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COLLOQUIIJM ON THE GREEK PRESIDENCY 

organized by the Greek Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

.with the cooperation of the Trans European Policy Studies 

Association 

"GREECE IN THE E.C. EXPERIENCES AND PERSPECTIVES" 

Athens, HiltonHotel, May 25,27,28 1988 

~ROGRAMME 

First day (plenary Session 9-13.00) 

Welcome addresses (9-9.30 a.m.) 

Y.Kranidiotis (Special Secretary for EEC Affaires,M.F.A) 

J.Vandamme (President of TEPSA) 

1st Session (9.30 a.m.-13.00p.tn.) The Evolution of Greece's 

European Policy · 

I Opening state.ment .: A.Koutsogiorgas (Vice President of 

the Greek Government,Minister of 

Justice) 

II.Opening Speech: Y.Pottakis (Minister of Agriculture) 

2nd Session (17 p.m.-20 p.m.) Priorities for the Community during 

the Greek Presidency. 

Chairma~: J.Vandamme 

I. Economic Aspects (J.Papantoniou, Deputy Minister of 
National Economy). 

II. Priorities for the Greek Presidency (Y.Kranidiotis) 

Comments: 

G.Alavanos 

P.Avgerinos 

Baron-Crespo · 

(M.E.P.) 

(M.E.P.) 

(M.E.P.) 

~.Giavarini-Azzi (Director of the Interior Coordination of 
the General Secretariat) 

-
C.Filinis 

T.Lambrias 

Second Day 

(!~.E .• P.) 

(l"!.E.P.) 

1st Session:(9.30 a.m.-13.00p.m.) Priorities of the Greek Presidenc-y: 

internal Community Aspects. 
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Group I Implementation of the Single European Act. 

Chairman: T.Peeters (Centrum vour Economische Studien,Le1Jl:len) 

B RE A K 

B RE A K 

!.Internal Market: 

Rapporteur:Professor J.Pelkmans(Director of the 

Interdisciplinaire Studie-Groep 

Europese Integratie,Hague). 

Discussants:Associate Professor T.Giannitsis 

.(University of Athens) 

Professor J.Hasid (A.V.S.P.Piraeus) 

G.Lalis (Assist.D.G.III) 

Professor A.Papadimos (Economic Councellc 
Bank of Greece) 

II. The European Community after the Delors Package: 

The Social and Economic Cohesion·Aspects. 

Rapporteur: P.C.Ioakimidis~Senior Policy Advisor 

on E.C.affaires, MFA) 

Discussants: Professor D.Biehl (Institut fi.ir 

Europaische Politik) 

A.Mitsos (Chef de Cabinet of the 

Commissioner Mr.G.Varfis) 

Professor J.Vandamme. 
Group II: Priorities of the Greek PresidencY: E.P.C. 

Chairman: G.Bonvicini (Secretary General of the Institute 

Affari Internazionali, Roma) . 

I. Greek Foreign Policy Priorities and EPC 

Rapporteur: Professor C.Rozakis;{University of 

. • Athens) 
'I eR.oCOSioNV( I-DS Co-vt.t.SI'•~k. 

Discussants: C ,I11i{ pe 3 os (Greek EPC-Di;re:Haar~ 

C.Silvestri(Vice President of the 

Istituto Affari Interna 

zionali, Roma). 
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II. EPC, WEU and European Security. 

Rapporteur s : P x:o-fes~s~oHr;c--'I!fE7. 9I;g;;;;OQ~~P~o;;muc-:-( De an o f the Un i v er sit 
-, of Thrace). 

Professor P. Tsakaloyannis (E.I.P.A., 
Maastricht) 

Discussants :. A. Cahen (Ambassador, Secretary General of 
the WEU) 

N. FrangakiS (First Counselor, Greek Perma
nent Representation at the EE 

G. Jannuzzi (Ministre Plenipotentiaire, 
Chief of Secretariat E.P.C.) 

2nd Session: (17:00-20:00p.m.): Priorities of the Greek Presidency: 

External Economic Relations 

Group I: 

Chairman: R. Toulemon (President "Association Francaise pour l'etude 
de 1 ' U. E. " ) . 

B R E A K 

• 

Group II: 

I. The EEC and the Mediterranean/Gulf Countries. 

Rapporteur: Professor L. Tsoukalis (Oxford University) 

Discussants:E. Rhein (Director in the General Directorat 
for External Relations) 

Professor A. Lorca (Universidad Aut6noma de 
Madrid) 

Assistant Professor S. Perrakis (University 
Thrace) 

II. The EEC and the Developing Counrties 

Rapporteur: B. Ryelandt (Commission, D.G. VIII) 

Discussants:I. Kaftanzoglou (Scientific Advisor, Ministr 
of Research) 

K. Pantazi (M.E.P.) 

Ch!'!irman: Mrne E. Regelsberger (Institut flir Europaische Politik, Bonr. 

The EEC and the Comecon 
I. Framework of Trade Relations: 

Rapporteur: Professor M. Maresceau (University of Ghent) 

Discussants: Professor s. Latchinian (University of 
Leipzig) 

S. Wallden (Specialist in East-West Eco
nomic Relations) 

S. Plaskovitis (M.E.P.) 
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II Political Considerations. 

Rapporteurs: Professor C. Stephanou ..(o'irector of Greek 

·(center of European Studies and 

Research) 

J.Palrner (Journalist "The Guardian" 

Discussants: Professor R.Rurnrnel (Stiftung Wissenschaft 

Und. Politik Ebenhausen) 

· R.Trurnph (M.F .A. ,Bonn). 

Third day (9.00-13.00 p.rn.) 

• 

Chairman: J.Souriadakis (President of the Greek Cehter of 

European Studies and Research) 

Future of the Community after the Delors·Package 

Speakers D.Williarnson (Secretary General of the Cornrnissio' 

of the E.C.) 

R.Perrisisch (Alternate Director, DG III) 

The Presidencv of the r.ouncil ·: Opportunities and Constaints 

Speaker G.Varfis (Greek Commissioner) 

Final Report 

----~---

Rapporteurs: Group I 

R.Toulernon 

T.Peeters 

Group II 

Professor A.Fatouros (University ofThessalon.ik 



--- ..... 
·•'~-,-,.,.-,, -l~:•~·-'~;-~;e.;.__;:•~~'--""'-"--'-''~;·~:o;-'--'-'--...,._·'!:".~~···":": ·~-~- •' ' ·---~·- --' ' ""e• ... • ·-:-•-- •:- ::7 -::::::.---::.::;.:_-::.__·:..:_~:. . • . ·----·---------------···--

,~f(}~~~l'c\~j;:'$Fti ~, < . ;ti;;~~;~i~(~:2 
,;:~K,; '· :";·coLLoquiiJM'·oN':·rltE GREEic PREsiDENcY··· 

·---. 

' .·-

' . ) . 
• ..~ -!. ·?' ~ .,_- ' 

"GREECE IN THE E. C.: EXPERIENCES AND PERSPECTIVES" 

ATHENS, 26, 27,:ZBMAY, 1988 

HENK ABEN 

M.A.AGUILAR 

L.ANTONAKOPOULOS 

P.ANASTOPOULOS 

A.ALAVANOS 

·P.AVGERINOS 

D.BUCHAN 

G.BONVICINI 

D.BIEHL 

P.BERNITSAS 

F.CERRI 

P.Y.CALLIZOT 
• 

A. CAHEN 

G.CIAVARINI AZZI 

J.CARROL 

N.FRANGAKIS 

C. FILINIS 

D.FATOUROS 

TH. FLORY 

K.GADIS 

N.GOUFA 

T.GIANITSIS 

O.GARSCHAGEN 

J.HASID 

D.HIOU 

/<. ··-- .•. · 

PARTICIPANTS 
. 

JOURNALIST DE VOLKSKRANT-NETHERLANDS 

JOURNALIST DIRECTOR OF INFORMATION OFFICE 

HEAD OF THE GREEK PRESS OFFICE-BRUSSELS 

OFFICE OF THE E.C. IN ATHENS 

M.E.P. 

·M.E:P. . ,, 

JOURNALIST "FINANCIAL TIMES" , BRUSSELS 

SECRETARY GENERAL OF THE INSTITUTO AFFARI 
INTERNAZIONALI, ROME. 

PROF.INSTITUT FUR EUROPAISCHE POLITIK, 
FRANKFURT AM MAINZ 

PROFESSOR-UNIVERSITY OF THRACE. 

JOURNALIST-LIBERATION & JOURNAL DE GENEVE-ANSA, 
STRASBOURG 

JOURNALIST,FR3 ALSACE, STRASBOURG 

AMBASSADOR,SECRETARY GENERAL OF THE WEU,LONDON 

DIRECTOR INTERNAL, COORDINATION-COMMISSION 

JOURNALIST "IRISH. TIMES" 

FIRST COUNSELOR,GREEK PERMAN.REPRES.AT THE CEE 

M.E.P. 

PROF.UNIVERSITY OF THESSALONIKI. 

PROF.LILLE II, PARIS I 

GREEK PERMANENT REPRESENTATION, BRUSSELS 

OFFICE OF THE E.C.IN ATHENS 

ASSOCIATE PROF./UNIVERSITY OF ATHENS 

JOURNALIST, HOLLAND 

PROF. A.V.S.P. PIREAUS 

ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR PANTEIOS 

QUESTA PLI/.3~1JCAZIONE E Dl PROPRIETA 
DEll'ISTITUTO AFFARI INTERNAZIONALI 



. PEPELASSIS 

K.PAPANAYOTOU 

E.REGELSBERGER 

B.RYENLANDT 

E.RHEIN 

R.RUMMEL 

K.SAMPSON 

K.SCHINAS 

C.STEPHANOU 

J.SOURIADAKIS 

D.STAMBOGLIS 

V. SOTIRIADOU 

M.THEYS 

C.TREAN 

J.TRUMPF 

R.TSAKALOYANNIS 

• 
R. TOULEMON 

L.TSOUKALIS 

D.TSOUGIOPOULOS 

J.VANDAMME 

··. P. VOELKER 

L. VASSILIADOU 

J.VOULGARIS 

D. WILL IAMSON 

S.WALDEN 

G.WERMANS 

M.ZEQUEIRA 

~ .- .. 
.·-· .·. 

- ., '.-

ECONOMIC COUNSELOR-BANK OF GREECE, ATHENS 
' '~ ----- .c • 

PROF./UNIVERSITY ·oF ATHENS - .. 
' . . ' .~-'- ':'. '. .. . . 

DEPUTY MINISTER OF INDUSTRY ENERGY & TECHNOLOGY 

INSTITUT EUROPAISCHE POLITIK-BONN 

COUNSELLOR OF THE GENERAL DIRECTOR OF DG Ill 
COMMISSION, BRUSSELS 

COMMIS., DG FOREIGN RELATIONS 

STIFTUNG-WISSENCHAFT UND POLITIK, EBENHAUSEN 

EEC DEPARTMENT MINISTRY OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS 

DIR.OF GREEK CENTER OF EUROP.STUDIES & RESEARCH 

PRESIDENT OF GREEK CENTER OF EUROP.STUDIES 

JOURNALIST (BHMA} 

IN CHARGE OF EEC AFFAIRS IN THE OFFICE OF THE 
PRIME MINISTER 

JDURNALIST, "LA LIBRE BELGIQUE", BRUSSELS 

JOURNALIST,"LE MONDE", PARIS 

M.F.A., BONN AUSWARTIGES AMT-DIRECTOR 

E.I.P.A.MAASTRICHT (DEPART.OF POLITICS 
-UNIVERSITY OF ATHENS) 

PRESIDENT OF THE "ASSOCIATION FRANCAISE POUR L' 
ETUDE DE L'U.E.", PARIS 

PROF.OXFORD UNIVERSITY, ENGLAND 

DIRECTOR OF THE PRESS OFFICE OF THE COMMISSION 

PRESIDENT OF TEPSA, CHAIRMAN OF THE GROUPE D' 
ETUDES POLITIQUES EUROPEENNES, BRUSSELS 

JOURNALIST (EID.PRAKTOREIO "V.w.D."),GERMANY 

JOURNALIST, "EXPRESS" 

PROFESSOR,UNIVERSITY OF THRACE 

SECRETARY GENERAL OF THE COMMISSION, BRUSSELS 

SPECIALIST IN EAST-WEST ECON.RELATIONS 

DIRECTOR OF'" EXPRESSO" NEWSPAPER 

JOURNALIST "EUROPE", PARIS 



THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITY AFrm THE "DELORS PACKAGE": 

THE :IDJNOMIC AND SOCIAL COHESION A.SPEX:rS 

(TEPSA Conference on "Greece in the E;C., Experiences and perspectives") 

Athens, 26-28. May 1988 

Intervention by Dr P.C. Ioakimidis 

\, 

.. , , 1, ·ll ;·,C.[. Dl ~.,vri\iclk ,_..J. ,_,[....;I j....:t.. ,_: ._:._• ··-· ·--, ·-

DEll'lSTlTUTO AffARI INfERNAZ\ONAll 



I"; 
~~:\~t1·. 

~it~ ,,:n 
?{!}!' 

1 • The Brussells European Council (February 1988) is certainly going 

to be a landmark in the Community's history. After two SlliXBSsive fai

lures, the European Council suceeded in taking decission on the so

called 11Delors Package" - namely on creating the conditions for the 

successful implementation of the Single European Act, or,to put it 

differently, on the conditions for the creation of the "Common Economic 

Space". Thanks to these decisions, we can now feel confident that the 

Community would be able to attain the objectives which has set for 

itself for the next four to five years: 

(i) the completion of the internal market, the establishment, that 

. is, of "an area ,.n_ thout internal frontiers in which free movement of 

goods, persons, services and capital is ensured" on the basis of the 

Commission's White Book. 

(ii) the strengthening of economic and social cohesion. through 

the reform of the Structural Funds (Regional Fund, Social Fund, EGGF

Guidance ) and the doubling ofthErlroverall resources by the year 

1993 (doubling the resources for the less developed regions by 1992). 

(iii) the develonment of new policies mainly in the field of 

research, technology, industry, enviroment. 

./. 
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The Brussells decisions ensure that the financial resources 

required for the attainment of Community's objectives will be available. 

The European Council agreed to raise the Community's resources from 

approximately 1% of the combined GNP at present to 1 ,20% by 1992 (in 

payment appropriations),namely for 35 becus to 53 becus. It decided 

also to restructure "the own resources system of the Community" by 

setting up a fourth resource linked to GNP of each member state, 

something which reflects more accurately the relative prosperity of

_the member states. Furthemore, it agreed to a more effective system -- -
. --- - .. --· --- . -· .... 

-of "budgetary discipline" for curbing agricultural expenditure as well 

as to a more effective and ttansparent system of budget management. 

Last but 1:y no IJEaiJS the least, _ it decided a series of measures for the 

reform of the Common Agricultural Policy (stabilizers) which would 

contribute to the process of adjusting the aggricultural policy to new 

patterns of demand and supply worldwide. 

Thus, for the next five years the Community will not be_ confronted 

with ll!ljor b.rlgetaiy cr:iEes arii ftmnc:ial asphyxia of the kind we have experiencec 

over the recent years. 

2. Furthermore, we have now a much better idea of what the completion 

of the single, unified market would mean to the European Economy. The 

so~called Cechinni report, produced for the Commission, shows that 

the gains to be reaped from the elimination of all barriers would 

amount to between 170 and to 250 billion ECUs. In macroeconomic terms, 

the internal market would generate: an additional 4,5% of GDP growth, 

a 6% reduction in inflation rates, 1,8 million new jobs, a reduction 

of public deficits equivalent to 2,2% of GDP and an improvement of 

external balance representing a 1% of GDP. Should the completion 

of the internal market be supported by the appropriate macroeconomic 

policiesthen the macroeconomic gains are considerably enhanced (7% 

extra growth, 5 million new jJbs) • 

. /. 
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J. The question then arises; what comes next; what 

would provide the new impetus and dynamism for European 

integration. Although we have yet to fully im~ment the 

decisions of the European Council and,of course,to accelarate, 

at Council level, the pace for the adoption of the proposals 

for the internal market, we ought to defin~ the new areas 

for action beyond the "Delors package" and the 1/lhi te Book, 

action which would complement the current measures , enlarge 

the scope of integration and carry the Community to a new 

and more advanced stage of development. 

More to the point,Iwould argue that the process of com

pleting the internal market should be placed in.a wider con

text with an enlarged package of parameters for policy action. 

This p'lckage could conceivably include: 

(a) the institutional and policy- making edifice of the 

Community, 

(b) defense and security of Europe 

(c) the reinforcement of monetary cooperation and the insti

tutional development of the EMS 

(d) new types of action for strengthening economic and so

cial cohesion 

This broader package could well form the basis for arti

culating a more "integrated approach" to European integration 

which would bring economics, politics and defense into 

a coherent framework. This, 'l.fter alJ.is the lcgic and spirit of the 

Single European Act, the very title of '..;hich ("single") underlines the 

need and desirability for erasing the artificial di~chotomy 
bet\.;een economics and politics. The need for r,.;ider packages 

is all :inJ!:ortant and it will become even more obvious in the 

very near future. This is especially true with respect to 

defense. Hitherto we have failed to recognize the linkage 

which does exist between the economics of the internal market 

and European security in allocating costs and benefits between 

./ . 
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the member states. It seems that sooner than later we will 

have to address all aspects of European integration (eco

nomics, defense) in a unified framework and in a unified 

and coherent manner. 

Only a few remarks on each one of the new parameters: 

(a) the institutional and policy-making problems: 

The following aspects should be consideied: 

( i) lnw to enhance coordination in the v.arking of the Council of 

Ministers and consistency of output. It might be advisable 

to examine the posssibili ty of reducing considerably the num-

ber of Councils, which have proliferated during the past 

years as a result of the expansion of the Community's acti

vities. Four or five Councils appear to be really indispen

sable (General Affairs, ECOFIN, Agriculture, Internal Market) 

The tasks of the rest can be transfered to these four.;;five Counc 

(ii) the leadership problem of the Community. There have 

been suggestions for entrusting the leadership to a relati

vely big country of the Community (or to a group of countries 

This solution is of course objectionable on many grounds. 

The right thing to do is to seek ways for providing "insti

tutional leadership" to the Community which would reflect 

the collective wisdom and interests of all member state~, 

but enjoy at the same time the necessary intitutional auto

nomy and authority to perform its function. 

(iii) Related to this aspect is the need for looking. 

afresh at the role of Commission and its president, the role 

of the European Council, the functio~of the European Parlia

ment. 

(b) Eurooean Defense and Security: 

. The sole point to be underlined h~re is the need for 

I 
•I • 



- 5--

conducting the debate on defense and se~urity within. the 

framework of the Community exploiting to the full the po

tential of the Single European Act. Alternative frameworks 

or other arrangements of restricted membership for condu

cting the debate or building the defense identity of the 

Community, no matter how desirable they may appear to some 

countries , could well endanger the whole process of 

integration and give rise to cx:im.ticns for a two-tier Europe. 

(c) Coordination of economic policies/EMS: 

(i) The conduct and coordination of macrc:ecci1aiii.c policies shoulc 

be done in such a way as to contribute to the objective of 

strengthening economic and sdcial cohesion,as provided for 

by the Single European Act (art. 130D). 

(ii) the complete liberalization of the capital movements 

and the persisting instability in the international economy 

necessitate the institutional development of the monetary 

system (EMS) and the launching of the process for the esta

blishment of a European Central Bank. Again, all these ini

tiatives should form part of a coherent package of policy 

actions to be· advanced in a balanced and coordinated fashion. 

(d) Economic and Social Cohesion: 

I have already set out my ideas on this ~ topic 

in a 1986 TEPSA paper. In the meantim~ we have the European 

Council decisions which, as noted, mark a turning point in 

the Community's attempts at developing a coherent structu

ral policy to serve the objective of social and economic 

cohesion. Yet the attempts could not and should not 

be terminated at this point. Strengthening economic and so

cial cohesion is to be seen as an ongoing process encompas

sing the totality of the Community's activities . 

. I . 



Three basic points should be borne in mind: 

( i) even with the doubling of the :resa.m:es of the Structural 

Funds,the Community will spend no more than 0.3% of its 

total GDP on regional develompent, a tiny f~action of ~hat 

federal governments narmillydevotetotbe_sarre objective. The que

stion,therefor~ ofamore redistributive budget remains open 

and quite relevant. 

(ii) most studies confirm the rather obvious hypothesis that 

the benefits to be accrued from the internal market would 

be unevenly distributed between member states. As the report 

by Tommaso Padoa-Schioppa puts it, "there are serious risks 

of aggravated re.gional imbalances in the course of market 

liberalization". 

(iii) strengthening economic and social cohesion is a vital 

condition for the completion of the internal market not only 

.in that it would win over the less prosperous member states 

in the negotiating process but also,and equally important, 

because it would underpin the effective functioning of the 

unified market itself. 

Three ''areas'' can be singled out for policy action in 

the new efforts for further strengthening cohesion: 

(a) the "social area" .The need for creating the condi

tion for a "unified social area'' is all the most important 

as the process for completing the internal market gathers 

momentum . Greece, 

to fJcus attention 

as the forthcoming presidency, intends 

on this aspect without however neglectin 

at all other importantareas of the Community's businesses. 

More specificall~ and in order to take into account the 

social sideffects of the internal market,action should be 

taken: 

- on implementing Article 118A of the Single European 

. I . 
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Act in its broader sense for the protection of work~rs and 

safeguarding the latter's fundamental rights (adoption of 

the framework directive) 

- on reinforcing the "social dialogue" on the basis 

of article 118B 

on combating unemployment 

- on education and culture 

(b) the area of new technologies which,to a considerable 

degree ,will dete~mine t~ pattern of production, the 

structure and the organiza:tim of the European economy. The .less 

prosperous states and regions of the Community should be 

given the means to benefit from the new technologies. Their 

exclusion from the new economic activities built on the new 

technologies could well give rise to new developmerital and 

structural imbalances which would perpetuate and even aggra.

vate the dualistic pattern of European economy. To avert all 

this ,action should be directed at transfen-:ing new technologie 

and know-how to less prosperous states and regions and at 

forstering industrial and technological cooperation particul 

between small and .medium-sized enterpris'3s. 

(c) transPort: an effective and competitive transport 

network troughout the Community is essentiai for the 

integrated market. For the peripheral states of the Commu

nity however, like Greece for instance, this network is a 

prezequisite for their unhind~ access to the internal 

market. As the core of that market will be situated in 

central Europe it is important to build the appropriate 

transport infrastructure which would enable the peripheral 

states to get their products to.the market. 

The basic aim should be to create the envircnrent for 

"an internal market with human face" as a basic c.omponent of the 

ultimate objective - European Union. 



SUMMARY 

C H R I S T 0 S R 0 Z A K I S 

Greek Foreign Policy Priori'"ties 

and £uropean Poli-tical Co-opera-tion 
/ 

Greek foreign policy is determined by three national 

priorities which run through the whole period from the 

restoration of democracy in 1974 to the present. These firm 

priorities, which, however, have not always been served by the 

> same tactical approach, are: a) rectification of the Greek- ·-,_ 

Turkish crisis, including a sol ut ion to the Cyprus quest ion, 

b) accession to, initially, and improvement of Greece's 

position within, latterly, the European Economic Community, 

and c) modsrnisation of the country's international relations, 

taking the experience of Western Europe as a model. 

Three different political approaches and sets of tactics 

have been appli.ed to these firm priorities, and, grosso modo, 

could be seen as having been implemented in three separate 

periods: ~4-81, 1981-85 and 198~-~-present. 

1. The first period, during which the foundations were 

laid for Greek foreign policy throughout the post-dictatorship 

period, coincided with the period of government by the New 

Democracy party. While laying down priorities, the New 

Democracy governments followed the following tactics: 

a) On issues between Greece and Turkey, Greece displayed 

moderation towards the revisionary policy of Turkey and 

attempted to find a peaceful solution. On the one hand, 

Greece tried to restrict the extent of the crisis, leaving 

initiatives to the Government of Cyprus and supporting its 

efforts indirectly. On the other, the claims of Turkey 

were received w'ith a considerable degree of good will, and 

it was agreed to solve the problems by negotiation. Th.is 

approach was persevered with despite the fact that Turkey 

constantly went back on its word and procrastinated, 

1 
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making the dialogue, in the end, ?imply a means of 

precluding a conflict without warning. 

bl Greek accession to the European .Community had a dual. 

purpose: first, to withdraw from the unilinear and 

dysfunctional connection with the United States <which had 

been dictated by the needs created by conditions 

immediately after the Warl, and second, to incorporate the 

country into a mechanism which would not only bring it 

firmly into line with Western European options but would 

also - and most import·ant - contribute to the bourgeois 

modernisation of the State. 

was principally aimed at consolidating. conditions of good-

neighbo•Jrliness with the other Balkan states, at 

de_veloping relations with the USSR <which had been 

affected by the trauma of the Civil Warl and at improving 

relations with the nations of the South. 

2. These priorities continued to be applied, with a change of 

tactics, during the period 1981-85, which coincided with the· 

term of the first PASOK administration. More specifically: 

a) On Greek-Turkish affairs, Greece refused to bec-':lme 

involved in any form of dialogue, while efforts were made 

to strengthen the country's intervention in the Cyprus 

quest ion. 

b) In relation to Greece's pen·etration :.nto the framework_ 

of the Community, efforts were made to improve the Greek 

position 

promoting 

treatment 

<both institutionally and politically) by 

economic claims and demands for 

and with initiatives within European 

special 

Political 

Co-oper at ion. The particular nature of Greek positions-

within EPC, to the extent to which it is not identical 

\

. with a symbolic role-undertaking <both inside and outside 

\

the -W-estern system), c:-_n _ _be_ attribute~~---!_!:!~_ special 

concE!_pt of modernisation promoted by the new Government. 
-·-------~~------------ -------· ---------·----~-- ------- -·. 
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c> This modernisation revolved around three ideological 

concepts: first, the need for the climate ·of detente to be 

maintained in East-West relations at a time at which the 

Cold War atmospher_e seemed to be reviving, second, the 

development of a world peace policy for North-South as 

well as East-West relations, and third, closer links 

between countries which are geographically and culturally 

related <especially those of the Mediterranean>. These 

concepts of modernisation often brought Greece into 

conflict with the other participants in EPC. This was 

caused both by Greece's failure to put forward her views 

as proposed European positions <stating the~ instead, as 

national variations> and by the fact that the period in 

question was one of intense East-,West confrontation. 

3. The third period, from late 1985 to the present, has been 

not able for two changes in the tactics for imple.ment ing what 

are basically the same priorities: the tactic oY- gradual 

\/ normal:!.sation of relatioris with Turkey, with the restoration 

of political communication and efforts to find peaceful 

and Greek conformity with the solutions to the 

general directions 

problems, 

taken by the Community. This shift can be 

attributed both to the alterations in the international 

environment which have come about in the meantime <changes in 

East-West relations, indications of Community interest in the 

particular features of t_h.e_Me.d.i_t_er.:r.:ane.an-c.o.un.t.r.:Les. and Greece, 

different priorities in Turkish foreign policy, etc.) and to 

changes in the 

the European 

Governmel'l.1;' s mentality, with the adoption of 
----~·------·--·-··-·----- ---·-·------ "·-··-- __ , __________ , ___________ _ 

direction as the principal priority and 

realisation of the need for immediate rectification of the 

country's pending international affairs. 

These co-ordinates in Greek foreign policy will continue, 

for the foreseeable future, to determine Greek positions 

within EPC. It is very likely that in the months to come the 

Greek Presidency will attempt, in this spirit, to improve its 

position on Greek-Turkish relations, to help towards 

3 



solution of the Cyprus problem, to remind the Community of the 

importance of ·the Balkans, to play its part . in assuaging 

problems in the M:!,_ddl~(ist and to promote the rapprochement 

bet we en East and West . <and particularly bet we en ComriJ.Uni t y and 

Socialist countries> as well as peace 'policies. 

the 

the 

foundations for such activities have already 

Greek Presidency will play the pragmatic 

developing them technically. 

Given that 

been laid, 

role of 
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!.WESTERN EUROPEI\N PERCEPTIONS 

The basic question asked by W.European diplomats and analysts of the Soviet 
Union is whether the changes that have occured in Soviet behaviour towards the 
West and more speclfical \y W.Europe are the result of 'new thinking' and newly 
defined goals or should they be considered a mere change of style, aiming at 
achieving the same goals by other means. Should for example declarations by 
Nr.Gorbachev on the need to bui Id a common European house from the Atlantic to 
the Urals be taken seriously or should they be considered mere propaganda. 
masking rene~1ed efforts aiming at the decoupling of W.Europe from the United 
States and at neutral !sing the former? 

One cannot fail to note that the Soviet Union has changed its positions on 
very sustantial East-West issues. This is evidenced by the signing of three 
maJor agreements in the past twenty months namely: 
-the agreement on confidence and security building measures signed in 
Stockholm on September 21, 1986, 

-the agreement on INF signed in Washington on December 8, 1087 and 
-the· agreement on 1\fghanistan signed in Geneva on Apri I 14, !088. 

In the case of the CSBM agreement, the Soviet Union accepted measures which 
have substantially reduced the danger of a Soviet surprise attack on W.Europe. 
In the case of the INF agreement. the Soviet Union accepted to eliminate 
substanti.al ly more missiles and.warheads than the West. Finally. in the case 
of the Afghanistan agreement. the Soviet Union has undertaken to withdraw its 
trooos from a neighbouring country which risks being overrun by unfriendly 
forces. 

The above changes in Soviet po\ \cies aim at achieving security obJectives with 
lower military spending, as we\ I as convincing the West of the new 
intentions towards it. Soviet proposals on the triple-zero option or the 
elimination of nuclear weapons in Germany tend however to be perceived by 
W.European analysts as propaganda. as long as they are not accompanied by 
commitments on assymetrical reductions of conventional forces. However, as in 
the case of INF, in the case of the TNF proposals. W.European governments 
understand that if they do not respond intei I \gently to the Soviet Union they 
risk losing pub\ ic support and faith in their poi lc\es. 

Finally, W.European governments are somewhat perplexed with the far reaching 
Soviet proposals on economic cooperation and the Soviet demand for membership 
of GATT which would lead to the elimination of quantitative restrictions in 
East-West trade. The prevail \ng view has been to relate these issues with 
those of human rights and economic reforms In Eastern Europe. 

2.WESTERN EUROPEAN SECURITX DILEMMAS 

2.l.The commitment to nuclear dete~~ 
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NATO'S doctrl~e of flexible response ls based on the assumption that NATO'S 
conventional forces can only delay the attacking WTO forces and that sooner or 
later N~TO would have to resort to nuclear weapons to stop enemy forces. 
Flexible response involves the early use of short-range nuclear weapons and if 
these failed to produce results, NATO would resort to intermediate or 
long-range weapons. 

The elimination of INF imp I ies an increased rei lance on short-range nuclear 
,,,eapons because there are reasons to believe that the United States. Rrit~in 

or France would not be very eager to use their strategic forces to punish the 
Soviet llnlon for undertaking I lmlted mil ltary operations against front- I ine 
NATO countries. Therefore short-range nuclear weapons are essential to the 
defense of these countries. as long as they cannot withstand conventional 
attacks. However short-range nuclear weapons do not provide absolute security 
to front- I ine countr.ies. to the extent that a future Soviet administration 
could accept the risks of limited nuclear exchanges which would not affect 
Soviet territory. 

Nuclear deterrence has been a cause of discord among al I les and EPC partners. 
Thus a minority of these countries which usual IY included Greece and Ireland 
have voted in favour of lJ.N. General Assembly Resolutions sponsored by Eastern 
and non-aligned countries cal I ing for the prohibition of the first-use of 
nuclear weapons. On the other hand, Denmark and Spain are opposed to the 
presence of nuclear weapons In their territories and thus reJect the concept 
of risk-sharing which is of paramount importance to NATO and WEll. The decision 
of the recent WEll summit in 'the Hague to accept the o.ccessi on of Spain and 
Portugal would ind1cate that the Spanish problem has been o~ercome. although 
the Spanish gr~ernment Is strongly critislsed in Spain for repudiating the ban 
of nuclear weapons, resulting from the· referendum decision on accession to 
NATO. 

2.2.The triple-zero ootion 

A few years ago two NATO members and EPC partn~rs, namely Greece and Denmark. 
had supported the freezing of the deployment of INF. At present. three NATO, 
front I ine countries, namely the·Federal Republic. Greece and Turkey refuse to 
commit themselves to the modernisation of short-range nuclear Feapons deployed 
In their territories. FolioHing the INF agreement the Federal Republic h.Js 
become increasingly aware about Its exposure to short-range Soviet miss! les. 
Cormnenting on the Soviet 10:1 superiority in these 'deapons a leading Germ2.n 
conservative F.J. Strauss wrote recently "The AI I lance makes sense to us if 
the citizens of the Federal Republ le objectively and subJectively have the 
same security as the citizens cf the W.European states and North America. 
Otherwise one day the way to neutral ism will be ahead of us" ( t l. 

Already large segments of 'II.German pub I le opinion supoort the triple-zero 
option .. Hol¥ever the United States have clearly stated that if .they ho.d to 
withdraw their nuclear weapons from W.Germany. they would also withdra"' their 
troops. Moreover, the British commitment to W.German defense apoears to I ie on 
the same premises, as evidenced by Mrs.Thatcher's Insistence In the Brussels 
summl t of the Alliance on the need to modernise TNF. follol,ling the elimination 
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of !NF. In this summit. only the French among the nuclear powers appeared not 
to mind too much about W.German reservations. This attitude probably results 
from French wl I I lngness to extend the national nuclear umbrella to W.Germany. 

Greece's refusal to modernise nuclear weapons stored In Its territory Is 
consistent with its previous disarmament Initiatives, including the creation 
of a nuclear-free zone in the Balkans. From a military point of view a 
signi.ficant factor is the non-deployment of SS-21 and SS-23 miss! les in 
Bulgaria to replace the aging Scud Band Frog-7 missiles. as wel I as the fact 
that no nuclear warheads were made avai !able for these miss! les by the Soviet 
Union. 

2.3.Reduction of conventional forces 

In the MBFR negotiations NATO's basic goal was to bring about assymetrlcal 
reductions of conventional forces with the view of reducing NATO's Inferiority 
in tanks, artillery and aircraft. However, modern armour and anti-tank 
missiles manufactured by the Western nations have raised doubts about the 
validity of NATO's evaluation of the conventional balance and the resulting 
Western Insistence on assymetrlcal reductions. 

At any rate. the Soviet Union appears for the first time wl I I lng to discuss 
_assymetrica! reductions of conventional forces. Such reductions would probably 
be tied to Western concessions on matters such as the develoPment of new 
weapons and the so-ea! led emer~ing technologies. 

Western pol lcles on conventional arms reductions have been defined up to now 
In the framework of NATO and In the absence of France which has had doubts 
about the concept ltsel"f. A W.European polIcy on the matter should necessarily 
include France and would have to take Into account its views about the need to 
extend the geographical scope of the negotiations to the whole of Europe, 
Including the European area of the Soviet Union. in order to obtain meaningful 
results. The Soviet Union has recently accepted the French position. assuming 
perhaps that the extension of the geographical scope of the negotiations to 
the Mediterranean and possible discussions on eel I ings of the Mediterranean 
fleets of the superpowers <2l could create additional difficulties to 11ATO. 
The participation of European neutral and non-a I lgned countries In a future 
Conference on Disarmament In Europe would add to these difficulties. 

3.CONCLUDING REMARKS 

The European Pari lament in its Resolution of 17.6.87 on the Implications for 
the European Community of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in EuropP 
and of the Conference on Disarmament In Europe <3l has rightful !y pointed out 
the need to activate EPC In order to obtain a mandate for the second ohase of 
the Conference on Disarmament in Europe which would include in its agenda 
conventional forces reductions and would absorb the MBFR negotiations. 

The second phase of the Conference on Disarmament in Europe wi I I open as soon 
as the Vienna Follow-Up Meeting of CSCE reaches its end. W.European countries 
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.should be prepared to face comprehensive arms control and disarmament 
proposals by·the Soviet Union l·lhlch "ould Include the ellmlnatlon of 
·short-range missiles. the creation of nuclear-free zones and large reductions 
of conventional .. forces. W.European countries "I I I have to reach common 
assessments o' the security risks within the· framework of WEU. Moreover. they· 

. •,;i 11 have to activate EPC In order to produce counter-proposa Is \·lh i eh l·.•oul d 
take into account not only the security requirements but al~o the 
long-standing wishes of the peoples of W. and E.Europe. Thus W.Europeans may 
hav~ to accept the withdrawal of U.S. forces from c~Europe in exchange for a 
withdra,al of Soviet forces from E.Europe. 

W.European states can no longer. afford to be ignored or, at best, resnrded as 
second or third rate• partne.rs in negotiations on Eur.opean security. Together 
with a common defense posture they should a1so deflne.common positions on arms 
control and disarmament and make good use of the opportunities ,,,hich are at 
present avai !able·. 

L European Affairs 4/87 at p. 12 

2. Proposals In this respect were made by Mr.Gorbachev during his recent 
visit to Yugoslavia. 

3. D.J. C 190/64, 20.7.87 


