundaries bet-
ween the two alliances are less distinct. lt is the Mediterranean
which serves as the common denominator for East-West
presence in t'he region (3). ln the Central Front the two superpo-
wers and their alties have assigned basically analogous mis-
sions to their forces. But in the southern flank both the United
States and the Soviet Union have interests that transcend their
respective alliances. Relations with the United States are more
important to Greece and Turkey than their N'ATO commitment.
In fact, both countries tend to evaluate their national security
concerns from a nationalistic perspective, thus detaching them
from the <Atlantic> context. Greece today views the Warsaw
Pact and the Soviet Union as being lesser threats than Turkey,
its neighboring NATO ally (4). Such interpretations color both
nations'views toward the United States and NATO, and directly
effect how crises will be met in this region and perhaps the
Middle East and Persion Gulf.

Both superpovyers have major client states in this region.
These complex relationships could lead to circumstances
wherein the superpowers confront each other exclusively in
defense of these interests or those of their client states.

There are, however, three common denominators shared
by all. First, the Mediterranean Sea washes their shores and
is seen as a vital throughway. Second, the presence of th€
United States' Sixth Fleet and the Sovi,et Union's Fifth Escadra
condition events. Last, the politico - economic conditions ol
Greece and Turkey, as well as the other nations in the region,
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in most cas€s, reveal signs of more or less marked instability,
leading to expectations that changes might occur and thereby
significantly alter the existing status quo.

THE M.IUTARY BALANCE

From the standpoint of security, geographic characteristics
of the southern flank make sea power a critical component for
reinforcement and resupply of ground forces. This circum-
stance, of course, underlines the need for effective sea control;
otherwise, coherent defense of the southern flank is difficult,
if not impractical.

For many years, the U.S. Sixth Fleet operated virtually
unhindered in the Mediterranean. In the laie 1960s and 1970s,
however, the Soviet Fifth Escadra greatly expanded its pre-
sence, which in turn has facilitated promotion of Soviet diplo-
matic objectives in the region. From a coastal navy with a
principal mission of displaying the flag, the Soviet navy today
has developed significant sea-denial capabilities (5). In short,
the Soviet naval build-up has produced an uneasy balancs
in the Mediterranean in the sense that the United States and
NATO no longer exercise undisputed control of the area. On
the other hand, the Soviet Union is not in a position to deny
the West the maritime routss in the Mediterranean or in the
Middle East. Control or denial of the sealanes by the United
States or the Soviet Union ultimately hinges on land-based air
power. Lacking effective sea-launched airpower to inflict major
damage on the Sixth Fleet, the Soviets could do so by land -
based air power (6). Launching Backfire (TU-26s) and Blinder
(-FU-22s) bombers from bases in the Crimea makes the Sixth
Fleet, as well as the entire Mediterranean basin, vulnerable (7).
In addition, Libya possesses a force of Swiet - built aircraft
which far exceeds that country's reasonable defense needs and
which have the potential to affect the entire region (8). lf the
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Soviet Union depioyed a mixed iorce ol Backfir,e bombers, MIG
fighters, and Sukhoi fighter-bombers on Libyan airfields, it
would considerably shift the balance of power away from the
United States Sixth Fleet and NATO. There is a consensus in
intelligence estimates indicating that Colonel Muammer Qua-
daffi would grant the Soviet Union the use of these facilities
in an East-West confrontation. This underscores the impor-
tance of land-based tactical aircraft stationed in Europe, and
in particular in Greece and Turkey (9). Most of the deployable
aircraft in Greece and Turkey are at least twenty years old,
but the current assumption is that the United States and the
Soviet Union could, if necessary, provide newer and more
effective aircraft (e.9., F-15 and F-16; MIG-2Ss, 27s and SU-25s)
if necessary. The upgrading of the Greek and Turkish air forces
with new fighters, either F-16s or F-18s, will greatly enhance
their air capabil i t ies (10). Presently, Turkey is negotiat ing with
Egypt for the purchase of 35 F-SE (Phantoms). This is an
interesting exercise in bazaar bargaining since Saudi Arabia
is underwriting the Turkish purchase. With this acquisition the
Turkish air force will retire F-100s, a Korean War-vintage craft.
At present, the Warsaw Pact far exceeds the NIATO forces in
total number of tactical aircraft, while the Alliance still has an
edge in equipment as well as in f ighting capabil i t ies (11).
NATO is not only bringing into service new fighter aircraft (e.9.,
Tornado), but it has augmented its aircraft with newer avionics
and advanced laser-guided and precision-guided munitions.
It has also enhanced its overall capabilities with the deploy-
ment of early warning and control capabilities (AWACS, E-2CS,
and Nimrods). These systems can be positioned to the southern
flank if the situation warrants. Without the protection provided
by tactical aircraft, however, the Sixth Fleet is vulnerable.

A further complicating factor is the expansion and moder-
nization of Soviet and Warsaw Pact land forces in the southern
flank.'Current estimates are that the Warsaw Pact natlons have
deployed some 35 divisionS on the Greco-Turkish border in
contrast to NATO forces numbering some 32 divisions, malnly
infantry units. Most of the Warsaw Pact divisions are mecha-
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nized, and armored, and possess a favorable tank ratio ol
about three-to-one. They are on terrain suitable tor armored
offensive operations and could easily be rfeinforced by at least
two airborne/air mobile divisions. The task of the Greek and
Turkish forces is rendered difficult defensively by the narrow-
ness of the area between the borders (Thrace) and the Aegean
Sea (30-50 miles in width), although it is likely that in any
general war the bulk of the Bulgarian forces would be directed
eastward toward the Dardennelles and lstanbul. In the east
Turkey has a 380 mile land frontier with the Soviet Union. The
terrain is mountaineous and rugged and favorable for defensive
operation. Turkey's Third Army at Ezurum faces some 15
motorized infantry divisions classified as catagory 3 (12). Both
Greek and Turkish forces are lacking anti-tank weapons, radar
and armored attack helicopters, and many of their u/eapons
systems, especially the Turl<ish ones, require updating, being
in some cases vintage World War I l  (13). ln addit ion, both are
lacking com,mand, control and communications systems (C3)
for rnore effective battlefield control. Massive modernizations
programs are in effect but economic constraints are taking
their tol l .

Trhe Soviets,have deployed intermediate-range ballistics
missiles (lR:BM's) including the 3.M|RV, SS-2Os, in the north-
west Crim€a and northern fringes of the Transcaucasian Fede-
ration. Presqmably, some of these missiles would be targated
on NATO's southern flank (14). ln response, the United States,
with NATO approval, will soon place medium-range Pershing-2
and cruise missiles in Western Europo. Neither system will be
extended to Greece or Turkey (15).

lf Greece was neutralized, Turkey would be isolated from
the' nearest friendly land border by 800 miles of rugged and
unfriendly terrain (16). A Warsaw Pact thrust from Bulgaria
could then assail the Bosphorous and Dardenelles without fear
of a flank attack. Communications ,between the Western
and Eastern Mediterranean and NATO would be compli-
cated. lt, on the other hand, Turkey was attacked or
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decided to remain neutral, Greece's eastern flank would be
exposed to Soviet naval and air attacks and Warsaw Pact
forces could attempt to reach the Aegean through Thrace,
unhindered from the East. The Sovists would still hava the
arduous task of paralyzing mil i tary bases on the Greek islands
and simultaneously keeping a wary eye on the Sixth Fleet.

TFfE POLITI.CAL VARIABLES

Despite shifis in the military balance on NATO's southern
flank, military po,wer may be irrelevant in resolving the prob,
lems facing the region. The Soviet Union, for the most part,
has been oportunistic, responding and reacting to problems
it did not create and has not resolved. The problems stem from
polit ical, economic and social changes in Greece and Turkey
and in the international environment of the past two docades,
which directly affect their relations with the United States and
NATO. Foreign policy in Greece and Turkey is but an extension
and reflection of domestic bickering and alignments. lt revolves
around the Greek-Turkish conflict and its numerous political,
economic, and mil i tary strands.

The cohesion of NATO is minimally discussed. Each party
has some legitimate grounds for dissatisfaction with NATO
members, particularly with the United States. A closer exami-
nation of the respective politics of each nation will shed
additional light on the overall problems facing the soutehrn
flank,

Greece :

The election of the charismatic Andreas Papandreou and
PASO|< {Panhellenic Socialist Union) in 1981 (17) reflects a
shift  tc,ward the left and some disi l lusion with the Western
All iance and the United States.
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Papandreou's campaign centered on the slogan aallagtriu
(change) - change across all sectors of society. According to
PASOK's ideology, Greece is an economically underdeveloped
state, and is poli t ical ly, economically and mil i tari ly dependent
on the West. The previous post-World War ll conservative
governm,ents pursued, according to Papandreou, a (mono -
iJimensional> policy of dependence that led to a series of
concessions, policy ambivalence and sacrif ice of sovereign
rights vital to Greek interests (18). During the campaign
Papandreou called for fundamental innovation in the domestic
and foreign policy areas. His was the party that was going to
change everything, but which in effect has changed very little.

On the domestic side PASOTK's promise of change is most
evident in a broad range of l iberal izing social legislat ion ( '19).
put economic measures have been some+afiat less far-reaching
than expected. Papandreou's pledge of nationalization has
been translated into a vague policy aimed at greater worker
part iciaption in decision making (20). Inf lat ion is st i l l  high
(about 20 percent), and stagnating production, falling invest-
ments, export and invisible earnings in decline, unemployment
on the rise and a weakening of consumer demand, do not
portend well for Greece's econom,ic prosperity. The projected
increase for 1983 in the GiNiP is estimated at a low of 2.0
percent (21). The recessionary policies introduced by Papan-
dreou have not as yet taken hold (22). These domastic factors
have imposed a strain on the government resulting in a more
militant foreign policy. Papandreou's militancy stance feeds
his anti - Americanism and propensity toward nonalign-
ment, Whioh ,he sees as the proper affitiation for Greece.
,Prior to his electoral victory he called for Greece's
withdrawal from NATO, a reappraisal of Greek members-
hip in the ,Eurcpean Economic Community (FEC), and
a tougher position on the issues that confront Greece and
Turkey (Cyprus and the Aegean Sea). Accession to the seat
of government has had a tempering affect on Papandreou's
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action: the rhetoric has been stridont, but devoid of action.
He has stated that Greece <does not want to take unilateral
measures and pull any surprises and is prepared to discuss
relations with NATO and the United States in the belief that
mutually acceptable solutions to differences can be found.>
(23). He reasons that any withdrawal from NATO or the closing
of U.S. mil i tary faci l i t ies wil l  only result in a ati lD tou,ard
Turkey by the United States and NATO.

Papandreou, in a letter to President Reagan on ,February
4, 1983, declared that preserving <...the balance of power in
the Aegean> is a basic condition for achieving a defense and
econcmic cooperation agreement (DECA) Qa\. In fact, he has
stated that (...the threat we perceive and feel comes from one
of our allies, Turkey. We do not feel ourselves threatened from
the north.> (25). This explicitly meant that the unwritten prac-
tice established by the U.S. Congress in the mid-seventies of
a 7-10 ratio, Greek to Turkish military aid, must be oontinued.

As a result of his pragmatism, Gr€ece and the United
States initialed a nsw defense and economic cooperation
agreement which insures the continued presence of Amorican
military bases in Greece for at least five years (26). Athens also
received a vague commitment from the United States permit-
ting Greece to halt any use of the bases that would threaten
Greek relations with friendly countries in the Middle East.
Greece may further curtail activities of the bases in the event
of a national emergency. Maintaining the 7-1O ratio. Greece
will receive $500 million in military aid; Turkey's share will
be $755 million. For Greece the agreement is a watershed. For
the United States it relievas a major irritant in U.S. - Greek
relations and removes a serious obstacle to resolving the other
political and military issues confronting the southern flank.

One critical constraint on Parandreou is the Greek armed
forces. They are staunchly nation.alistic, very pro-Western, and
they share the commonly-held perception that both the United
$tates and NATO favor Turkey. The perpetuation of such laden
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nationalistic issues as the 7-10 ratio, the conclusion of a favo-
rable DECA agreement. Cypress and the Aagean Sea benefit
Papandreou and permit him to continue conducting his foreign
policy largely without interference from the military, who have
a historical proclivity toward intervention (27).

Papandreou's ultimate vision continues to be the dissolu-
t ion of al l  coldwar mil i tary al l iances, including NATO and the
Warsaw Pact. Recently, he advocated the establishment of a
nuclear free zone for the Balkans (28). Today, there are
approximately sixteen bases on Greek soil that contain U.S.
nuclear weapons.

NATO is viewed as an extension of American cold - war
policy which, Papandreou would argue, has been responsible
for subverting Greek sovereignty and national interests, failing
to guarantee Greece's frontiers against Turkish threat, and the
1967 mil i tary dictatorship and the 1974 Cyprus confl ict..

Recent polls (Table l) indicate that strong opposition
exists to Greek membershio in NATO and that Greeks hold
unfavorable opinions about the United States, more so than
the Soviet Union (29).

TABLE 1

Ptrblic Opinion,Attitudee Toward The Westerrn Alliance
(ln Fercentag€s)

Greeca UK France FRG ltaly Belgium

Favorable Opinion of the US
Unfavorable
Favorable Opinion of the USSR
Unfavorable
Confidonce in NATO's ability to
defend West€rn Europe:
A great deal or fair amount
Not very much or none at al l

*40_

1 8
80
36
60

22
74

46 55 73 63 49
4 4 3 2 2 4 2 1 2 2
1 4 1 3 ? o 1 3 1 1
74 73 77 68 68

49 43
28 33
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The poll suggests that a majority want Greece to (comp-
fetely get out of NATOD (53%), want U.S. bases to (goD (7o/ol,
and consider the presence of U.S. forces on ,Greek soil a
source of addit ional danger to their security (52%) (30).

A partial explanation of the deleterious relations with the
United $tates is attributable to two basic causes. The first was
the U.S. policy toward Greece under the Junta (1967-1974).
Many Greeks today contend that the United States has frequ-
ently meddled in the politics of their country (31), and that
it is somehow responsible for the installation of the Junta
government. In fact, the Junta went out of its way to encourage
the allegation of complicity, thus assuming the mantel of
legitimary. Although no concrete evldence to support these
claims exists, it was true that initially"the United States did not
denounce the regime. The tedium of rationalization and false
hopes employed by American policy-makers to justify their
attitudes toward the Junta disappointed not only ousted
parliamentarians, but led to the deterioration of public attitude
toward the United States.

The short-term gains for the United States were rewarding.
American bases in Greece remained available during the June
1967 war and the September 1970 crises in Jordan. The Nixon
administration was successful in negotiating home porting
privileges for the Sixth Fleet in the Pireaus region. George
Papadopoulos, the initial junta strongman, not only displayed
his loyalty to NATO, but also held secret meetings with Turkey
over the knotty Cyprus issue, and even attempted to bring <the
renegadel Archbishop Makarios into line (32). Falling that,
Ath€ns then orchestrated a series of aborted attempts against
the Archbishop's life, in the belief that the Unitod States wanted
Cyprus as part of NATO and hoped to remove Makarios'
dangerous influence by supporting Enosis (Union) with Greece
(33). This led to the ill-fated coup d'etat, initiated by the then -
junta strongman, D. loannides, to overthrow the legitimate
Cyprus government of ,Makarios. This event, of course, was
the second cause for deteriorating relations with the United
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States. Inevitably, the stability of relations between Greece
and the United S'tates impacts on'NATO and directly on Turkey
as well.

Turkey :

With the advent of a multi-party system in the 1950's,
Turkey has experienced intermittent, and at times, severe
political instability. TWice in recent history (1960 and 1971) the
Turkish armed forces have intervened in the political arena.
Despite these interventions., Turkey made considerable head-
way during this time, toward establishing demogratic instituti-
ons. Two major personalities and their followers dominated
the political scene: iBlilent Ecevit's Republican Peoples Party,
and Srileyman tDemirel's Justice Party. Both Demirel and Ecevit
harbor deep personal antagonism toward one another that
compounded basic differences between the major political
parties. These differences made it impossible for either party
to govern (34). Consequently, minor parliamentary groups
exercised disproportionate influence and, what was worse,
caused deadlocks and ensuing paralysis in the legislat ive
process (35).

This instability was aggravated by a rapidly growing, yet
deficit-ridden, economy and social disruptions because of
indusrial growth. The resulting flovrr of people from the rural
to urban areas produced the geg€kondus (shanty towns) which
were the spawning grounds for terrorism that grlpped Turkey
during this period (36) Urncertainty on her borders, due to the
'1979 invasion of Afghanistan by the Soviet Union, and the
demise of Shah Pahlevi in lran further exacerbated conditions.
The combination of domestic social tensionq and insecurity
on the borders was apparently too much for the Turkish
military to bear. For a third time, in September, 1980, they
intervened. A National Security Council, headed by Chief ol
$taff General Kenan Evren, assumed authority. This coup
d'etat was not unexpected (37). The reluctance of the military
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to undertake this coup lies in the fact that their two previous
attempts were not completely successful, arthough constitu-
tional government was restored quickly.

since the military takeover inflation has receded to about
25o/o lrom an al l  t ime high of over 1o0% in 19g0, the,Turkish
economy gr,ew by 4.Zo/o in 1992, and is proje.cted to reach the
7oh level in 1984 (38). Terrorism has been dramatically reduced.
Martial law authorities have been r<even-handedr in prosecuting
terrorists, whereas even-handedness was a commodity unfa-
miliar to the previor.ls civilian governments.

Within a yeat the National Security Council  had taken
st€ps to reinstitute democracy. As a first step, a consultativs
Assembly of 160 members was established .in 1991 and
mandated to draft a new constitutiop, with the primary inten-
tion of strengthening the office of president, and strengthening
a two-party system. The latter was in order to break the parlia-
mentary impasse which gave minority parties disproportionate
strength in forming coalition governments. The constitution
containing 176 artictes (39) was ratified by popular referendum
in November, 1982, and this same referendum elected General
Evren as President of the Republic for a seven year term (40).
On April 24, 1983, the National Security Council approved the
law governing the activities of political parties. The political
arena was immediately invaded by dozens of aspirants (most
of whom were ne\,vcomers to politics) trying to form nev/
parties (41).

The parliamentary erections that took prace in Nove.mber,'1983, have moved rurkey toward the restoration of civitian
rule' The Turkish parliament resumed its activities with an
entirely new membership and a new form. The center-right
Motherland Party, led by prime Minister Turgut Ozal, com_
mands a comfortable majority with 2'12 seats of the parliamen-
tary seats. This and the other two parties (National Democratic
Party - 71 seats, and the populist party - 117 seats) represented
in Parl iament were established in August, 1gg3, with the consent
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of the National Security Council .  Formor poli t ical leaders and
their parties were barred from politics. With the election of
the Ozal government the National Security Council transformed
itself into the Presidential Advisory Council. lts purpose is to
acJvise President Evren on major international and domestic
issues, but in practical terms it not only serves as a liaison
between the Turkish Armed Forces and the civilian regime,
but more importantly, as a guardian so that the pre-1980
political, economic, and social excesses should not again
prevail .

The revival of political parties introduces uncertainties
into Turkey's political life. There are.bound to be some tremors
permeating the political system during the next several months
until relationships between the military, the neiv parties, and
the ousted politicians become clear. Uneasiness may prevail
i f  i t  appears that poli t ical power is l ikely to sl ip into unwelcome
hands or if terroristic activities resume as a result of politics.
There is no doubt that the military govern,ment's goals reach
beyond establishing law and order; they seek a long-term
transformation of Turkey into a more stable democracy by
reshaping public insti tut ions.

General Evren and the Naiional Security Council were
quick to emphasize, after their intervention in 198O, that
Turkey would remain an activ€ member of N,ATO and continus
close relations with the United States. In addition, Turkey's
concerns focus on its proximity to the Soviet Union and the
instabil i ty of i ts Middle East neighbors.

The Cyprus conflict of 1964 marked the turning point in
Turkey's foreign and national security policies (42). This was
not merely because of frustrations when Turkey was prevented
from pursuing a national policy about Cyprus. More important
was the realization that subtle changes \\,ere taking place in
the interaction between the United Stated and the Soviet
Union that were bound to affect security relationshi'ps between
the United States, NATO and Tur-key. The Johnson letter directly
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contributed to this feeling (43). This forced Turkey to re-
examine its view of the security afforded by NATO. No longer
did i t  appear to provide f irm, al l-embracing and nearly auto-
matic collective security. Although NATO continued to be th€
basis of Turkey's security policy, it remained for the 1974
Cyprus crisis to precipitate the most serious damage to the
relations between Turkey, the United States, Greece and NATO,
and to benefit the Soviet Union.

GREEK.NATO.US.TURKISH IMBROGLIO

As on pfevious occasions when the Cyprus issue flared,
the overriding United States concern was not the rights or
wrongs on either side or the fate of the two communities on
the island, but rather the best,\,vay to limit the potential damage
to NATO and to the American strategic interests in the
Mediterranean. Thus the United States sought to defuse the
situation and, above all, to prevent a war between Greece and
Turkey that would be disastrous for all concerned. While the
American intervention in 1963-1964 had succeeded in averting
a confrontation between these two NATO allies, it did nothing
to further a permanent solution of the Gyprus problem.

In July 1974, acting on orders from Athens, Greek military
fcrces, backed by the Cyprus national guard, attempted to
overthrow the government of Archbishop Makarios (44). This
time Ankara invoked its right of intervention without waiting
for reaction from Washington.

Most important it arous'ed the resentment of both allies,
each of which felt that the United States had betrayed it in
supporting the other. The immediate impact was felt by NATO
with Greec€'s withdrawal from the military wing. Six years
would lapse before Greece would reiurn to the integrated
mil i tary command structure.
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Turkey's response was less immediate, but in the long rutl
may prove more injurious. The most serious cause of friction
between A.nkara and Washington (resulting from the Cyprus
crisis) was the arms embargo imposed by the United Staies
Ccngress in 1975, and ult imately rescinded in 1978 (45). This
action, regarded by most Turks as an insult to a loyal ally,
aroused ,widespread Turkish indignation ( O). The liftinE of the
embargo and the 1980 United States - Turkish ,Defense Agree-
ment improved relation, but Turkish pride and national sen-
slbi l i t ies had been offended, and these have tradit ionally been
potent poli t ical forces in Turkey. Recently, Minisier of Defense
Haluk iBayulken warned the United States that <[A]n embargo
against Turkey will be perilous tor Turkish,UiS, relations.> The
... <Turkish people will not tolerate another test of pr€ssure
like the arms embargo.> (47). In particular, faith in the United
States as a dependable ally has been burdened with an extra
psychological dimension, and rir i t t  in the future manifest i tself
in <unanticipated ways in how Ankara proceeds in its relations
with the United States and NATO.D (48).

The lifting of the embargo strengthened ,Papandreou's
hand domestically. Papandreou, who ,was the firts Frime Minis-
ter to visit Cyprus, has been emphatic in rejecting any solution
imposed by force, and refuses to <de-internationalize> the
problem or to allcrw NATO to serve as a mediator (49).

The Cyprus imbroglio has festered for years. lt culminated
on November 15, 1983, when the leader of the Turkish minority.
Rauf 'Denktash, declared the Turkish ,Republic of Northern
Cyprus an independent state. The Turkish Cypriots, with less
than 20 percent of the population, control about 30 percent of
Gyprus with the assistance of some 17,000 Turkish forces. This
move by Denktash is fraught with dangers. The emergence of
the Turkish Cypriot state changes the political and military
map of the area. lt will increase tensions between East and
West and it will complicate life in NATO and the Balkans.
Furthermore, it ,perpetuates the conflict between Greece and
Turkey, even more than previously. Also, it violates the United
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Nations resolution on maintaining the territorial integrity and
sovereignty of Cyprus and undermines the recent efforts of
U,N Secretary General Javier Perez de Cuellar to work out a
settlement bei'ween the Greek and Turkish communities. Lastly,
a permanent split will greatly complicate the United States'
relations with both Athens and Ankara. lt might lead again to
pressure in Congress to embargo arms to Turkey, as in 1974.

This declaratory step by Denktash should not be regarded
as irreversible. There is a ray of hope. In proclaiming a Turkish
Cypriot state rDenktash also renewed his commitment to nego-
tiate for a single <federated stateD composed of both Greek
and Turkish Cypriots. This has been his goal in negotiat ions
for years. So it is not necessary to take what has been done
as a fait accom,pli. An optimistic view is that Denktash has
staked out a new hard position in the difficult negotiations
that must follow. Perhaps there is room for creative rather than
conde,mnatory diplornacy.

ln addition to Cyprus, two other issues complicate rela-
tions between these allies. The first issue ,concerns the right
to explore for minerals, primarily oil, beneath the Aegean Sea.
Under international la'w, nations have a right to explore for
mineral wealth on their continental shelf, but the Greek lslands
(Chios, iKos, Lesbos, Samos, etc.) and the Turkish mainland
share the same shelf. ,Based on the 1958 Geneva Convention
concerning the Continental Shelf, Greece maintains that these
and other islands have their own continental shelf. Turkey
contends that these islands have special characteristics that
require a special solution. Further clouding the issue are the
limits of the territorial waters surrounding these islands and
the militarization and fortification of them and others (e.9.,
Rhodes). This quandary viewed by Turkey as provooative and
in general appears to be a violation of the 1923 Treaty of
Lausanne (50). This latter problem led Turkey to creats the
Army of the Aegean (51). By way of 'retort, Greece has streng-
thened the High Military Command of the Interior and lslands
(ASDEN) and created <rDr Gorps with headquart€rs in Xanthi
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(60 miles,from the Turkish border) to offset the mobilization
and deployment of troops on the Maritsa ,River. In general,.
however, Turkey currently do,es not consider Greece a poten-
t ial threat.

The second issue concerns the control of airspace over
tfie Aegean. This was partially resolved in February 1980, when
civil aviation flights over this area were resumed. The question
of the two countries' mil i tary f l ights into the area sti l l  remains
deadloched, awaiting settlement within the framework of NATO
(52). The linkage between the bilateral, Aegean issues and
the Cyprus questions remain unclear, since progress on one
would presumably create an environment of greater trust for
moving forward on the other. To date, however, neither Greece
nor Turkey has attempted a bold initiative to break the impasse
(53). Time is waning! Papandreou is perhaps one ol the very
f'ew Greek politicians today who can negotiate with Ankara
and arrive at some resolution of these knotty problems. Such
a meeting would be reminiscent of the E. Venizelos - K. Ata-
t0rk Summit in 1930 when these two leaders reconciled their
outstanding differences (54).

CASTING ABOUT

Greece and Turkey's preoccupation with each other,'their
differences with the United States, and their disappointment
in Western Europe's level of assistance, caused each to cast
about in the international arena for supporters.

The Soviet Connection

The issues that divide the Alliance in the southern flank
benefit the Soviet Union. Greece today viwvs the Sovi€t Union
and the Warsaw Pact as less threatening than her ally, Turkey.
Turkey's view of the Soviet Union and the threat it poses is
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colcred not only by its extensive geographic exposure, but by
historical relations with its northern neighbor.

Neither country presently fears a Soviet attack. Instead,
both have responded favorably to $oviet overtures for improved
relations by exchanging high level diplomatic visits. More
importantly, both nations have consummated major trade
agreements with the Soviets.

In the case of Turkey, no signif icant change in policy
has taken place since the arrival of the Evren government.
Today, the Soviet Union is one of Turkey's major trading
partners, and as such, Turkey receives more aid than most
Third World nations. l t  compares quite favorably with aid cur-
rently giv€n to Turkey by Western nations. Specifically, in
1982 a ne,'r trade pact was signed which stipulated a 33oh
increase in commerce: the Soviets pledged to provide oil,
fertilizer, timber and electricity in exchange for Turkish textiles
and foodstuffs. This agreement was considered a setback for
the United States' effort to timit western economic ties with
the Soviet Union because of the Polish di lemma.

Soviet intentions are for a neutral Turkey; but an indepen-
dent Turkish foreign policy which stays loyal to contractual
ties with the West, and undertakes a step-by-step restoration
of confidence betwee'n the two, is to be encouraged (56).
Being adjacent to Turkey gives the Soviet Union a natural
advantage and condit ions her to think of Turkey as part of her
defensive perimeter. A poli t ical ly neutral or fr iendly Turkey
can relieve $oviet vulnerability from the south, even if it cannot
totally eliminate concern (57).

One can interpret Greece's relations with the Soviet
Union in the last two years as part of an effort to diversify
Greek foreign poticy. Papandreou has described Greece's
foreign policy (.. .  as an independent and mult idirectional
policy. This means they are striving for friendly relations and
the development of cooperation with all countries, irrespective
of their bloc membership.> (58).
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$pecifically, relations with the Soviet Union have beert
improving steadily in the last five years. By 1979, Greece was
importing a large amount of oi l  and began increasing contacts
in the f ields of shipping, tourism, sports, and commerce. In
the same year, an agreement was signed to provide Soviet
commercial and auxil iary combat ships with repairs at the
Neorion Shipbuilding Company on the tsland of Syros. Atthough
this development raised some consternation in Washington and
NATO circles, Greek off icials view Soviet naval deployment
in the Mediterranean as part of US-Soviet sirategic rivalry
in the Middle East and Africa and not a direct threat to
Greece's security (59).

Beginning in 1982, coinciding with the beginning for the
renewal ol the DIECA agreement with the United States, the
Soviet press began more favorable coverage of Greece. This
culminated in February 1983 with the visit  of Soviet Prime
Minister Nrikolay Tikhonov to Athens, where he was given the
cred carpet treatmet.D (60). This visit resulted in a series of
long-term agreements in economic, industrial,  scientif ic and
technical f ields (61).

The agreement does not represent any significant new
level of cooperation, but the visit by Tikhonov aroused interest
in the United States and NATO because it was the first by a
Soviet Prime Minister and gave rise to ongoing concern about
Papandreou's foreign policy. lt cannot be assumed, however,
that Greece today is moving toward a position where greater
Soviet influence could be imposed on Greek policies. These
relations have brought no fundamental changes in the Soviet's
position: they have not supported the issue of Cyprus or the
question of airspace and seabed jurisdict ion in the Aegean
Sea, except rhetorically.

Both Greece and Turkey havu lntensified their relations
with their Balkan neighbors at all levels-in trade, tourism,
industry, and economics. lndeed, they seem to be competitors
in these f ields. Relations with Bulgaria have been normalized
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as long as th6 borders remain quiet and tfe Soviet Union
stations no troops there (62). Relations with Albania are cor-
rect. lf the Albanians invite the Soviets to return to the naval
base at Vlore (their awindow> to the Mediterranean until May
1961) and if  a crisis in Yugoslavia brings pro.Soviet leadorshlp
to porwer, neitherGreece nor Turkey can afford to take a relaxed
attitude toward Soviet naval activities in the Mediterranean.
A Soviet foothold on the Adriatic would outflank and isolate
Greece and Turkey and could make communications between
NAT'O and the southern flank more difficult. Equaly, if Greece
were lost to NATO, the movement of war material by sea to
Turkey and ltaly in wart ime would be severely disrupted.

ln summary, Greece's major objective in the Balkans has
not been to secure allies against Turkey but rather to relieve
her borders from tensions in case of an attack from Turkey
(63). Turkey senses vulnerability (especially from Bulgaria),
which ensures that top priority wilt be given to the security
of that region. l t  is the Warsaw Pact that weighs on Turkish
priorit ies and plans, and not the individual Balkan members.

The Middle East

Both Greece and Turkey recognize the economic and
political significance of the Middle East and have in the last
five years exerted their elforts toward expanding relations in
that region.

Turkey's intent is to be accepted as a friend of the Arabs,
and on closer look, is a coming to terms with her historical
past (64). ln addition, these political developments took place
at a time when Turkey's economy was in dangerous straits.
Its dependency on Arab oil, which amounts to about 80 percent
of its consumption, was clearly a vital variable in its reproach-
ment with the lslamic world (65). As relations improved with
certain key Arab countries (e.9., Saudi Arabia, lraq, Kuwait)
(66). Turkey began to be mor,e assertive in Western forums
about a special knowledge of and access to the Mlddle East.
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These shifts represent economic self - interest for Turkey,
acknowledgement of certain cultural real i t ies among the
Turkish masses ,among whom lslamic practices are gaining
in im,p,or,tance, and an awareness of a special contribution it
can make to European states, who are also dependent on
Persian Gulf oi l  (67).

Saudi Arabia, in part icular, assists Turkey economically
and mil i tari ly for the sake of regional stabil i ty. This is a
necessity in l ight cf lran and the impact that a fundamental ist
ls lamic s tate has on the,ent i re  reg ion.  ln  addi t ion,  the l ran -
lraq war further contributes to the instabil i ty of the region
(68). l t  is interesting to note that Turkey:s relations with lran
are intr iguing, not only because that country is a direct antit-
hesis, under i ts present leadership, of Kemalist secularism,
but also because Turkey has had to quietly combat efforts
by the Teheran government to export i ts lslamic revolution.
lran is leaning heavily on Turkey for the export of cereals
and products and poss,ibly for poli t ical mediation (69). ln fact,
Turkey is the only nation in the area on good terms with both
lran and lraq (70).

Ankara's relations with Syria, i ts neighbor to the south,
are correct but distant. Souroes of discord are present. The
Turkish province of Hatay (Alexandretta) is claimed by Syria
frcrm time to t ime. In addit ion, Syria's radical secular regime
has funneled arms to and supported Turkish rebels (711,
especial ly the Armenians, who have undertaken terrorist
attacks on Turkish diplomats throughout the world. Furthoring
this estrangement is Syria's close relations with the Soviet
Union (72).

The Libyan connection that developed after the 1975
United States arms em'bargo is an' important source of f inancial
assistance for Turkey: an energy source at concessionary
prices, mil l ions of dollars in grants, and an employment of
some 100.000 Turkish construction workers. Recently, orob-
lems have begun to surface in their relations, as Libya's
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f inancial posit ion is faltering due to oi l  prices (73). Turkey
wil l  not forget that Libya came to her assistance during the
Cyprus dispute, at which time Libya transferred to the Turkish
Air Force f ive F-S's, including spare parts. More recently,
Libyan air force off icers are being trained by Turkey (74).

What is the price tag for Turkey's connection with the Arab
'worlci? In the past few years Arab nations have indicated that
Turkey's NATO connection need not be an impediment to
closer t ies. The declaration of i ts special relationships to the
Middle East is also relevant for Turkey's posit ion with regard
to possible NATO responsibi l i t ies beyond the NATO arena,
Some Turkish diplomats have indicated that Turkey in the
past was too acquiescent and did ttot adequately protect its
own special needs and interests. tBelow the surface also l ies
some skepticism and a loss of confidence in the United States
because of the Embargo episode. Turkey's reluctance to
publical ly embrace the Rapid Deployment Force (RIDF) does
not mean that Turkey would refuse to assist Saudi Arabia or
other Persian Gulf states, i f  approached. Rather, i t  means
that Turkey has become more explicit  about i ts other regional
orientations, and reserves the right to determine when and
how Turkish soil  wil l  be used, Each case wil l  be judged on its
individual merits.

Although Greece has strong historical and economic t ies
in the Middle East, her focus presently is on the Arab-lsraeli
conflict and Papandreou's PASOK solidarity with the Palestine
Liberation Organization's (PLO) cause. Party ideology was the
basis of the decision five days after the election to invite PLO
leader Yasser Arafat to visit  Athens. The visit ,  Arafat 's f irst
to a EEC contry, took place in December, 1981. In the process,
the FLO's mission was upgraded to the same level as lsrael 's.
Greece part icipated actively in the evacuation of the PLO from
Beirut in August of 1982 (75), and Padandreou has sharply
condemned al l  recent unilateral lsraeli  actions in Lebanon.
Greek suport of the PLO has natural ly strained relations with
lsrael, although Athens insists that i ts support of . lsrael 's r ight
to exist as a state has not been effected.

_53 - -



Libya's Muammar Qaddafi was expected in Athens in April,
1982. lt is not at all clear why Qaddafi's visit was postponed.
Security reasons may have been a factor, or, as was rumored
in Athens, American pressure was tel l ing.

Greece's perspective in the Middle East is syrrbolic of i ts
new independent foreign policy. l ts policies, however, have
wider implications concerning how mil i tary faci l i t ies in Greece
will be used by the United States and 'NATO. For example,
wil l  intel l igence surveil lance missions out of Athens Air Base
(Ell inikon) be continued aginst Libya under this new agree-
rhent? Can the RFD or logistical support for such a force be
deployed from Greece?

MEETING THE THREAT

There are few signs of an emerging solution to the prob-
lems in the All iance's southern f lank. Diversity and adaptatior
are the major trends of the day and possibly for the indefitr;te
future. They inevitably rnake for uncertainty as far as political-
mil i tary commitments are concerned. They result in eschewl;:g
of any :ong-range insti tut ional arrangements that stabil i ty anJ
security usually require. The overal l  pol i t ical and social
f luidity in the Mediterranean and ihe Middle East-Persian Gulf
has therefore increased further. In particular, the events in the
entlre Middle East region have put into motion a whole series
of developments that are bound to have perercussions outside
or the immediate region. They add a new poli t ical - mil i tary
dimension which the All iance is i l l  prepared to handle.

ln strategic terms, i t  is diff icult to de-couple the Middle
East-Porsian Gulf region from NATO's southern f lank. Neither
the Western powers nor the Soviet Union presently have
established permanent forward bases in this region; thus the
logist ic constraints on anything more than ((presence)) missions

._54 -



would be formidable unless greater investments are made.
With the exception of the permanent United States base at
Diego Garcia, al l  faci l i t ies in the Porsian Gulf are temporary
and whatever might be stored at them wil l  be under the con-
trol of the host government (76). To this extent, the region is a
vacuum, and the mil i tary force that sett les in place f irst wil l
have greater tactical advantages. In this context, continLted
United States access to Greek and Turkish bases and possible
access to Egypt, lsrael, Oman, Saudi Arabia and Bahrain could
be crucial. From a str ict ly geographical standpoint the Turkish
bases are the best placed strategical ly (TTl.Examining Figure
l, shows the nominal aoproximate combat radii  for American
based in Turkey, east of Incir l ik, makes the strategic value of
the Turkish bases evident. With the F-lt ls, str ike missions could
cover the important sources of attack from the Transcaucasus
and Crimea, and could also reach al l  important sites in the
Gulf region (78). An F-15 f ighter or the F-16s or F-18s (one
of the types will ultimately be purchased by Greece and
Turkey) might perform both intercept as well as strike missions.
For most of the aircraft with shorter combat radii  Turkey might
provide the only bases in the area from which attacks could be
init iated. Eastern Turkey has at least four excellent bases 1Lyu9,
Batman, Erzurum and Diyarbakrr), which are now being remo-
deled and their runways expanded in order to serve this pur"
pose. In all, Turkey has some 26 U.S. and NATO bases. Seven
are air force instal lat ions, one is for the Army and the remain-
der are orimari ly storage and logist ical sites and intol l igence
bases. Four of these intel l igence instal lat ions are major oper.
ations - Siyarbakrr, Sinop, Karamilrsel, and Belbagt. These
instal lat ions also have the advantage of being part of the NATO
Air Defense Ground Environment stations (NADGE).

The major instal lat ions in ,Greece uti l ized by the United
States and NATO are: Souda Bay and lrakl ion air bases in
Crete and Ell inikon Air Base in Athens; Nea Makri naval com-
munications stations near Athens; and another twenty that
serve as communications sites and storage units for nuclear
weapons. Use of these Greek bases orovides, among other
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things, direct operational and logistical support for the $ixth
Fleet, important communications links, reconnissance infor-
mation, surveillance of Soviet and other nations' activities (e.
g.r Libya, Syria) in the Eastern Mediterranean, support for U.S.
and NATO airlift and logistics flights, and ammunition and
supply storage sites. Loss of access to these bases would
make the task of carrying out their functicns much more
diff icult and complicated.

It is important to note that air and naval faci l i t ies in other
counir ies in the Middle East-Persian Gulf would require consi-
derable capital investment to bring them up to standards (See
Table l l) .  BeyonC that, most of the Middle East countries are
extremely sensit ive about a visible U.-S. presence (e.9., Saudi
Arabia, Egypt, Somalia, etc.) (79). The U.S. is usually granted

TABLE II

Rapid Deployment Force Facilities
in tho Persion Gulf Region

Air Force Army Navy

Eahrain 1 1
Diego Garcia (1) 1 1 1
Egypt 5 1 2
Kenya 1 1 1
Oman 3 1
Somaf ia 2 2
Saudi Arabia 2 1

(1) The U.S. base is in a quits dif ferent category from the faci l i t ies
of the other counlr ios. l t  is currently the only permanent U.S. base between
Manila and Naples. A coral atol l ,  the island is si tuated at the virtual center
of the lndian Ocean.

Source: James D. Wootten, Reglonral Supporl Facillties for the Rapid
Deployrnent Force (Washington: Congressional Research Service),
1 982.
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discretionary use rights with respect to faci l i t ies and required
to consult with the host government on maior exercises and
deployments. This suggests that the al legiances of the
respective countries would play a major role in determining
the success or fai lure of any major operation in the region.
Moreover, most of these nations are in the throes of moder-
nization, and the maintenance of poli t ical and economic
stabil i ty wil l  be tel l ing in the kind of support they may provide.

On paper, the Soviet Union has great geographical advan-
tagos over the West, especial ly in the context of operations
against the Persian Gulf. The Soviet border is only 600 miles
from lranian port6 on the Gulf, and Soviet {orces in Afganistan
are just 400 miles from the Straits of Hormuz. Their lines of com-
m.unication are much shorter (and probably entirely overland)
than those of U.S. forces. Soviet forces would have to travel
only one-seventh as far as U.S. units coming {rom the United
States and they could use both long and short-haul 'aircraft.
However, the U.S. probably has more capable friends and
all ies in the region who could provide vital support in a crisis
or war.

A Soviet attack against lran would be almost impossible
to stop unless there was an early strategic warning and if U.S.
fcrces were already deployed in forward positions and if the
lranians were equipped, trained and ready to fight. O'bviously,
the farther the scene of conflict from Soviet borders, the more
cji f f icult Soviet logist ical problems would be, and the easier i t
woulcl be lor the Uhited States and its al l ies to mount a coun-
tercperation.

The NATO All iance has yet to face squarely the problem
of protecting i ts own direct interests in the Persian Gulf. Since
the 1967 war, NATO members have often been explicit about
i imit ing NATO's interests and responsibi l i t ies to the formal
treaty area, which stops at the eastern borders of Turkey and
at the Tropic of Cancer.

ln May, 1981, NATO, for the f irst t ime, off icial ly recognized
the need for i ts members to help iaci l i tate area deployrlent by
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other members and to compensate for any gaps in NATO's
force structure that might result from such deployments. These
suggested areas of cooperation included the Middle East -
Persian Gulf. This was further reaffirmed in the NATO minis-
terial communi,que of June, 1983. Specif ical ly, this communi-
qus recognizes that situations may arise which threaten the
vital interests of the West, and if it is established that NATO's
cornmon interest is involved they will engage in timely consul-
tation. This communique ass'u,me€ the support and assistance
of virtually all NATO members (80). Based on historical expel
rience, however, it may be drfficult for the United States to
acquire firm approval of the members for RDF operations or
to compensate for the diversion of U.S. forces (8'1). The com-
munique states <that member nations, as they may decidg have
a wide and diverse range of possibilities from which to choose
in making usefu.l contributions to promote stability and deter-
rence in regions outside the treaty area involving vital western
interests.> (82).

Should NATO <redrawl its boundaries to formally include
the Middle East-Persian Gulf? ln strategic terms the answer
should no doubt be yes. In poli t ical terms, however, i t  is very
diff icult to imagine this happening without a major precipitat ing
crisis. Too many ambiguities abound within NATO regarding
defense priorities to make this a realistic alternative.

Nevertheless, the poli t ical considerations do not mean
that greater cooperation and agreement within NATO or exter-
nal threats is not possible. Because of the geographic proximity
of Greece and Turkey to the Middle region, it makes sense to
think sf them as part of the Soviet Union's southern front, which
stretches from the Adriatic to Pakistan (83). Within this catch-
ment area lie many of the potentially explosive scenarios that
may involve NATO and Soviet mil i tary power (e.9., Yugoslavia,
Arab-lsraeli conflict, lran, Afghanistan, etc.). lt is necessary,
therefore, that some formal recognition by NATO's leadership
(beyond mere consultation) and individual contry init iat ives,
take place for l inking <local> confl icts and overal l  Western
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strategic interests. lt would go a long way toward eleminating
the artificial boundaries that assume NATO's wartime respon-
sibilities stop at Turkey's eastern border. Anything short of this
wil l  st i l l  require that the United States continue to take the
initiative. There may be no need to redraw NATO's insti'rutional
map, but there is a need to accept the fact that this map may
be irrelevant in a future war, since it  no longer encompasses
all of NATO's major assets (84).

In the complex mil ieu of the 1980s, alarmism regarding the
growing Soviet threat is not an effective source of policy. This
does not imply that the Soviet threat no longer exists, but the
threat today is less immediate and less direct. More important,
in the case of Greece and Turkey, neither regards it as the
principal source of their insecurity. The need for an assertive
and cooperative policy among the All ies spi l ls over into the
Greco-Turkish imbroglio. This type of assistance would blunt
any Soviet atternpt to exploit instabilities, both real and latent
on the southern f lank. Such a policy is even more importand
in view of the potential for instability elsewhere in southern
Europe (i .e., Yugoslavia) and the Middle East.

The domestic political scene, particularly in Greece and
Turkey, does not permit imaginative moves by their political
leaders in recoqciling differences. In fact, both countries are
l ikely to seek greater autonomy in foreign relations, much to
the chagrin of the United States and NATO. To atempt the
prevention of such a development might al ienate them and
further weaken their ties with the West. U.S. and NATO leaders
should recognize these shifts in policy as concomitant develop-
ments resulting in the ever-changing domestic and interna-
t ional environment.

Both Greece and Turkey must be assured that they are
valued members of the NATO community, and they must be
urged to share goals that include, but extend beyond, the
narrow boundaries of national security and regional settings.
Only under such condit ions wil l  both countries make posit ive
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contributions to collective defense, and only under such condi-
tions can the United States and NATO repair the fissures in the
southern f lank and reestablish genuine cooperative relations
with boih al l ies.

We may now be at the watershed where NATO objectives
in the eastern Mediterranean are better served by affording
greater credence to political, rather than military, means. This
is especial ly signif icant in l ight of the potential ly explosive
situation in the Middle East-Persian Gulf. As a result,  the
eastern Mediterranean now takes on additional import as one
of the most strategically critical sea areas, and any reduction
in U.S. or NATO strength shifts the balance of power toward
the Soviet Union. The key to a secure Mediterranean rests in
a stable and durable southern flank
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N O T E S

1. Loa Angeles Times, April 29, 1982, p. 28.
2. Problems within Eastern European countr ies, such as the Polish

crises, are considered as internal problems of the Warsaw Pact. Overal l
stabi l i ty between the two al l iances is not affected,

3. Turkey has a 380 mile land frontier with the Soviet Union. Greece
borders the Ball :an states of Albania, B,ulgaria, and Yugoslavia.

4. This affects and complicates the command structure of NATO.
5. The Sixth Fleet usually consists of 1 aircraft carrier, 14 escort ves-

sels, 5 nuclear submarines, and 58 combat aitcraft.  The Fif th Escadra is
composed of t  hel icopter carr ier, 8 escort vessels, 8-9 attack submarines
with nuclear capabilities. These forces are part of the Black Sea Fleet dep-
loyed out of Sevestapol. Soviot land-based aircraft are also part of the Black
Sea Fleet. Tho Soviet navy, because of its lack of access to port facilitios
in the Meditorran€an, wil l  ut i l ize anchorages. These are primari ly found
in Greek waters off the coast of Kithera lsland, northern Cyprus, and east
and south of the lsland of Cr€te.

6. A Kiev class carr ier with 15-20 Forger A-Vistol aircraft periodical ly
deploys in the Mediterranean. The Forgers have a combat radius of about
200 miles.

7. The Backfire bomber has a combat radius ol 34OO miles, while tho
Blinder's radius is 1,925 miles, Both are air refuelable.

8, Libya's air force inventory includes Bl inder bombers, plus Mirages
and MIG-23 and MIG-25 f ighters.

9. The flexibility of the air force in deploying its aircraft makes corn-
paflsons dif f icult .

10. A decision by both govornments should be forthcoming shortly. The
final decision ,rn8y rest on which company provides the best <offset)) package.

This will provide the purchasing country with a chanca to finance and
co-produce a good part of the aircraft, These (offsets>r often include the
production and sale of a country's commercial products.

11. For example, an F-4 Phantom is a good match for tho most advancod
aircraft that Bulgaria and Romania possess (MlG-23s).

12, Category 3 units sro about 25"/" of strength, possibly complote
with lighting vehicles (some obsolescenco).

13. Greece's armed forces are lar better off regarding modemizotion
than those of Turkey. Turkey 'will very shortly begin to upgrade her M-48
tanks with the new 105mm gun and new diesel engines. With these modif ica-

- 62 -



t ions, they wil l  be able to hold their 6wn aEainst Russian armor, except
tor lhe 

-l-72,

14, Nuclear warheads are stockpi led in both Greece and Turkey.. Both
may exp€ct to suffer Soviet counter strike and preemptiv€ measures.

15. Recently General K. Evren did not rule out the possibi l i ty of such
$ysrems being deployed in Turkey.

16. Thanos Veremis, Greek Security Gonsiderations (Athens: Papazis-
ses Publishers, 1980), p. 103.

107. PASOK won by an absolute ,majority 'with 49.06% of the vote
and 172 out of 30O seats in Parliament, The New Democraca Party received
35.86% of tho vote and 115 seats, and the Communist Party of the Exterior
10,92'/" of the vote for 13 seats.

18. Van Coufcudakis, <ldeology and Pragmatism in Greek Foreign
Policy,> Currerrt History, December '1982, p. 426,

19. Changes relat ing to the separation of church and state, civi l  mar-
r iages, family law, and wo,men's el igibi l i ty for education and, pensions.

20. Coufoudakis, op. cit., i. 427. Recent legislation llkes away from
public sectur employees the right to call a strike, except when a majority
of the members have voted by secret ballot.

21 , For details see Greece Quarlerly Economic Revicw, No. 2 (London:
The Economist Intel l igence Unit.  Ltd.,  '19€l i l ) .

22. Tho Drachma was devalued by 15,5% and there was a dra'w -

dookn ol the nation's oi l  reserves to reduce petroleum imports, in order
to reduce the defici t .

23. Coufoudakis, op. cit., pp. 428-429.
24. Foreign Broodcest Informolion Servics (FBIS), Vol. Vll. February

7 ,  1983,  p .  51 .
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