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ABSTRACT

INSECURITY AND TRUST IN CYPRUS:
RETHINKING THE SECURITY DILEMMA WITHIN THE CONTEXT
OF THE CYPRUS PROBLEM

Borman, ipek
Ph.D., Department of International Relations

Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Atila Eralp

September 2012, 223 pages

This thesis rethinks the security dilemma within the context of the Cyprus
problem. It analyzes and problematizes the established political discourses and
societal insecurities in Cyprus. It basically contends that the Cyprus problem
should be reconceptualized from a critical security perspective, utilizing the
fatalist, mitigator and transcender logics of insecurity. In that regard, it
advances the idea that the security paradox in Cyprus should be rethought with
the aim of transcending it through reconciliation and trust-building. The thesis
takes attention to the scope of human agency, both at the state and human
society levels, in the processes of reconciliation and trust-building, and
concludes that these processes are key in transforming the two communities in

the island into a post-national and pluralistic community of Cyprus.

Keywords: Cyprus Problem, Security Dilemma, Critical Security, Trust and

Reconciliation
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KIBRIS'TA GUVENSIZLIK VE GUVEN:
KIBRIS SORUNU BAGLAMINDA GUVENLIK IKILEMINI
YENIDEN DUSUNMEK

Borman, ipek
Doktora, Uluslararasi Hiskiler Bolumiu

Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Atila Eralp

Eylil 2012, 223 sayfa

Bu c¢alisma, Kibris sorunu baglaminda glivenlik ikilemini yeniden
diistinmektedir. Kibris’ta yerlesik siyasi soylemleri ve toplumsal giivensizlikleri
incelemekte ve sorunsallastirmaktadir. Temel olarak; anarsi, diizen ve giiven
merkezli givensizlik mantiklarindan yararlanilarak, Kibris sorununun elestirel
giivenlik bakis acisiyla yeniden kavramsallastirilmasini savunmaktadir. Bu
anlamda, Kibris'taki glivenlik paradoksunun uzlasi ve giiven insaasi yoluyla
asilmasi bakimindan yeniden dustiniilmesi fikrini 6ne siirmektedir. Bu ¢alisma,
ayrica, gerek devlet gerekse de toplum diizeyinde insan faktoriniin uzlas: ve
gliven insaasi siireclerindeki roliine dikkat cekerek, bu siireclerin adadaki iki
toplumu millet sonras1 ve ¢ogulcu bir topluma doniistirmede anahtar oldugu

sonucuna varmaktadir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Kibris Sorunu, Giivenlik Ikilemi, Elestirel Giivenlik, Giiven ve

Uzlasi
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PREFACE

On the morning of 23 April 2003, my phone rang just when I was preparing to
start to a new day in Ankara where | was studying at the time. On the phone,
there was a close friend telling me that she was at the border of Ledra Palace -
not a checkpoint then - and she was about to cross to the southern part of the
long-divided capital of Cyprus, Nicosia. Although a very old friend, the ‘thing’ in
her voice was very new to me as it was to her; an instantaneous expression of
highly dense and unexpected emotions that [ cannot duly put into words even
today. I fell down onto the chair tongue-tied and with my heart broken. A very
strong and strange enthusiasm had spontaneously captured my mind and my
heart. | wanted desperately to be there among those hundreds of Turkish
Cypriots who were trying to cross to the southern part of the island, alas, most
of whom for the first time in their lives. [ remember myself being carried away
with a wide variety of thoughts and emotions that day, particularly trying to
figure out what it meant to be crossing to the south - a well-established taboo,

which at that very explicit moment was on the process of destruction.

It had indeed been a (Turkish Cypriot) communal taboo to be in an act of
crossing to the south. Hence, it was physically and officially not possible to cross
due to the existence of borders and barbed wires all along the island, yet in
essence as a result of the ban of the Turkish Cypriot authorities. Crossing to the
south had been forbidden since the exchange of population that occurred in
1975, and for those Turkish Cypriots who were born after 1975 it was as if
Cyprus was physically formed only of the northern part.

The existence of the southern part had been a nostalgic story, or rather a
mythological tell-tale our grandparents and parents used to narrate us. My
mother, who was born and raised in ‘Leymosun’, or Limassol, in the southern

coast of the island, always talks about the ‘good old days’ she had had in her
viii



ancestral city. But those good old days were shuttered in her memories with the
fact that as a newly-wed she was forced to leave before moving onto her new
house which had been turned into a shelter for Turkish Cypriot resistance
fighters. Her eyes always water when she remembers that she had to leave all
her belongings behind and that she does not even have a single picture from her
childhood to show to her children and grandchildren. For my father, a ‘Bafidi’ (a
villager of Paphos in the southern coast), those ‘beautiful’ grapevines he had
worked in the summer time during his childhood had been deserted to rot. In
his memories, in fact, he had never been a child, but a ‘soldier’ since his mid-
teens. For both, going back is not an option at all. ‘Let everyone stay where they

)

are.

Let alone the southern part, it was as if the Greek Cypriots were also almost
non-existent in the island and imagined by the Turkish Cypriots as a human
specie that can only be encountered abroad, but not in the island. To most of the
Turkish Cypriots, they were not even perceived as neighbours as no form of
contact existed between the two communities in the island. We didn’t know
what there was beyond the border and we were ‘taught’ not to wonder, not to
ask and not to know. And a very considerable number of us did so until that

day...

That day, when the Turkish Cypriot authorities had lifted the ban, people all
over the island rushed to the Ledra Palace border to confront the unthinkable
without knowing what to expect and what to find. I was heartbroken, because I
was missing the ‘whole thing’ - the communal act of crossing. That sense of
missing urged me to go to Cyprus in the shortest possible time and experience
in person the act of crossing. Of course, my individual crossing was not like the
one of 23 April 2003, hence the density of my emotions couldn’t be
underestimated comparing to the ones of 23 April 2003.



Nearly after a month, when we arrived at Ledra Palace, a checkpoint then, with
my friend who rang that day to give me the news, I was still feeling very
enthusiastic in a bizarre way. At the Turkish Cypriot checkpoint, we handed our
Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus identity cards to the Turkish Cypriot
police for inspection and filled out a visa form as if we were crossing from one
country to another. The Greek Cypriots had become our ‘new neighbours’
overnight and we were now allowed to encounter with them in the island. It was
indeed a huge leap forward for the sake of reconciliation between the two
communities, but the immediate adversarial official statements of both
leaderships were still made at the expense of reconciliation between the two
communities. After we got the approval from the Turkish Cypriot police, we
started walking towards the UN-protected buffer zone and as we passed by the
sign ‘Goodbye - Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus’, I could almost hear my
heart beat aloud. As the sound of my heart carried on with a hasty rhythm, we
walked through the buffer zone - a dead zone frozen at the year of 1974 with
destroyed houses that were reminiscent of the war. In the middle of the buffer
zone, there was the Ledra Palace Hotel, a city hotel once that has been a shelter
for the UN soldiers since 1974, as the only ‘living’ space in the entire dead zone.
As we passed by the hotel, we heard the sound of music coming from one of the
rooms and couldn’t turn a blind eye to the beach towels airing at the balconies. I
instantly remembered a friend who worked for the UN telling me that it was
very popular among the UN circles to make fun of the UN forces in Cyprus as

‘beach-keepers’ rather than ‘peace-keepers’...

As we approached the Greek Cypriot checkpoint, my uneasiness increased and
my heartbeat spread all over my body. When my friend told me not to worry, I
realized that I was absolutely frightened! It suddenly occurred to me that I had a
very negative image of a ‘Greek Cypriot policeman’, which I ‘assumed’ of
deriving from the one and only history textbook that we studied at the
secondary school and which was certainly not giving a humane account of the

Greek Cypriot policemen in particular and the authorities in general. Flashing in
X



my mind was a textbook ‘decorated’ with images of piles of dead civilian
Turkish Cypriots whose ruptured brains could easily be identified even from the
sleazy black and white print of the book. When the policeman started talking to
us sympathetically in Turkish, [ was indeed perplexed and felt sorry for my own
prejudices that instantly surfaced and which [ became aware of their existence
at that very moment. After it turned out to be a routine check of identity (this
time the check aimed at whether I was a ‘genuine’ Turkish Cypriot or a ‘settler’
who came to the island after 1974), upon my first step I came directly with a
wall sign writing ‘free areas of the Republic of Cyprus’ on it. [ thought my act of
crossing had been full of symbolic politics all the way along and I was a bit
agonized by it. When we finally reached the real-life street where ordinary
people just kept going around, | imagined myself passing through a suffocating
time capsule and reaching to the wonderland where [ yearned so long to see.
Nevertheless, my strange feelings continued to haunt me. On the one hand, I felt
relaxed as I had left all the ‘hard’ stuff behind and wouldn’t be confronted
anymore by any act of interrogation about my identity. On the other hand, the
sense of insecurity that accompanied my ‘Turkish Cypriot identity’ never left me
alone especially during my initial journeys to the south; a disturbing feeling that
has been rendered irrelevant over time, yet has never completely vanished...
Although crossing to the south has become a routine and mostly an
‘entertaining’ activity for most of the Turkish Cypriots today, that sense of
insecurity continues to prevail, especially when examined within the context of

a possible settlement of the Cyprus problem.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The historical narrative of the politics in Cyprus is ever presented as a
foredoomed failure, as it is characterized by a relentlessly enduring state of
conflict. The island of Cyprus has indeed become synonymous with conflict in
the sense that the perseverance of the problem is an ordinary affair, a well-
established status quo, or an out there reality. Hence, it is a widely used
expression that Cyprus has become a deathbed for many politicians and
diplomats, local and international alike, who had dealt with the conflict over

the years.

The political roots of this conflict can arguably be traced back to the imperial
history of the island. However, due to the pertinacity and the intractability of
the conflict for decades, these political roots have continued to strike new
root problems with severe ramifications on the societal, cultural, economic
and ecological structures of the island. Consequentially, the Cyprus problem
has created over a stretch of the time many political and societal discourses
that are pigeonholed through constant fatalism both in the minds and the
practices. These problematic discourses within the context of the Cyprus
problem have constituted and sustained insecurities at the socio-political
levels through a continuous process of mutual implication. The political and
societal insecurities have especially become visible in terms of their
capability of resisting a long-awaited solution to the problem when the first
comprehensive settlement plan (the Annan Plan) was put to separate,
simultaneous referenda in 2004. The Greek Cypriots voted an overwhelming

‘no” with upshots in relation to their concerns over security. As a matter of



fact, these insecurities have continued to prevail to such an extent that the
Turkish Cypriot historic breakaway from fatalism, which had been aspired by
the promise of transformation and reintegration with the world, was

dramatically shifted within a couple of years.

In a blatantly oversimplified analysis, there exists a security problem, or
rather a ‘security paradox’, in Cyprus perceptible both in scope of the ongoing
negotiations and, far more importantly, in the way the two communities
conceive each other.! Almost a decade has passed since the opening of the
first crossing point in Cyprus, yet Cyprus is still a divided island in physical
and political terms as well as in minds. Even worse, despite reciprocal
crossings and availability of daily contacts, the societal gap between the two
communities is wide as ever and reconciliation in its literal sense is non-

existent.

The security paradox that has been constructed over the course of the
modern history of Cyprus is well-entrenched both over the discourses and
the practices of security. These discourses and practices around which the
security aspect of the Cyprus problem has been shaped over the years hold
little promise for a future political settlement in the island. This is mainly
because the prevailing security conception is well-embedded in the
mainstream political thinking as well as within the societal fabric as ‘the key
underlying problem’; suggesting that the security aspect is the very essence

and a natural part of the problem that has rendered a solution in Cyprus not

! As phrased by Booth and Wheeler, a ‘security paradox’ refers to “a situation in which two or more actors,
seeking only to improve their own security, provoke through their words or actions an increase in mutual
tension, resulting in less security all round.” See Ken Booth and Nicholas J. Wheeler, The Security Dilemma:
Fear, Cooperation and Trust in World Politics (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2008), p. 9.



possible to date. This problematic thinking on security in particular and the
Cyprus problem in general is continuously fed by the essentially fatalist
discourses that consciously construct an exclusionary image of the other
which is naturally inhumane and untrustworthy. Moreover, in practical
terms, the security aspect, which has also become a political taboo as dealt
within the context of the Cyprus problem, is an area where two antagonistic
identity constructs are solidified in mutually exclusive security policies. As
the end result of the Annan Plan referenda shows, such exclusionary security
policies do not only resist flourishing the seeds of a sustainable solution, but
also naturalize and legitimize the antagonistic identity constructs and

societal insecurities within the two communities.

Security in Cyprus has always been a concomitant aspect of realist and
strategic thinking on the problem. Indeed, it has been theorized strictly
within the parameters of traditional approaches that acquired its value due
to the strategic importance of the island, which is presented in historical
narration as lying at the crossroads of civilizations and imperial geopolitics.
This strategic thinking on Cyprus has vastly imbued it a symbolism whose
solution cannot be pursued and indeed attainable outside its strategic prism.
Looking from this prism, it is assumed that the inherent dynamics of the
problem can only be understood through its ‘international’ character and can
only be dealt within the confines of wider regional and global strategic
considerations. In fact, besides the interests of ‘motherlands’ Greece and
Turkey and involvement of the UN, the solution of the Cyprus problem has
been given as a duty to numerous US and British special representatives, as
talented as Richard Holbrooke and David Hannay. Notwithstanding the ‘great
efforts’ of these international actors, Cypriots have come to be seen as spoiled

(inferior) children of sun and golden beaches, who have failed these



‘peaceful’ initiatives, while people are dying brutally elsewhere as a result of
structural and systemic violence. On the other hand, the main political actors
inside the island have been perceived through the tie of an umbilical cord, as
being mere subordinates of their mothers’ intentions and interests and as
local heroes ever in posts to protect their overarching ethnic identities and

national causes on the island.

This problematic prism of the Cyprus problem tells the whole story of failure
from this study’s perspective. As a matter of fact, the potential geopolitically
and strategically informed remedies for the solution of the Cyprus problem
are vastly exhausted. Not only these remedies have produced a futility vis-a-
vis a peaceful solution, they have also furnished the status quo, defined in
terms of conflict, as an ordinary affair of the Cypriots. Indeed, the Cypriot
scene has become habitual in enduring fatalist political discourses and their
embodiments, as the key public figures and the practices of the problem
remain intact against the fluidity of time and over the changing generations.
However, the story is a lot different inside the island. Although polished by
the strategic factor, the security problems are inherently societal with
implications over the political discourses practiced by the Turkish Cypriot
and Greek Cypriot political actors. The security problems are also inherently
historical and those societal insecurities cannot be broken off from the
human made, historical constructedness of the Cyprus problem. For that
matter, this study argues that as long as this deliberate lack of rethinking
security in Cyprus from the prism of socially and historically constructed
insecurities continues, effective analytical tools for reimagining security will
always be bypassed and prospects for transcending the security paradox in

Cyprus will always be missed.



As implied above, what is further problematic in the traditional thinking on
security in Cyprus is the essentially objectivist conceptions of security and
identity. In the mainstream approaches to the Cyprus problem, security is
theorized as a pre-given and a rather regressive concept, devoid of its
instrumental value as a way of de-naturalizing the established discourses and
structures with the aim of exploring different readings on security. Indeed,
the fatalist and negative framework provided for security in Cyprus has
worked towards constraining the conceptual and methodological ability for
bringing forward potential alternative readings in addressing and
problematizing the insecurities at state and human society levels. This is very
much illustrative within the context of the Cyprus problem where security is
primarily seen and operationalized as a fixed and complete phenomenon,
rather than a social construct; thereby disallowing any flexibility and
fluctuation over its perceptions and practices that are in fact generated
through the social processes of construction and negotiation. In simple terms,
such a rigid, and hence narrow, conception of security merely serves to
constantly inform antagonistic identities and exclusive security policies,
which are also regarded as exogenously given. Furthermore, as the state is
treated as a blackbox with pre-given identities and interests, the
conventional wisdom on the problem suggests that there is a fatalistic
inevitability as regards those antagonistic identities and exclusive policies.
This is mainly because state and identity are perceived to be existing prior to
social interaction and historical development - a conceptualization that
further complicates the naturalized and legitimized discourses and practices
of a blackboxed state. In that sense, the state, as it is, has been denuded as an
objectivist entity with no possibility of being transformed and transforming
its alleged pre-given identities and interests, which are in fact socially

constructed.



When looked from the perspective of the traditional security dilemma
conceptualization, the story does not differ in essence. As informed by the
rational actors and their rational interests, who and which exogenously exist
as objectivist entities, an unbreakable intractability revolves around the
Cyprus problem and there cannot be imagined an escape from the security
paradox, despite the fact that efforts might be tried out for a settlement of the
conflict. The need for conceptualizing and practicing the Cyprus problem out
of its conventionally fixed parameters and beyond its traditional scope is thus
long over-due. Critical, alternative approaches have to come aboard if the
security paradox in Cyprus is to be challenged and resolved. As theory and
practice are mutually implicated, questioning the very epistemological and
ontological basics of the exclusionary identity constructs and insecurities in
Cyprus will pave the way for imagining alternative policies both at the state
and inter-societal levels. Hence, at the crux of insecurities lies the human
society, nevertheless constituting and being reconstituted by the political
discourses. Without attempting to unveil the fatalism over those
contradistinctive identities and untangle insecurities at the human society
level, which even inhibit the very availability of face-to-face contacts and
encounters between the two communities to be transformed into a sound
inter-communal dialogue, a sustainable peace will never be realized, even if
on document a settlement is agreed. As societal traumas, fears and mistrusts
are enmeshed in the historical and practical scenery of Cyprus, attributable
to the experiences of Cypriots in relation to the respective ‘tragedies’ of 1963
and 1974, the political discourses that have created them in the first place
have to be problematized so as to bring forward alternative logics for

resolving the security paradox.



In that regard, this study aims to rethink the Cyprus problem through ‘the
logics of insecurity’ as phrased and theorized by Booth and Wheeler in The
Security Dilemma: Fear, Cooperation and Trust in World Politics.? Building
upon these logics of insecurity (i.e. fatalist, mitigator and transcender), this
study attempts to bring out the discursive political (re)construction of
exclusive identities and insecurities that prevail at state and human society
levels. Booth and Wheeler’s rethinking on the security dilemma advances
indeed a critical framework for re-conceptualizing the security paradox in
Cyprus with the aim of transcending it against the condition of uncertainty
and through trust-building. This is where such rethinking fundamentally
differs from the conceptualization of the security dilemma from a societal
perspective that has come to the fore at the wake of inter-ethnic violence
dominating the world politics in the immediate post-Cold War period. And
this is also primarily why this study attempts to utilize the conceptual
framework of the former rather than the latter. As an inter-communal affair,
the Cyprus problem may be characterized as a societal security dilemma
given the inter-ethnic violence originated by and pursued through competing
nationalisms.3 However, rather than providing the tools for effectively
problematizing the political and societal insecurities and thus opening up the
possibilities for resolving the security dilemmas, the societal security
dilemma perspective “seeks to explain how security concerns over group

identity can escalate to the point of ethnic violence.”* Therefore, as such, the

2 For an earlier contribution of Booth and Wheeler as regards conceptualizing the security dilemma from a
critical perspective, see also Nicholas J. Wheeler and Ken Booth, “The Security Dilemma,” in John Baylis
and N. J. Rengger, eds., Dilemmas of World Politics: International Issues in a Changing World (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1992).

% For a comprehensive account of the ‘societal security dilemma’, see Paul Roe, Ethnic Violence and the
Societal Security Dilemma (London and New York: Routledge, 2005).

* Ibid., p. 74.



societal security dilemma, instead of bringing forward a critical and
alternative rethinking on the security dilemma with a clinch on potential
transformation, provides for a problem-solving approach through the same
epistemological grounds of the traditional security dilemma
conceptualization, with societies taking place of states and the ambiguity of
nationalisms taking place of the ambiguity of weapons. Moreover, even
though the role of identities is highlighted in the construction of nationalisms
and ethnic violence, the same rational logic of fatalism pertains, yet this time
in the form of an ‘emerging anarchy’ inside the state. Therefore, while the
societal security dilemma applies the methodological toolkit of traditional
security dilemma conceptualization to within the state, Booth and Wheeler
critically question such rationalist conceptualization with an end-goal
towards transforming the established identities and transcending the
security dilemmas. Although Booth and Wheeler’s study focuses mainly on
practices of security dilemma between the states, their deliberate attempt in
disclosing the possibility of transformation through the logics of insecurity
and in directing attention to the scope for human agency, provides a more
effective basis for problematizing the political discourses and societal
insecurities in Cyprus with a view to exploring ways out of the predicament

in which states and inter-communal relations are perceived to be entrapped.

Hence, Booth and Wheeler aim not only to provide analytical insights for
effecting a conceptual rethinking, but also to introduce the main tools in
imagining the transformation of identities and the eventual transcendence of
security dilemmas. As such, the main tool that emerges from this rethinking
is building trust, a long undermined concept in the study of world politics.
Trust, however, is not approached by Booth and Wheeler as a rational choice

to be established between the political actors, but as a transcender idea to be



‘embedded’ within the inter-societal relations. Derivatively, trust needs
flourishing not only at the state level, but far more importantly at the human
society level with an ability of changing the nature of these relations. They
basically contend that without trust embedded at the human society level,
rational choices and efforts towards finding a settlement will only take the
form of conflict resolution, but will not be peacemaking. When trust is not

rooted in people’s minds, security dilemmas are doomed to reappear.

Instead of a thinking of the Cyprus problem as a regressive security practice
through objectivised conceptions of state and identity, the conceptual
process of trust-building implies a change attributable both to the state and
the human society. As Booth and Wheeler argue, “if trust between former
enemies is to go beyond contingent cooperation and become embedded, there
has to be reconciliation between hostile communities.”> Therefore,
reconciliation emerges from their rethinking as a means for putting the
political and societal insecurities under critical and historical scrutiny with
an aim for delineating the social constructedness of identities and with a goal
towards transforming the relations between the two communities through
trust-building. In fact, these insecurities affect Cypriots deeply and
personally. As Bleiker has correctly put, “once these artificial demarcations of
identity have become internalized in language, school curricula, political
institutions, moral discourses, and the like, their mythical origin appears
more and more real until the ensuing worldview, and the conflicts that they
generate, seem inevitable, even natural.”¢ Without problematizing these

insecurities that are built into the psyches and the very societal fabric of

® Booth and Wheeler, The Security Dilemma, p. 254.

® Roland Bleiker, Divided Korea: Toward a Culture of Reconciliation (Minneapolis and London: University
of Minnesota Press, 2005), p. 116.



Cypriots, neither reconciliation nor trust is possible in Cyprus. And for
reconciliation and trust to acquire meaning for the human society and to find
grounds to flourish, state discourses and practices have to be pressurized
through constant politicization. It derives that the discourses and practices of
the state on the one hand and societal insecurities on the other hand are

informed and reinforced through a mutual implication.

For these purposes, this study attempts to politicize the security practices of
Turkish and Greek Cypriot established discourses with a view to questioning
the insecurities from a critical perspective. It follows that the security
paradox in Cyprus is not a destiny of Cypriots, rather it is a reified reality that
needs to be de-crystallized into its historical, social and political variables
that have constructed and naturalized exclusive identities and insecurities.
Indeed, in addressing those elements of insecurities and also of trust-
building, this study also maintains an interdisciplinary approach, taking stock
of a vast array of anthropological studies that have greatly contributed to the
understanding of the psychological and societal processes of the conflict.
Moreover, due to reasons outlined earlier, this study consciously pursues a
rethinking of the Cyprus problem out of its wider strategic prism, which
implies an inability of contextualizing the problem outside its strategic
connotations. This is not to suggest that strategic implications do not have
any value in constituting and informing the security paradox in Cyprus. On
the contrary, the political discourses and societal insecurities are very much
affected by the non-Cypriot actors throughout its history. However, although
implicated by the interests of those actors, the Cyprus problem is inherently a
Cypriot one. Those political discourses and societal insecurities resist above
anything else transforming the two communities, which have acquired over

the course of history exclusionary ethnic identities and internalized
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competing security policies, into a post-national and pluralistic community of
Cyprus. Hence, the Annan Plan episode clearly shows that despite the efforts
and backing of the non-Cypriot actors, including the motherlands, it was the
(Greek) Cypriot community who failed the plan and the reunification of the
island. This is notwithstanding to the fact that the role played by the
international actors, such as the EU and the UN, was not without its
discontents. However, as the main endeavour rests upon resolving the
security paradox and enabling a rethinking on the Cyprus problem through
reconciliation and building trust between the two communities, this study
will nevertheless touch upon the wider strategic contexts and the role of

regional and international actors to the extent this endeavour necessitates.

In light of this framework, the study is premised upon three parts. In the first
part, it is aimed to provide the theoretical setting upon which the empirical
analysis is conducted. For that matter, Chapter 2 brings forward Booth and
Wheeler’s assumption of security dilemma ‘as an idea whose time has come’
and why security dilemma is still a relevant tool in understanding world
politics. The chapter then engages in providing a conceptual overview of
traditional approaches both to security and security dilemma, and analyzes
the basic assumptions upon which both have been theorized by the dominant
schools of realism and neo-realism during and after the Cold War. In turn, the
chapter attempts to set down how critical security perspectives have
implicated both concepts through the idea of theorizing security as a
derivative concept and an inherently political process. Moreover, as
theorized by Booth and Wheeler, the chapter ends with the introduction of
the logics of insecurity, mainly fatalist and mitigator logics informing the
rational thinking on the security dilemma. Chapter 3 delineates the basic

assumptions of Booth and Wheeler’s rethinking on the security dilemma in
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relation to its nature, the role of human agency and the importance of choice
in affecting the security dilemma. Therefore, the chapter lays the grounds for
the transcender logic upon which trust emerges as a central theme in
transforming the security dilemma. The chapter brings forward the
assumption that trust and transformation through the logic of community are

in fact mutually implicated.

The second part of the study aims to forward a rethinking of the Cyprus
problem within the given theoretical premises. In that sense, as a first
attempt, Chapter 4 provides the grounds upon which the fatalist logic of
insecurity has come to dominate the political and societal contexts of the
Cyprus problem. Then, it provides for an account of how the security paradox
in Cyprus is (re)constructed through socio-historical and political practices
as informed by this logic of fatalism. It appears that the construction of
antagonistic nationalist identities, starting with the colonial rule of the island
and that continued through the immediate post-colonial period, has resulted
in (re)constituting competing historical narratives with differentiated
traumas and sources of insecurity. When coupled with the ensuing state
practices in the post-violence period of the island, exclusively defined ethnic
identities and contending visions for the future have brought up the fatalism
that informs and reinforces the security paradox. Chapter 5, on the other
hand, advances the empirical analysis on re-conceptualizing the security
paradox in Cyprus through critically elaborating on a specific period of
Cyprus negotiations between 2004 and 2010, which has brought immense
transformations to the socio-political life and the conduct of formal
negotiations in Cyprus. Furthermore, the role of trust is examined within that
specific period by applying and testing the properties of trust, as identified by
Booth and Wheeler. What is strikingly instrumental in that period is the
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practice of ‘security dilemma sensibility’ by the Turkish and Greek Cypriot
leaderships that provided for easing the security paradox into a security
dilemma through mitigation. A relative change has finally come through the
role of human agency and by the value of choices of the political actors.
Tragically, this unique period in the history of the Cyprus problem that was
characterized by high expectations and transformative changes did not
successfully contribute in resolving the security dilemma and even turned in
an instant blow the transcender tide back to its fatalist inevitability. This
appears mainly as a result of the inefficiency even of the mitigator
leaderships and their policies in problematizing the established security
practices and addressing the societal insecurities, which were simply
overlooked and undermined vis-a-vis the high politics of formal negotiations.
Therefore, the post-2004 period in Cyprus emerges as a confirmation of
Booth and Wheeler’s assumption that when mistrust has seeped into the
society, the only way for transforming the relations both at the state and
human society levels and therefore transcending the security dilemma is
through operationalizing trust-building and reconciliatory mechanisms that
will effectively address the political and societal insecurities. Especially for
making a better sense of how and why the test on trust-building has failed
during that unique period, apart from an analysis of the statist and top-down
perspectives of the mitigator leaders as regards the settlement of the
problem, the study also engages into personal interviews conducted with
prominent political actors in explaining the causes of failure from a critical

perspective.”

" Personal interviews were conducted with Mehmet Ali Talat, the former President of TRNC, on 5 May 2012;
Ozdil Nami, a CTP member of the parliament and the former negotiator of the Turkish Cypriot side as the
Special Representative of Mehmet Ali Talat on 22 May 2012; Ergiin Olgun, former Under-Secretary of
TRNC Presidency and a long-time advisor of Denktas on 5 August 2012 and an anonymous Greek Cypriot
interviewee on 2 July 2012.
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In the final part; Chapter 6, with a view to putting an emphasis on the human
agency in transforming the security dilemma, analyzes the existing practices
of reconciliation in Cyprus and then moves on to explore the prospects for
reconciliation and trust-building through the use of the polling data available
and the results of the focus groups conducted by the author of this study. The
use of the polling data has contributed mainly in informing how inter-
communal perceptions of ethnic identity, fear of renewed violence and
mistrust toward the other have shaped and continue to shape the political
and societal insecurities on multiple grounds that eventually constrain
reconciling exclusive security policies and also attaining a sound inter-
communal dialogue. On the other hand, the analysis of the study of three
focus groups, consisted of a Turkish Cypriot focus group, a Greek Cypriot
focus group and an inter-mixed one, reveals clearly the need for
reconciliation and trust-building for transforming the antagonistic nationalist
identities into a post-national identity and a pluralistic community of Cyprus.
The focus groups have emerged instrumental in bringing the value of human
agency and showing that Turkish Cypriot and Greek Cypriot individuals are
more open to empathy and more articulate on the human dimension of the
other’s suffering when they mutually interact, listen, understand and respond
to one another. Although it appears that trust-building at the societal level is
a challenging task, testing the properties of trust at a more individual level
has indeed flamed that wink of trust as an ever attainable goal through the

social processes of interaction and reconciliation.
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PART 1

RETHINKING THE SECURITY DILEMMA:
IN AND OUT OF UNCERTAINTY AND TRUST
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CHAPTER 2

THE SECURITY DILEMMA: AN IDEA WHOSE TIME HAS COME?

“The security dilemma is an idea whose time has come” declare Booth and
Wheeler in their seminal work on this proverbial concept.® Although
proverbial, the authors contend that the security dilemma is a concept which
“many [scholars] have only partially understood, few have developed, and
plenty have ignored.”® Behind this exclamatory remark lies their conviction
that the concept has been largely misconceived and discredited by the
traditional thinking, and its significance has not been properly recognized
despite its ubiquity.1? They argue, on the contrary, that “it should be regarded
as the most fundamental concept of all in security studies, and as such should
be at the centre of a reformed agenda of this field.”11 Pointing to “the extent
of the theoretical and practical horizons it opens up,” Booth and Wheeler
claim that “an understanding of the dynamics and potentialities involved in
thinking about the security dilemma gets to the heart of the central questions
of security studies more profoundly than do even the traditional canons of

concepts such as ‘war’, ‘strategy’, ‘conflict’ and the rest.”12

8 Booth and Wheeler, The Security Dilemma, p. 18.
® Ihid., p. xi.

0 Ken Booth and Nicholas J. Wheeler, “Uncertainty,” in Paul D. Williams, ed., Security Studies: An
Introduction (London and New York: Routledge, 2008), pp. 133-134.

™ Ibid., p. 133.
12 |bid., p. 134.
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The concept of security dilemma, born at the wake of the Cold War, has
invariably connoted an essentialist and positivist account of relations
between states and has, indeed, echoed the pessimism of the realist school of
thought that dominated the discipline of International Relations at the time.
That is to say, the security dilemma has been perceived as entailing the basis
of the logic of relations between states, whose basic drive for policy and
action stems from the perception of either flawed, egoistic nature of human
beings or the anarchic nature of the international system. Both has
necessitated maximizing state interests ‘defined in terms of power’ -
predominantly military power - to ensure their survival in an insecure world
characterized by relentless competition and constant uncertainty. Especially
within the dynamics of the Cold War period, and under the hegemony of the
realist political thought, the concept has occupied a central place in relation
to the overarching realist/neorealist conceptions such as rational egoism,
anarchy, power, competition, uncertainty, fear and, most importantly,
survival. Consequently, the writings of the early theorists of the security
dilemma - John H. Herz and Herbert Butterfield - can ostensibly be

interpreted within the confines of such realism.13 In this respect, Roe asserts:

13 Butterfield maintained a purely classical realist conceptualization of the security dilemma in the sense that
the ‘Hobbesian fear’ resulting in the ‘irreducible dilemma’ is rooted in innate psychological condition and
‘man’s universal sin’. See Herbert Butterfield, History and Human Relations (London: Collins, 1951). Herz,
on the other hand, pointed to a ‘socio-political condition’ culminated in ‘anarchic society’ and necessitated
‘kill or perish’. See John H. Herz, “Idealist Internationalism and the Security Dilemma,” World Politics, Vol.
2, No. 2 (January 1950) and John H. Herz, Political Realism and Political Idealism: A Study in Theories and
Realities, 2" impression (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1951). For that matter, either an ‘irreducible’
or a ‘security’ dilemma, derived either from a psychological or a structural condition, both theorists more or
less agree that there is a fatalistic inevitability that leaves no room for transcending it. However, Herz openly
distanced himself from the classical realists, such as Butterfiled and Morgenthau, in two repects. Firstly, he
placed the cause of the security dilemma in a socio-political condition named anarchy, not in an innate
psychological condition — an indication for structural realist orientation. Secondly, while starting as a realist,
he acknowledged that “students of international relations have an obligation to search for improvement,”
declaring that he developed “a theory midway between extreme realism and utopian idealism,” which he
labeled as ‘realist liberalism’ or ‘non-utopian idealism’ — an indication which Booth and Wheeler argue
containing the features of a much normative approach with a room for slightly mitigating, if not escaping the
security dilemma. See John H. Herz, “The Security Dilemma in International Relations: Background and
Present Problems,” International Relations, Vol. 17, No. 4 (2003), p. 413.
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Since Butterfield and Herz’'s original observations, the security
dilemma has come to occupy a central place in IR. This is mainly due to
the Cold War period: arms racing between the United States and the
Soviet Union and the concomitant theoretical hegemony of the realist
and neo-realist paradigms. For many writers, the security dilemma
seemed to explain well political-military relations between the two
superpowers.14

“The [security] dilemmas .. are as new as today’s newspaper headlines
(‘Russia threatening new cold war over missile defence’, declared the
Guardian on 11 April 2007) and as old as international history.”15> Hence, the
history of the concept has developed in conjunction with, and in parallel to,
the intellectual /conceptual history of the discipline of International Relations
to the extent that the metamorphosis of the latter has greatly impacted the
metamorphosis of the concept itself. Indeed, Booth and Wheeler’s re-
conceptualization of the security dilemma has demonstrated this correlation
in a very lucid, yet sophisticated manner through the ‘three logics of
insecurity’, which will be dealt with later in this and ensuing chapters. It was
during the initial periods of the Cold War, however, that the security
dilemma, as a concept and a conceptual tool, has found its way through the
traditional thinking of the discipline and “has arguably turned out to be the

favoured tool for realist/neo-realist analysis.”16

If such a ubiquitous and central concept, how can it then be assumed as an

‘idea whose time has come’? For the answer, Booth and Wheeler return to

1% Roe, Ethnic Violence and the Societal Security Dilemma, p. 2.

% Booth and Wheeler, “Uncertainty,” pp. 136-137. While referring to “as old as international history’, Booth
and Wheeler recall that “in the first significant account of war in the West, the security dilemma was thought
to be the underlying cause,” citing Thucydides, who wrote in the fifth century BCE and argued that “what led
to war in ancient Greece between Athens and Sparta was the growth of Athenian power and the fear this had
caused in Sparta.” See ibid.

16 Roe, Ethnic Violence and the Societal Security Dilemma, p. 2.
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Herz himself; who is widely acclaimed as the pioneer theorist of the security
dilemma and who also coined the term itself.17 In 2003, half a century after

its first conceptualization, Herz wrote:

The greatest turning point came rather with the break-up of the Soviet
bloc in 1989, and the arrival, once more, of a multipolar system. The
most powerful unit, the United States, was able to feel secure, without
any noticeable enemy and thus in a position to work to lessen the
security concerns of other members of an international community
that now could operate in cooperation, with the help of the world
organization and its affiliated branches, in the interests of peace. A
‘new world order’ seemed possible and in the offing. But matters went
in the opposite direction. Apparently, in the aftermath of 1989, states
were not ready to think and act in terms other than the traditional
ones of enmities and alliances, with conflicts to be resolved through
power and threats of force. Thus, instead of a widely expected ‘peace
dividend’ after 1989, many states continued arming with increased
defence budgets, thus increasing security concerns everywhere.18

Herz's text was rather an alarming reflection of the immediate post-9/11
global order with retrospection to the end of the Cold War. Herz was
confident that the main issue - survival - remained intact, despite the
paradigmatic shift that came with the end of the Cold War and was further
exacerbated with the 9/11 attacks. Further to the problem of the Third
World,?® he pointed to a “dual threat to human survival;” the threat of
weapons of mass destruction, and the ecological threat “caused by the

confluence of . . . the tremendous growth of human population and the

7 John H. Herz, “Idealist Internationalism and the Security Dilemma,” World Politics, Vol. 2, No. 2 (January
1950) appears to be the first scholarly article on the concept of security dilemma, which was later elaborated
by Herz himself in Political Realism and Political Idealism.

%8 Ibid., “The Security Dilemma in International Relations,” p. 414.

%® Herz openly declared his frustration over the policies of the US in the wake of the 9/11 attacks. He was
especially critical of the US ‘war on terrorism’, which he stressed that would never end, unless the US started
to deal with its causes; i.e. poverty and fundamentalism in the Third World that resulted in the misery and
exploitation of its masses. See ibid., p. 415.
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deterioration of the human habitat.”20 Therefore, for Herz, besides the fact
that the states - powerful or not - still preferred to play the old chess game
through delegating unnecessary power on military build-up, the scope of
threats has also multiplied with the emergence of new ones that render the
individual capacities of states meaningless and cannot be overcome through
the accustomed, old moves. Indeed, while old security predicaments, such as
nuclear proliferation, competition for non-renewable sources and great
power rivalry continue to be relevant, the challenges faced by today’s global
security environment go beyond the dual threat that Herz pinpointed and
encapsulate a wide variety of new security predicaments, transnational and
intranational in nature, ranging from religious fundamentalism, organized
crime and international terrorism to the proliferation of all types of weapons,
poverty in the weak states, ethnic clashes, mass migration and ever-
increasing economic disparity within the global world. In fact, from the
globalization standpoint, the dual processes of fragmentation and integration

were simultaneously at play at the wake of the post-Cold War world order.21

It is against this background that Herz maintains “security problems and the
security dilemma are still of great importance, today perhaps more than
ever.”22 Yet, pointing to a normative direction within the confines of his
‘realist liberalism’, Herz concludes: “A radical turn in attitudes and policies is
required,” for which he cites the “surprising success of the European
nations,” who are “still sovereign and independent,” were able to reach “a

stage of trust and collaboration where war between any of them has become

2 |bid., p. 416.

2L john Baylis, Steve Smith and Patricia Owens, The Globalization of World Politics: An Introduction to
International Relations, 5" edition (Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press, 2011), p. 233.

22 Herz, “The Security Dilemma in International Relations,” p. 412.
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unthinkable.”?2 For Booth and Wheeler, such a normative understanding
provides the basis for why the concept is more relevant than ever: The
security dilemma is an idea whose time has come, because the concept is
“increasingly relevant to thinking about fear, cooperation and trust in the
twenty-first century . . . that it has become globalized in today’s colliding
worlds and changing contexts”.24 What Booth calls as ‘The Great Reckoning’
implies that the “politics has entered a period of unprecedented insecurity,
when human society locally and globally will increasingly come face-to-face
with its most fundamental self-created difficulties.”2> In other words, as the
issues surrounding today’s global security environment still embody the
traits - fear, uncertainty and survival - of the security dilemma that now
alarmingly operates at multiple levels and involves multiple referents beyond
the state, the concept requires rethinking and readapting as a tool to come up
to the global challenge and open up critically the prospects for transcending
both the existing and the emerging security predicaments, particularly whose
solutions prove no longer to be compliant with what the traditional thinking
has to offer. However, before elaborating in depth on the relevance of
rethinking the security dilemma in today’s globalized world and its
contributions to the field of security studies within its changing contexts, it is

necessary to have a thorough comprehension of the security dilemma as a

2 |bid., p. 416.
2+ Booth and Wheeler, The Security Dilemma, p. 18.

% Tbid., “Uncertainty,” p. 143; For the idea of ‘The Great Reckoning’, see Ken Booth, Theory of World
Security (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2007), which he explains: “The threats to our safety are
proliferating and growing in destructiveness. They include the multidimensional predicaments of
globalisation, inflamed religious and cultural sensibilities, militant nationalism, growing disparities in life
chances between the haves and the have-nots, the inexorable rise of the world’s population (which will create
future challenges that almost everybody today prefers to ignore), and on and on. The sheer quantity of issues
threatening political turmoil, as Lenin might have said, has a quality all of its own... human society globally
is living in a New Twenty Years’ Crisis. It began, symbolically, on 11 September 2001, and is part of a more
general crisis facing the world in the first half of the twenty-first century.” Ibid., pp. 1-2.
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concept as well as of its transformation in conjunction with the conceptual
history of the International Relations in general and the security studies in

particular.

Security and its Dilemmas

From a critical security perspective, the security dilemma can be acclaimed
as a primitive and anachronistic concept. This is primarily because of the
fatalism it endorses in relation to the power-politics competition in which the
states, as the primary objects to be secured, are perceived to be entrapped.
Undoubtedly, the security dilemma has been traditionally conceptualized in a
way that the state is perceived to have a pre-determined and fixed identity,
or rather as an exogenous entity existed in isolation from social interaction
and historical process. Hence, the security dilemma, itself, has been
presumed as an unchanging and inescapable reality, meaning that the
dynamics of the security dilemma never allow for a transformative change
and, thus, is a constant phenomenon or a reified reality that cannot be

transcended over space and time.

Notwithstanding Butterfield’s early conceptualization of the security
dilemma as a cause of the ‘Hobbesian fear’, which is mostly attached to the
innate psychological condition of human beings and the inability to enter into
the ‘counter-fear’ of others, the security dilemma has come to acquire a more
structural and consequentially neorealist basis as studied and practiced in
the ensuing years of the Cold War. Under the international system that is
driven by anarchy, thereby lacking any authority capable of order, states

have to look to their own efforts for protection and survival, which relatively
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justify a constant struggle for power between states.26 As this self-help
system is characterized by suspicion, competition and conflict between
states, priority is irrefutably accorded to strategic power, which reduces
security to military power and that forms the basis of state interest.?”
Therefore, from this point of view, even though defensively motivated and
having benign intentions, states are required to maximize their interests
through accumulation of military power, which in turn creates the strictures
that feed the insecurity of the others, who are conceived of unable to
properly detect the real motives of those states due to the ‘other minds
problem’ that is generated by the ‘unresolvable uncertainty’.28 Charles Glaser
declares, in this sense, that “the security dilemma is the key to understanding
how in an anarchical international system states with fundamentally

compatible goals still end up in competition and war.”2°

“Like security itself, the security dilemma might also be regarded as an

‘essentially contested concept’, with several different formulations apparent

%8 For the structural conceptualization of the security dilemma during the Cold War, mainly see — apart from
Herz as cited earlier — Robert Jervis, Perception and Misperception in International Politics (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1976); Robert Jervis, “Cooperation under the Security Dilemma,” World Politics,
Vol. 30, No. 2 (1978); Glen H. Snyder, “The Security Dilemma in Alliance Politics,” World Politics, Vol. 36,
No. 4 (1984).

21 Scott Burchill, “Realism and Neo-realism,” in Scott Burchill, Richard Devetak, Andrew Linklater,
Matthew Paterson, Christian Reus-Smith and Jacqui True, Theories of International Relations, 2™ edition
(New York and London: Palgrave, 2001), pp. 70-102; David Mutimer, “Critical Security Ctudies: A
Schismatic History,” in Alan Collins, ed., Contemporary Security Studies, 2™ edition (Oxford and New York:
Oxford University Press, 2010), p. 86.

% To clarify; ‘other minds problem’, conceptualized by Martin Hollis and Steve Smith in Explaining and
Understanding International Relations (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1990), is “the inability of the decision-
makers in one state ever to get fully into the minds of their counterparts in other states, and so understand
their motives and intentions with confidence.” See Booth and Wheeler, The Security Dilemma, p. 4;
‘unresolvable uncertainty’ means that “governments (their decision-makers, military planners, foreign policy
analysts) can never be 100 per cent about the current and future motives and intentiosn of those able to harm
them in a military sense.” See ibid., “Uncertainty,” p. 134.

% Charles Glaser, “The Security Dilemma Revisited,” World Politics, Vol. 50, No. 1 (1997), p. 171.
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in IR literature,” Roe claims.3° However, whether security is an essentially
contested concept or not is itself a contested subject among the scholars of
the security studies.3! Indeed, it goes without saying that, in world politics,
security means different things for different people, with different socio-
political, ideological and class orientations, and who live under different
social, economic and political conditions. In other words, security is
intersubjectively created.32 Moreover, security, both ontologically and
epistemologically, varies extensively depending on the political theory from
which assumptions about security derive. Booth describes this situation as

follows:

There is no politics-free definition of security in world politics. There
is no simple conceptualization of the stipulative definition around
which everybody, from all theoretical perspectives, can agree. We
must recognize, on the contrary, that all conceptualizations (and
operationalizations) are necessarily theory-driven.33

Even though a standard dictionary definition of security may be provided,
which can arguably be simplified as “being or feeling safe from threats and
danger,”34 a neutral singular meaning cannot be attributed to security. Hence,

“what it means to be or to feel free from the absence of threats in world

%0 Roe, Ethnic Violence and the Societal Security Dilemma, p. 8.

%! See Barry Buzan, People, States and Fear: An Agenda for Intenrational Security Studies in the Post-Cold
War Era (London: Harvester Wheatsheaf, 1991); David Baldwin, “The Concept of Security,” Review of
International Studies, Vol. 23, No. 1, (1997); Bill McSweeney, Security, Identity and Interests: A Sociology
of International Relations (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999); Steve Smith, “The Contested
Concept of Security,” in Ken Booth, ed., Critical Security Studies and World Politics (Boulder and London:
Lynne Rienner Publishers, 2005); Booth, Theory of World Security.

%2 Ken Booth, “Security and Self: Reflections of a Fallen Realist,” in Keith Krause and Michael C. Williams,
eds., Critical Security Studies: Concepts and Cases (London: UCL Press, 1997), p. 106.

3 Ken Booth, “Critical Explorations,” in ibid., ed., Critical Security Studies and World Politics (Boulder and
London: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 2005), p. 21.

% hid., pp. 13 and 21; see also ibid., “Security and Emancipation,” Review of International Studies, Vol. 17,
No. 4 (1991), p. 319.
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politics depends upon whether the security issue being considered is by a
political realist, a Marxist, a feminist theorist, a racist, a liberal
internationalist, or whatever.”35 In that sense, security cannot be treated as

an essentialist concept, but rather as an essentially derivative concept.3®

For Bill McSweeney, one of the critics of Barry Buzan who argued that
security is an “essentially contested concept” (deriving from the article of W.
B. Gallie entitled “Essentially Contested Concepts” in 1962) and “the nature of
security defies pursuit of an agreed definition,”37 the identification of security
as such “has given rise to a widespread myth of the ‘essentially contested
concept’ of security - repeated ritually in the literature - concerning the
peculiar intractability of security, and implying that other concepts of the
social order are different.”38 In a similar vein, Wyn Jones argues that Buzan
“offers no theoretical grounds for judging rival accounts of security nor for
deciding on the relative importance of security as compared with other
values.”3? In other words, for Buzan, given the contested nature of security, it
is not possible to provide for a definition relating to the meaning of security,
rendering security as the only concept that cannot be properly defined. Even
though it is not possible to provide a singular definition, which all theorists

can agree upon; nevertheless, it is still possible to distract a basic definition

% Ibid., “Critical Explorations,” p. 21.

% |bid.; see also ibid., Theory of World Security, pp. 109-110 and 149-160.
%7 Buzan, People, States and Fear, p. 16.

% McSweeney, Security, Identity and Interests, p. 83.

¥ Richard Wyn Jones, Security, Strategy and Critical Theory (Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner, 1999), p. 92.
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of security with some identifiable core elements,*® yet what is in question
here is how these core elements of security have acquired meaning or the
ways in which they are “conceptualized and operationalized in the contingent
contexts of world politics.”4! In this respect, Booth asserts that “the problem
of security is not in the meaning of the concept, but in the politics of the

meaning.”42

Bilgin further stresses that “failure to recognize this point [security as a
derivative concept] and practices shaped by ostensibly universal conceptions
of security have rendered the world less secure,” directing attention to the
‘political’ process of the emergence of different perceptions of threat that
derive from different conceptions of security, and thereby to the
‘instrumental value’ of security, which should be conceived not as an end-
point, but rather as “synonymous with opening up space in people’s lives.”43
Such conceptualization of security, argues Booth, “allows for individual and
collective human becoming - the capacity to have some choice about living
differently - consistent with the same but different search by others.”44 In
other words, security as an instrumental value “frees its possessors to a
greater or lesser extent from life-determining constraints and so allows

different life possibilities to be explored,” as security is “more than mere

0 For Booth, the basic definition of security is ‘the absence of threats’. Following this definition, he identifies
the core elements of security, which he claimed are not essentially contested, as: ‘the existence of a referent
object, ‘impending or actual danger’ and ‘a desire to escape harmful possibilities’. See Booth, Theory of
World Security, p. 100.

! Ibid., p. 101.
“2 |bid.

43 Pinar Bilgin, “Critical Theory,” in Paul D. Williams, ed., Security Studies: An Introduction (London and
New York: Routledge, 2008), p. 90; Booth, “Critical Explorations,” p. 22.

* Ibid.
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animal survival,” but in fact “an important dimension of the process by which

the human species can reinvent itself beyond the merely biological.”4>

Such an understanding of security has actually formed the reflexive basis of
critical security studies#® that ardently calls for a rethinking of security, with
a clinch on the possibility of social change aiming at human emancipation,
offering progressive paths way beyond the boundaries and parameters of the
traditional thinking, which accounts for the attainment of ‘objective’ facts and
renders the theoretical purpose merely as one of reaching to “determinate,
transhistorical and generalizable causal claims” instead of “contextual
understanding and practical knowledge.”4” Nevertheless, such a rethinking
has also obliged questioning the very basic assumptions of the traditional
thinking - in this respect, neorealism - which not only failed to account for
the end of the Cold War, but also proved to be analytically incapable of
capturing the emerging security predicaments of the global world through its
state-centrism and predominantly military agenda. Consequentially, building
on the premises of the idea of security as a derivative concept, critical
security studies has argued for deepening and broadening the

conceptualization of security.

Even though the issue relating to broadening has long occupied the agendas
of some studies within the discipline of International Relations, i.e. peace
studies, it did not come to maintain a central place within the security studies

until the end of the Cold War. An initial attempt came by the theorists of what

** 1bid.
“ Specifically the Welsh School for our purposes.

47 Keith Krause and Michael Williams, “Broadening the Agenda of Security Studies: Politics and Methods,”
Mershon International Studies Review, Vol. 40 (1996), p. 243.
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has come to be known as the Copenhagen School when they introduced a
multi-sectoral approach to security studies encapsulating military, political,
economic, societal and environmental securities.4#8 However, this multi-
sectoral approach does not provide the broadening that the Welsh School has
sought for, but rather with its selective significance put on ‘societal security’,
it exemplifies “yet another variant of statism and the neorealist
structuralism.”#® Booth contends that “new thinking about security is not
simply a matter of broadening the subject matters (widening the agenda of
issues beyond the merely military). It is possible — as Barry Buzan has shown
above all - to expand ‘international security studies’ and still remain within
an asserted neorealist framework and approach.”>? He goes on to stress that
the perspective of the critical security studies fundamentally differs as it is
based “on deeper understandings of the meaning of the political” rather than
“on discontents with the presumptions of positivism.”>1 In terms of the
critical security studies, then, the broadening of security derives from the
deepening of security, which itself derives from the understanding of security

as a derivative concept.

For Booth, the broadening of the concept of security is the “inevitable
consequence of the (primary) aim of critical security studies to deepen our
understandings of security.”>2 Deepening our understanding of security, in

Bilgin’s words, “reveals the politics behind scholarly concepts and policy

“8 Buzan, People, States and Fear; Ole Waever, Barry Buzan, Morten Kelstrup and Pierre Lemaitre, Identity,
Migration and the New Security Agenda in Europe (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1993); Barry Buzan, Ole
Waever and Jaap de Wilde, Security: A New Framework for Analysis (Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner, 1998).

# Krause and Williams, “Broadening the Agenda of Security Studies,” p. 244.
%0 Booth, “Security and Self,” p. 106.

*! Ibid.

52 |bid., p. 111.
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agendas, which allows analysts to de-centre states and consider other
referent objects above and below the state level,”53 not reifying certain
sectors, i.e. the society as a state-like objectified entity, or perceiving the
referent objects other than the state as merely determined by these sectors,
as the case made by the Copenhagen School.>* In this sense, Bilgin stresses

that:

Such a fixed conceptualization is a problem because the main
contribution of societal security as an alternative approach to thinking
about security results from the attention paid to the ways in which
society constitutes itself in an attempt to secure its identity. To deal
with this problem, the concept of societal security needs to allow for a
more fluid notion of society - as a process of negotiation, affirmation
and reproduction - instead of an objective reality or independent
variable.>>

Therefore, conceptualization of security as a derivative concept enables
deepening of security as such, which, “by uniting security with political
theory . .. also provides a basis for a synthesis of critique and reconstruction
- the process of creating a politics of emancipation.”>¢ Derivatively, from

deepening comes the broadening, which “involves expanding the agenda of

%8 Bilgin, “Critical Theory,” p. 98.

% Booth, “Critical Explorations,” p. 271; Mutimer, “Critical Security Ctudies: A Schismatic History,” p. 91.
For a critique of the multi-sectoral approach as an objectivist account, see also McSweeney, Security, ldentity
and Interests, pp. 59-72.

% Pinar Bilgin, “Individual and Societal Dimensions of Security,” International Studies Review, Vol. 5
(2003), p. 213.

% Booth, Theory of World Politics, p. 149. Booth describes emancipation as “the freeing of people (as
individuals and groups) from those physical and human constraints which stop them carrying out what they
would freely choose to do. War and the threat of war is one of those constraints, together with poverty, poor
education, political oppression and so on. Security and emancipation are two sides of the same coin.
Emancipation, not power or order, produces true security. Emancipation, theoretically, is security.” See
Booth, “Security and Emancipation,” p. 319. Hence, Booth’s idea on emancipation, laying its intellectual
foundations on the Frankfurt School’s Critical Theory, is guided by the “possibility of change” and “in
effecting that change to global (security) practices, politics must be governed by emancipatory values.” See
Mutimer, “Critical Security Studies: A Schismatic History,” pp. 93-94.
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security studies beyond that of the hitherto militarized and statist
orthodoxy”>7 and considers “a range of insecurities faced by an array of

referent objects.”>8

In such an understanding of broadening, however, the aim should be directed
towards ‘politicizing’ security, rather than ‘de-securitizing’ it;>° the latter
being a conceptualization of the Copenhagen School and is mainly criticized
by the critical security studies around the premises that the ‘securitization’®0
framework keeps security strictly under the hegemony of state elites, whose
statist agendas of security may be proven to be zero-sum, militarized and
confrontational.®! ‘Politicizing’ security, on the contrary, aims to “turn every
security issue into a question of political theory,”®?2 and to re-theorize
security with a view to “opening up space to include other issues identified
by myriad actors, and to de-centre the statist concerns of some by
highlighting human insecurities.”®3 Hansen, focusing on the gender-based

security problems, also emphasizes the need to politicize security, and,

" Booth, “Critical Explorations,” p. 14.
%8 Bilgin, “Critical Theory,” p. 98.
% Ibid.

% QOle Waever, who introduced the concept, identifies the logic of securitization as follows: “In naming a
certain development a security problem, the ‘state’ can claim a special right, one that will, in the final
instance, always be defined by the state and its elites... power holders can always try to use the instrument of
securitization of an issue to gain control over it. By definition, something is a security problem when the
elites declare it to be so...” See Ole Waever, “Securitization and Desecuritization,” in Ronnie D. Lipschutz,
On Security (New York: Columbia University Press, 1995), p. 54; “In the case of security, textual analysis
suggests that something is designtated as an international security issue because it can be argued that this
issue is more important than other issues and should take absolute priority. This is the reason we link the
issue to what might seem a fairly demanding criterion: that the issue is presented as an existential threat.” See
Buzan et. al., Security: A New Framework for Analysis, p. 24.

81 Bilgin, “Critical Theory,” p. 99; Booth, Theory of World Politics, pp. 164-165; Wyn Jones, Security,
Strategy and Critical Theory, p. 109.

82 Booth, “Critical Explorations,” p. 14.

88 Bilgin, “Critical Theory,” p. 99.
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through the analogy of Little Mermaid, problematizes the connection
between the absence of ‘speech act’ and the subjective construction of

threats. She argues:

‘Security’ is not only a speech act, but embedded in the production of
particular subjectivities which then form the basis for what can be
articulated as threat and threatened. It has to be acknowledged that if
security is a speech act, then it is simultaneously deeply implicated in
the production of silence: all speech involves an attempt to fix
meaning, to define a particular situation and the subjects within it, and
any successful speech act implies as a consequence the exclusion of
other possible constructions of meaning. Silence is a powerful political
strategy that internalises and individualises threats thereby making
resistance and political mobilisation difficult. The turn to security as a
practice rather than as a concept facilitates a political analysis of the
way in which security discourses come to gain the authority necessary
to define threats and strategies to counter them.64

In this respect, Wyn Jones posits that “this means placing the experience of
those men and women and communities for whom the present world order is
a cause of insecurity rather than security at the centre of the agenda and
making suffering humanity rather than raison d’état the prism through which
problems are viewed.”¢> Building on Robert Cox’s assumption about the
different views in relation to purposes of political inquiry, Wyn Jones further
adds that “if ‘all theory is for someone and for some purpose,’” then critical
security studies is for ‘the voiceless, the unrepresented, the powerless,” and

its purpose is their emancipation.”66

8 Lene Hansen, “The Little Mermaid's Silent Security Dilemma and the Absence of Gender in the
Copenhagen School,” Millennium: Journal of International Studies, VVol. 29, No. 2 (2000), p. 306.

5 Wyn Jones, Security, Strategy and Critical Theory, p. 123.
% Ibid., p. 92.

31



The Dilemma

Can the idea of security as an ‘essentially derivative concept’, as outlined

above, be thereby applied to the concept of security dilemma as well?

Under the dominance of positivist assumptions of neorealism, security
dilemma has come to acquire an uncontested, yet problematic meaning
through the dogmatic basics and the paradigmatic dynamics of the Cold War
and its nuclear determinism. Booth and Wheeler call it the ‘fatalist logic’ of
the security dilemma (the classical security dilemma revolving around the
theories of realism and neorealism), in clear distinction to ‘mitigator’
(revolving around the theories of regimes, the English school and structural
constructivism) and ‘transcender’ (revolving around critical theories directed
towards enabling radical change) logics that altogether form the ‘three logics
of insecurity’ around which the security dilemma is organized.®” These logics
of insecurity do actually inform us, albeit in some cases indirectly, about the

essentially derivative character of the concept of security dilemma.

Booth and Wheeler define the fatalist logic as “the idea that security
competition can never be escaped in international politics. Human nature
and the condition of international anarchy determine that humans will live in
an essentially conflictual world.”¢8 Hence, Butterfield claims exactly in the

voice of fatalism to which Booth and Wheeler refer:

If you imagine yourself locked in a room with another person with
whom you have often been on the most bitterly hostile terms in the

87 Booth and Wheeler, The Security Dilemma, p. 10.

% Ibid., “Uncertainty,” p. 139.
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past, and suppose that each of you has a pistol, you may find yourself
in a predicament in which both of you would like to throw the pistols
out of the window, yet it defeats the intelligence to find a way of doing
it. 69

Butterfield’s illustration is strikingly reminiscent of the overarching classical
realist themes of ‘stag hunt'7? and ‘prisoners’ dilemma’,”! which are widely
used in exemplifying the logic of relations between rational actors who are
deprived, in nature, of cooperative and communicative tools. This kind of
fatalist logic, therefore, dictates that when an actor faces insecurity in
relation to another under the conditions of uncertainty, it should prepare
itself for the worst by adopting policies with the sole objective of increasing
its own security. In explaining the condition which such illustrations

represent, Donnelly concludes that:

Anarchy and egoism greatly impede cooperation ... In an environment
of anarchy, even those capable of mastering their own desires for gain
and glory are pushed by fear towards treating everyone else as an
enemy. Anarchy can defeat even our best intentions.”2

% Herbert Butterfiled, Christianity and History (London, 1949), pp. 89-90 quoted in Jack Donnelly,
“Realism,” in Scott Burchill, Andrew Linklater, Richard Devetak, Jack Donnelly, Matthew Paterson,
Christian Reus-Smith and Jacqui True, Theories of International Relations, 3" edition (New York and
London: Palgrave, 2005), pp. 37-38.

™ A parable of Rousseau, stag hunt describes a situation where each hunter has to cooperate if they want to
catch a deer, but if a hare comes along, a hunter may defect and pursue to catch the hare, instead of staying in
the post and waiting to catch a deer collectively. This parable was used by Kenneth Waltz in illustrating the
conditions of conflict and cooperation under anarchy.

! Prisoners’ dilemma depicts a situation where two prisoners, in lack of communication with each other, are
interrogated and given some choices. If one confesses and the other does not, the confessor wil get a short
sentence and the other is sentenced to a longer period; if both confesses, both will get short sentences; if
neither confesses, both will go free. This game illustrated the dilemma in which if both cooperates, they will
go free, but as they cannot trust the other, the best optimal outcome is to confess not to get a longer sentence.

72 Donnelly, “Realism,” p. 37.
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As such, anarchy, seen as a constant and stable feature of the international
system, is assumed to be significantly informing and reinforcing the egoism
inherent in human nature, or vice versa, as the case made by Butterfield
when he argued that given the innate psychological conditions - the inability
to enter into the counter-fear of others and the ‘Hobbesian fear’ that
aggravate mutual suspicion - “the interstate condition [also] becomes one of
tragedy.”’3 Depending on the level of analysis, both the actor and the system
is, nevertheless, treated as naturalized entities, existing prior to social
interaction and devoid of any historical process. In this kind of regressive
conceptualization, the possibility that actors may engage into cooperation
under the guidance of certain norms and principles is highly limited, thereby
rendering the security dilemma doomed to exist eternally. Hence, a quick
examination of the security dilemma theorizing within the Cold War system
also suggests that the security dilemma between states can never be escaped,

nor even alleviated.

Herz wrote as early as 1951:

Wherever such anarchic society has existed - and it has existed in
most periods of known history on some level - there has arisen what
may be called the “security dilemma” of men, or groups, or their
leaders. Groups or individuals living in such a constellation must be,
and usually are, concerned about their security from being attacked,
subjected, dominated, or annihilated by other groups and individuals.
Striving to attain security from such attack, they are driven to acquire
more and more power in order to escape the impact of the power of
others. This, in turn, renders the others more insecure and compels
them to prepare for the worst. Since none can ever feel entirely secure
in such a world of competing units, power competition ensues, and the
vicious circle of security and power accumulation is on.”4

8 Booth and Wheeler, The Security Dilemma, p. 27. Emphasis added.

™ Herz, “Idealist Internationalism and the Security Dilemma,” p. 157.
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For Herz, this anarchic society necessitates “the dilemma of ‘kill or perish’, of
attacking first or running the risk of being destroyed.”’> In the case of
Butterfield, it is ‘man’s universal sin’ that exacerbates the ‘Hobbesian fear’
and makes up the ‘nature of the predicament’, characterized by himself as a

‘tragedy’, and the ‘irreducible dilemma’:

It is the peculiar characteristic of the situation I am describing - the
situation of what I should call Hobbesian fear - that you yourself may
vividly feel the terrible fear that you have of the other party, but you
cannot enter into the other man’s counter-fear, or even understand
why he should be particularly nervous.”6

Without undermining the particular differences between the
conceptualizations of Herz and Butterfield, it will not be an
overgeneralization to argue that both shared a pessimism in relation to an
ultimate escape from the ‘security’ or the ‘irreducible’ dilemma. Herz
maintained that “ultimately, somewhere, conflicts caused by the security
dilemma are bound to emerge among political units of power.””7 Likewise
Butterfield stressed that “the predicament would not exist . . . if all the world
were like St Francis of Assisi, and if human nature in general were not
streaked with cupidities.””8 Nevertheless, even when Butterfield emphasized
‘man’s universal sin’ or ‘cupidities’, Herz and Butterfield’s arguments did not
imply that both regarded the human nature as evil, or that security dilemma
appeared as a result of malign intent, but rather that both referred to a

combination of psychological and structural factors that animated fear,

™ Ibid., Political Realism and Political Idealism, p. 3.

" Butterfield, History and Human Relations, p. 21 quoted in Booth and Wheeler, The Security Dilemma, p.
28.

"7 Herz, “Idealist Internationalism and the Security Dilemma,” p. 158.

"8 Butterfield, History and Human Relations, p. 22 quoted in Booth and Wheeler, The Security Dilemma, p.
30.
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mainly driven by mutual suspicion and mistrust, which resulted in the vicious

cycle of ‘security’ or ‘irreducible’ dilemma.”?

Robert Jervis, one of the early theorists of the security dilemma, writing
during the Cold War about the material (offence-defence balance) and
psychological (perception/misperception) dimensions of the security

dilemma,80 posits in an emblematic way of the period:

The lack of an international sovereign not only permits wars to occur,
but also makes it difficult for states that are satisfied with the status
quo to arrive at goals that they recognize as being in their common
interest. Because there are no institutions or authorities that can make
and enforce international laws, the policies of cooperation that will
bring mutual rewards if others cooperate may bring disaster if they do
not. Because states are aware of this, anarchy encourages behavior
that leaves all concerned worse off than they could be, even in the
extreme case in which all states would like to freeze the status quo.81

Hence, he defines the security dilemma as “many of the means by which a
state tries to increase its security decrease the security of others.”82 He
further stresses that “in domestic society, there are several ways to increase
the safety of one's person and property without endangering others... In
international politics, however, one state's gain in security often

inadvertently threatens other.”83

" Ibid., pp. 21-30.

8 In his book, Perception and Misperception, Jervis also distinguished between ‘spiral’ and ‘deterrence’
models; in the spiral model, although the states are not aggressive and are non-expansionist, misperception
and ambiguities inherent in the weaponry involved drive them towards a spiralling mutual mistrust. However,
in the deterrence model, there is an aggressive and expansionist state, through its hostile actions drive the
other state to deter against the aggressive one by arming.

8 Jervis, “Cooperation under the Security Dilemma,” p. 167.
% Ibid., 169.
& |bid, pp. 169-170.
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Jack Snyder, another theorist conceptualizing the security dilemma during

the Cold War, argues with peculiar similarities that:

The term [security dilemma] is generally used to denote the self-
defeating aspect of the quest for security in an anarchic system. The
theory says that even when no state has any desire to attack others,
none can be sure that others' intentions are peaceful, or will remain
so; hence each must accumulate power for defense. Since no state can
know that the power accumulation of others is defensively motivated
only, each must assume that it might be intended for attack.
Consequently, each party's power increments are matched by the
others, and all wind up with no more security than when the vicious
cycle began, along with the costs incurred in having acquired and
having to maintain their power.84

Instead of relying on the adversarial relations between states, however,
Snyder focuses on the security dilemma between allies before and after the

formation of alliances comparatively in multipolar and bipolar systems.

What is common in all these interpretations of the security dilemma is the
‘unresolvable uncertainty’, which is described by Booth and Wheeler as an
‘existential condition’ that can never be escaped. In fact, for Booth and
Wheeler, security dilemma is a foundational concept, “because, above all, it
engages with the existential condition of uncertainty that characterizes all
human relations, not least those interactions on the biggest and most violent
stage of all - international politics”8> and “it alone captures the existential
condition of the future environment in which political groups frame their

thinking.”8¢6 What makes the unresolvable uncertainty (defined in footnote

8 Glenn H. Snyder, “The Security Dilemma in Alliance Politics,” p. 461.
8 Booth and Wheeler, “Uncertainty,” p. 134.
% Ihid., p. 136
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28) an existential condition, according to Booth and Wheeler, is that
uncertainty is “not an occasional and passing phenomenon, but rather an
everyday part of the existence of individuals and groups.”8” However, they
make it clear from the beginning that uncertainty does not mean insecurity
and they cannot be used synonymously, “since uncertainty is a house in
which there are many rooms, and in some life is much less insecure than in
others... When states practice cooperation, or when societies embed trust in
security communities, significant degrees of security are attained, even

within the house of uncertainty.”88

For Booth and Wheeler, there are two main drivers of the unresolvable
uncertainty, which has been central in the theorizing of the security dilemma
ever since Herz and Butterfield: the ‘ambiguous symbolism of weapons’ (an
idea mainly developed by Jervis through offence-defence balance), which
refers to the difficulty of safely distinguishing between offensive and
defensive weapons, and the ‘other minds problem’ (described in footnote
28). What is central to both, and without necessarily in exception to the
unresolvable uncertainty, is the notion of ‘fear’ that makes up the problem of
future uncertainty and that put the actors into a dilemma of choosing
between the choices for policy and action. In this respect, and in a similar
vein with Booth and Wheeler, Jervis points to the “potent fear that even if the
other state now supports the status quo, it may become dissatisfied later. No
matter how much decision makers are committed to the status quo, they

cannot bind themselves and their successors to the same path. Minds can be

¥ Ibid., p. 134.
& |bid.
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changed, new leaders can come to power, values can shift, new opportunities

and dangers can arise.”8? Booth and Wheeler contend in this respect that:

Future uncertainty appears therefore to construct international
politics as an inescapable insecurity trap. Even if, today, the
government of State A considers the leadership group in State B
peacefully inclined, can it afford to rely indefinitely on ‘best-case’
thinking in a situation where bad judgments of interpretation and
response can have such negative consequences for one’s own state?
The conclusion drawn so often through history has been that those
charged with responsibility for a state’s or people’s security must
never rely on best-case forecasting when assessing potential threats to
their well-being.??

Although Jervis on the one hand, and Booth and Wheeler on the other hand,
point to this ‘problem of future uncertainty’, they nevertheless differ
extensively in terms of their conceptions of security and the political world
within which they theorize that in turn mainly inform their approaches for
the possibility of whether the security dilemma can be transformed or not.
For instance, while Jervis, commonly acknowledged as a defensive realist,
argues that uncertainty reinforces misperceptions that overlay the security
dilemma,’? Mearsheimer, an offensive realist, posits that because of
uncertainty, there is no escape from the security dilemma that makes war
inevitable and rational.?? For Booth and Wheeler, on the contrary,
“embracing the assumption of uncertainty must be the basis for building and

sustaining trust between peoples”:

8 Jervis, “Cooperation under the Security Dilemma,” p. 168.
% Booth and Wheeler, “Uncertainty,” p. 138.
%1 Jervis, Perception and Misperception, p. 75.

%2 John Mearsheimer, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics (New York: Norton, 2001), pp. 35-6.
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Respect must be given to uncertainty itself, but that must not be
allowed to imprison the search for a less violent world politics...
Recognition of this existential condition of uncertainty in world
politics, but confidence in the potentiality for overcoming any other
uncertainty opens the door to human agency and hence to the
possibility of cooperation and trust-building.?3

Whereas the notions of rational egoism, uncertainty, fear and anarchy are key
to the fatalist logic; then, the notions of ‘security regime’?* and ‘international
society’?> are key in the mitigator logic, as inspired mainly by the regime
theory and the English school. Booth and Wheeler define the mitigator logic
as “the idea that security competition can be ameliorated or dampened down

for a time, but never eliminated.”9¢

If conflict between powerful states, and the domination of the
powerless by the powerful, are the story of international history from
the fatalist perspective, mitigator voices have looked towards dialogue
(primarily the institution of diplomacy) or the construction of norms
(embodied in international regimes) as ways of dampening the
dynamics of insecurity. Mitigator logic accepts that human nature may
be flawed, and that the anarchical international system cannot be
escaped, but the most dangerous features of the struggle between
nations and states - such as arms racing, crises and war - can be
ameliorated.®”

% Booth and Wheeler, The Security Dilemma, p. 80.

% Mainly conceptualized by defensive realist theorists, who sought cooperation under anarchy, yet only when
it is in the interest of actors to do so. Among those defensive realist conceptualizations of cooperation under
anarchy, see Robert Jervis (regime theory: security regimes are those principles, rules and norms that permit
nations to be restrained in their behaviour in the belief that others will reciprocate), Charles Glaser (signal
type: how states may signal their type, whether they are defensive, status quo or peaceful) and Charles
Osgood (Graduated Reciprocation in Tension Reduction (GRIT), Andrew Kydd (Reassurance Game or
‘costly signalling’).

% Among the leading theorists of ‘international society’, see Hedley Bull, Martin Wight and Charles
Manning.

% Booth and Wheeler, “Uncertainty,” p. 139.

% Ibid., The Security Dilemma, p. 15.
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The mitigator logic argues, in essence, that the security dilemma can be
ameliorated, if actors, as a result of their interests, choose to engage in the
context of international society or regimes through the politics of
reassurance and cooperation, thereby breaking the vicious cycle of security
competition and war. That is to say, actors may alleviate their perceptions of
insecurity through the construction of certain principles and norms, which in
turn lessen the uncertainty about the motives and intentions that drive the
security dilemma. However, even though cooperation can be achieved
through the establishment of some kind of ‘order’, the structure of the
international system is ever unchanging. States, still rational actors, may not
have to expect for the worse and indeed can look for areas of cooperation
within the anarchic system to mitigate the security dilemma; yet, as such, the
world politics is perceived from the lenses of objectivist traditional thinking
that hinders the prospects of any powerful transformation in relation to the

security dilemma.

In that sense, Booth and Wheeler argue that:

While, conceptually, it is possible to differentiate between the fatalist
and mitigator logics, in practice there is much commonality. Few
fatalists in the contemporary international system embrace the
parsimonious logic of offensive realism when it comes to actual policy
prescriptions; for the most part, it is a case of scratch a fatalist and find
a mitigator. On the other hand, the mitigator disposition is strongly
influenced by fatalist assumptions, and above all there is a widespread
expectation that the competitive logic of anarchy will nevertheless
overturn the aspirations of the institutions of international society.
War will find a way.?8

% |bid., The Security Dilemma, p. 15.
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What is peculiar in the approaches of the regime theory and international
society, then, is their commonality on how security dilemmas can be
alleviated and uncertainty lessened through cooperation under the condition
of anarchy. An exception to this commonality to a varying degree within the
mitigator logic is the structural constructivist work of Alexander Wendt, who
questioned the very logic of anarchy as a given and immutable reality and its
role to constitute self-help and power politics by itself. On the contrary, he
argued that “there is no ‘logic’ of anarchy apart from the practices that create
and instantiate one structure of identities and interests rather than another,”
and self-help and power politics are only institutions, which are socially
constructed as a result of the process of intersubjective interaction and
learning between states.?® Although Wendt's analysis is an indirect
contribution to the conceptualization of security dilemma, nevertheless its
focus on the very nature of anarchy, self-help and power politics has indeed
led him to come to the assumption that anarchy does not dictate states to

necessarily face a security dilemma:100

Competitive systems of interaction are prone to security ‘dilemmas,’ in
which the efforts of actors to enhance their security unilaterally
threaten the security of the others, perpetuating distrust and
alienation. The forms of identity and interest that constitute such
dilemmas, however, are themselves ongoing effects of, not exogenous
to, the interaction; identities are produced in and through ‘situated
activity.” We do not begin our relationship with the aliens in a security
dilemma; security dilemmas are not given by anarchy or nature . . .
identities and interests are constituted by collective meanings that are
always in process.101

% Alexander Wendt, “Anarchy is what States Make of it: The Social Construction of Power Politics,”
International Organization, Vol. 46, No. 2 (1992), p. 395; Ibid., Social Theory of International Politics
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999), pp. 308-309.

190 [pid., p. 402.
108 |bid., p. 407.
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Notwithstanding the fact that both the regime theory and the English School
have contributed to the security dilemma conceptualization in terms of
opening up spaces for cooperation even under the condition of anarchy,
Wendt's input plays a more pivotal role within the mitigator logic in the way
that he showed how “there is nothing natural or inevitable about states
practicing self-help and power politics; there is no single logic of anarchy, and
the identities and interests that constitute relations of enmity are, in
principle, alterable by new understandings of ‘self’ and ‘other’.”192 However,
as Wendt himself accepted, “once institutionalized such a dilemma may be
hard to change.”103 Together with the fact that Wendt treats states as the
main and ‘monolithic’ actors, as the other mitigator voices, Booth and
Wheeler contend that the security competition cannot easily be mitigated

from this standpoint of constructivism.104

Theorizing of the security dilemma during the Cold War had at its best
reflected the positivism of problem-solving theories, treated security and
identity as pre-given notions and remained strictly within the confines of the
fatalist logic. However, with the end of the Cold War, the ensuing global
conditions and predicaments necessitated a change well in the way the
discipline of International Relations elaborated on world politics with more
sophisticated tools that could help better grasp the emerging political trends
and problems, and, in fact, that could become a panacea for the very familiar
and enduring ones that resisted solution. Hence, in terms of the security

studies, constructivist and critical accounts of security have contributed to

102 Booth and Wheeler, The Security Dilemma, pp. 93-94.
103 Wendt, “Anarchy is what States Make of it,” p. 407.

104 Booth and Wheeler, The Security Dilemma, 94.
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the broadening and deepening of the security concept, as elaborated earlier,
through challenging the very basics of the traditional accounts of security

conceptualization.

Yet, against the emerging global order at the wake of the post-Cold War era,
the security dilemma has continued to a greater degree to be conceptualized,
just as Herz’s alarming text in 2001 implicated, mainly within the fatalist
logic, which did not foresee breaking away from the vicious circle of security
competition and hence its transformation in the face of the emerging global
world.105 Notwithstanding the attempts made within the mitigator logic to
break the vicious circle of security competition and replace it with a virtuous
circle of reciprocal security, the key issue, which the mitigator voices raised,
has continued to rely on “the extent to which the norms of international
society can be strengthened, and so work to diminish the impact of those
dynamics that exacerbate security dilemmas”, or, more precisely, “whether
cooperation between states can be sustained exclusively on the foundation of
their mutual rational egoism.”1%¢ Even though many other scholars have

attempted to adapt the concept of the security dilemma to the emerging

105 See John Mearsheimer, “Back to the Future: Instability in Europe After the Cold War,” International
Security, Vol. 15, No. 4 (1990); Charles L. Glaser, “The Security Dilemma Revisited,”; Alan Collins, The
Security Dilemma and the End of the Cold-War (Keele: Keele University Press, 1997); Dale C. Copeland,
The Origins of Major War (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2000); Robert Jervis, “Was the Cold War a
Security Dilemma?” Journal of Cold War Studies, Vol. 3, No. 1 (Winter 2001); John Mearsheimer, The
Tragedy of Great Power Politics; Evan Braden Montgomery, “Breaking Out of the Security Dilemma:
Realism, Reassurance and the Problem of Uncertainty,” International Security, Vol. 31, No. 2 (Autumn,
2006); Shiping Tang, “The Security Dilemma: A Conceptual Analysis,” Security Studies, Vol. 18, No. 3
(2009); Charles L. Glaser, Rational Theory of International Politics: The Logic of Competition and
Cooperation (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2010); Robert Jervis, “Dilemmas about Security
Dilemmas,” Security Studies, Vol. 20, No. 3 (2011).

106 Booth and Wheeler, The Security Dilemma, p. 83.
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predicaments and changing contexts of the new era,107 these accounts have
also remained short of questioning the essentialist assumptions of the
concept, its underlying processes and its standard outcomes. Bilgi¢ stresses
in this respect that it was the introduction of the concept of ‘societal security’,
which perceives the societal identity as a referent object, that mostly

influenced the concept of security dilemma during this period.108

However, even such accounts,19 which indisputably helped to enrich the
conceptualization of the security dilemma in varying extents, have
approached the security dilemma in positivist terms and could not go further
than replacing the state with the society as an exogenous unit,11% and the
international anarchy with the intra-state anarchy as a consequence of the
collapse of the multi-ethnic authority.111 Hence, the common positivist basis
upon which the security dilemma is conceptualized both from a state and
society perspective was confirmed by well-known defensive realists, Snyder

and Jervis, as they point to the fact that “the security dilemma, widely used to

197 Philip G. Cerny, “The New Security Dilemma: Divisibility, Defection and Disorder in the Global Era,”
Review of International Studies, Vol. 26, No. 4 (2000); Mikhail A. Alexseev and C. Richard Hofstetter,
“Russia, China and the Immigration Security Dilemma,” Political Science Quarterly, Vol. 121, No. 1 (2006);
J. J. Suh, “Producing Security Dilemma out of Uncertainty: The North Korea Nuclear Crisis,” Mario Einaudi
Center for International Studies, Working Paper Series No. 8 (2006); Frank P. Harvey, “The Homeland
Security Dilemma: Imagination, Failure and the Escalating Costs Perfecting Security,” Canadian Journal of
Political Science, Vol. 40, No. 2 (2007); Philip G. Cerny, “Terrorism and the New Security Dilemma,” Naval
War College Review, Vol. 58, No. 1 (Winter 2005).

1% Ali Bilgig, “Giivenlik Ikilemini Yeniden Disiinmek: Giivenlik Calismalarinda Yeni Bir Perspektif,”
Uluslararasi lliskiler Dergisi, Cilt 8, Say1 9 (Bahar 2011), p. 126.

109 See Barry R. Posen, “The Security Dilemma and Ethnic Conflict,” Survival, Vol. 35, No. 1 (1993); Stuart
J. Kaufman, “An ‘International’ Theory of Inter-Ethnic War,” Review of International Studies, Vol. 22, No. 2
(1996); Paul Roe, “Former Yugoslavia: The Security Dilemma That Never Was?” European Journal of
International Relations, Vol. 6, No. 3 (2000); William Rose, “The Security Dilemma and Ethnic Conflict:
Some New Hypotheses,” Security Studies, Vol. 9, No. 4 (2000); Roe, Ethnic Violence and the Societal
Security Dilemma.

110 Alj Bilgig, “Giivenlik ikilemini Yeniden Diisinmek,” p. 128.

111 Booth and Wheeler, The Security Dilemma, p. 73.
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explain conflict between states in an anarchical international system,
provides analytical insights into civil wars as well.”112 Furthermore, these
scholars who have conceptualized the security dilemma from a societal
perspective mainly used neorealist frameworks in furthering their
assumptions. For instance, while Stuart Kaufman readapted Kenneth Waltz’
three images of international conflict - the human nature, the nature of states
and the nature of international system - to the domestic political context;113
Barry Posen’s approach was largely based on Jervis’ distinction between
offence-defence variables.11* Yosef Lapid and Friedrich Kratochwil criticize
such intra-state approaches for the security dilemma, especially drawing on

Posen’s arguments, on the grounds that:

The ‘national’ was invoked primarily to buttress a beleaguered
statecentric premise and to demonstrate the ability of neorealism to
explain phenomena in traditionally untapped domains. It is then, of
course, neither accidental nor insignificant that in these references the
reengagement with the ‘national’ invariably ended as a stand-in for the
same old (Waltzian) orthodoxy.115

Quite contrary, a critical rethinking of the security dilemma fundamentally
necessitates conceptualizing the security dilemma beyond its fixed and
routine parameters, with a view to enabling change and, more crucially, its
transcendence. What appears highly significant at this point is the

juxtaposition of critical accounts on security with the critical rethinking on

12 yack Snyder and Robert Jervis, “Civil Wars and the Security Dilemma,” in B. Walter and J. Snyder (eds),
Civil Wars, Insecurity, and Intervention (New York: Columbia University Press, 1999), p. 15.

113 K aufman, “An ‘International’ Theory of Inter-Ethnic War,” p. 149.
114 posen, “The Security Dilemma and Ethnic Conflict,” pp. 29-34.

1% yosef Lapid and Friedrich Kratochwil, “Revisiting the ‘National’: Toward an Identity Agenda in
Neorealism,” in Lapid and Kratochwil, eds., The Return of Culture in IR Theory (Boulder: Lynne Rienner,
1996), pp. 116-117.
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security dilemma. The conceptual and methodological toolkit of traditional
approaches provides for an epistemologically positivist and ontologically
objectivist conception of security as well as identity. As such, security, as a
pre-given notion, emerges as a mere material interest and in a regressive
manner whose attainment is basically a threat for others under the
conditions of anarchy. Moreover, identity is also treated as a pre-given
notion, which exogenously exists prior to social interaction and devoid of
historical process. In terms of its relationship to security, identity is further
conceptualized as ‘negative’ and as ‘a source of insecurity’.11® However, a
critical conception of security and identity provides for analyzing and
exploring both notions as socially constructed and co-constituting one
another. This latter point is also helpful in terms of delineating the
relationship between the security dilemma and identity. Hence, as the
ensuing chapter shows, the rethinking on security dilemma enables to bring
out this relationship, as Booth and Wheeler present through the transcender
logic how the conception of identity as a social construct significantly
influences the transcendence of the security dilemma. Through the
transformation of exclusionary self-identification into an inclusive logic of
community, or when two ‘I's become a ‘we’, the security dilemma can no
longer be perceived as an anachronistic concept, but as a social phenomenon

that can be effectively transcended.

118 pinar Bilgin, “Identity/Security,” in J. Peter Burgess, ed., The Routledge Handbook of New Security
Studies (London and New York: Routledge, 2010), p. 81.
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CHAPTER 3

THE SECURITY DILEMMA: TRUST AND TRANSCENDENCE

Booth and Wheeler aim to retheorize the security dilemma with a view to
unleashing its traditional regressive conceptualization and, subsequently,
breaking down its fatalism by reconstructing the ways in which the security
dilemma is transcended, if not ultimately escaped. What is critical in this
reconceptualization, however, is not only the approach that Booth and
Wheeler embrace towards questioning its inherently naturalized
assumptions by taking stock of critical theories and paving the path for its
transcendence, but also their introduction of the concept of ‘trust’, to be built
at the human society level both locally and globally, as a constitutive factor in
shaping and sustaining that transcendence. Rethinking the security dilemma,
therefore, enables to build a causal relationship between transcendence and
‘trust’ - a concept which has not been thoroughly considered within the
discipline of International Relations and yet -carrying far-reaching
implications in terms of engaging with new ideas in the search for security in

world politics.

Before attempting to analyze the logic of transcendence and, implicatively,
the notion of trust, it is significant to dwell and elaborate on the very

meaning of the security dilemma, as rethought by Booth and Wheeler:

The security dilemma is a two-level strategic predicament in
relations between states and other actors, with each level consisting of
two related lemmas (or propositions that can be assumed to be valid)
which force decision-makers to choose between them. The first and
basic level consists of a dilemma of interpretation about the motives,
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intentions and capabilities of others; the second and derivative level
consists of a dilemma of response about the most radical way of
responding.117

In Booth and Wheeler’s reconceptualization lies the assumption that security
dilemma is not a priori and given reality of the world politics since it is a
‘humanely constituted world’ and primarily sought to be transformed;
neither should it be treated as a reified and objectivist concept. Hence, the
three logics of insecurity, as conceptualized by Booth and Wheeler, clearly
inform about the essentially derivative and intersubjective character of the
security dilemma, and also enable conceiving insecurities from a wide range
of perspectives and moving towards broader and deeper interpretations of
security. In this sense, there is no singular politics-free meaning of the
security dilemma, as the case with the concept of security itself, but a

theoretically informed one.

Deriving from this presupposition, and in contrast to the traditional
conceptualization of the security dilemma, Booth and Wheeler are convinced
that security dilemmas are not the result of a simple spiral of action-reaction
dynamic that operates under constant anarchy. Even when Wendt gave the
example of Gorbachev’s new thinking ending the Cold War as illustrative of
collective identity formation, Booth and Wheeler contended that “the story is
more complex than this.”118 States, as rational egoists, may choose to
cooperate, if it is in their interest, to mitigate the security dilemma under the
conditions of anarchy; decision-makers may come to appreciate that fear and

uncertainty rather than ambition motivate others and show an increased

17 Booth and Wheeler, The Security Dilemma, p. 4.
118 [pid., p. 95.
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sense of sensibility towards others’ fears; routinized practices and patterns
of habitual behaviour under the guidance of established norms and principles
may help states and their decision-makers to lessen the degree of the
uncertainty they feel and to start to gain confidence in the intentions of
others; even state identities and interests can be changed as a result of social
interaction between agents and structures; and so on. Yet, what is strikingly
omitted from such mitigator considerations of the security dilemma is the
idea of cooperation between states or other actors deepening into embedded
trust between their societies. Apparently, this is the fundamental benchmark
that lies at the heart of the reconceptualization of the security dilemma by

Booth and Wheeler.

As Booth and Wheeler’s definition of the security dilemma implies, rather
than being merely driven into a security competition beyond their control,
actors do have choices when they are confronted with a dilemma which they
need to interpret and respond accordingly. Contrary to the traditional
conceptualization in which one actor’s pursuit of increased security
automatically generates insecurity in the other; when actors have choices,
these choices do not necessarily lead to negative outcomes and, therefore,

insecurity in the others:

A dilemma always involves a hard choice between two equally
balanced alternatives. Some theorists of the security dilemma have
argued that the nature of this dilemma is such that negative outcomes
are unavoidable . .. To be sure, there are always hard choices between
contending propositions in any security dilemma, but the choice is not
necessarily between negative possibilities, nor must the outcome
necessarily be grim . .. We claim that unpleasant choices and negative
outcomes are not essential to the definition of a security dilemma.11?

119 1hid., 6.
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Booth and Wheeler argue that what is defined in essence as a security
dilemma in the traditional conceptualization is in fact a security paradox:
“Security paradox is a situation in which two or more actors, seeking only to
improve their own security, provoke through their words or actions an
increase in mutual tension, resulting in less security all round.”120 [n other
words, security paradox occurs when actors resolve their dilemma of
response, the final level of two-level predicament that makes up the security

dilemma, “in a manner that creates a spiral of mutual hostility.”121

For instance, Montgomery identifies the security dilemma as “the situation
where one state's attempts to increase its security appear threatening to
others and provoke an unnecessary conflict.”122 For Tang, from a parallel

perspective, the security dilemma can best be described as:

Under a condition of anarchy, two states are defensive realist states—
that is, they do not intend to threaten each other’s security. . . many of
the measures adopted by one side for its own security can often
threaten, or be perceived as threatening, the security of the other side
even if both sides merely want to defend their security. Consequently,
the other side is likely to take countermeasures against those
defensive measures. The interaction of these measures and
countermeasures tends to reinforce their fears and uncertainties
about each other’s intentions, leading to a vicious cycle in which each
accumulates more power without necessarily making itself more
secure, through a self-reinforcing or positive feedback mechanism.
This vicious cycle can also lead to unnecessary thus tragic conflicts—
threats of war or war.123

' 1bid., 9.
121 |bid., p. 5
122 Montgomery, “Breaking Out of the Security Dilemma,” p. 151.

128 Tang, “The Security Dilemma: A Conceptual Analysis,” p. 594.
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Roe, from a societal security dilemma perspective, characterizes the security
dilemma as “a situation whereby one actor - in its traditional manifestation,
the state - in trying to increase its security, causes a reaction in the second,
which, in the end, decreases the security of the first. As a result, a (spiral)
process of action and reaction is manifest in which each side’s behaviour is
seen as threatening.”124 In a similar description, Posen outlines the security
dilemma as “what one does to enhance one’s own security causes reactions
that, in the end, can make one less secure. Cooperation among states to mute
these competitions can be difficult because someone else’s ‘cheating’ may
leave one in a militarily weakened position. All fear betrayal.”125 While Roe
and Posen’s analyses of the security dilemma derive from accounts of ethnic
wars, Cerny, who conceptualized the security dilemma from the globalization
viewpoint, also defines the concept not so different than the ones already

cited:

The Security Dilemma is the notion that in a context of uncertainty and
bounded rationality (1) perceived external threats (real or imagined)
generate feelings of insecurity in those states that believe themselves
to be the targets of such threats, thereby (2) leading those states to
adopt measures to increase their power and capability to counteract
those threats (alliance creation, arms buildups, and so on). In other
words, the very attempts of individual states to strengthen their own
security in an anarchic world lead other states to try to ratchet up
their own power, thus making the first state to start this process feel
even less secure, not more so, by its efforts. These countermeasures in
turn are (3) perceived (or misperceived) as threatening by yet other
states, leading to further counter-countermeasures and more -
potentially undermining existing power balances and creating a
vicious and even tragic circle of ever-increasing insecurity.126

124 Roe, Ethnic Conflict and the Societal Security Dilemma, p. 1.
25 posen, “The Security Dilemma and Ethnic Conflict,” p. 28.

126 Cerny, “The New Security Dilemma,” p. 624.
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Although Cerny attempted to provide a new and wider definition along the
lines of the fundamental changes that globalization has necessitated, he
ended up repeating the classical logic of the traditional security dilemma:
“New Security Dilemma, like the old, also involves a potentially damaging
logic of vicious spiralling - a logic rooted in the complexity and uncertainty of
the postmodern world and the uneven and multilayered nature of

globalization itself.”127

There are some scholars who have challenged the very notion of security
dilemma and proposed instead an ‘insecurity dilemma’, with the argument
that with the end of the Cold War, the classical security dilemma has lost its

relevance:

The security dilemma is no longer the supreme issue on the
international agenda. It has not been completely eradicated and it
remains a core concern in some regions, such as South Asia, but it is
unlikely that it will rise to global pre-eminence again. Unfortunately,
the fading of the security dilemma has not led to a world dominated by
peace and cooperation. That is because the insecurity dilemma - that
is, the existence of weak states who are major threats to the security of
their own populations - has emerged as a new core concern. The
insecurity dilemma brings with it a related dilemma, the liberal value
dilemma. Between them, they continue to define a world where fear
and violent conflict play important roles, though it is a different kind of
fear and a different kind of conflict from earlier.128

Brian Job, who coined the term ‘insecurity dilemma’, applied the concept to

the Third World,12° while Sorensen applied it to the weak states in relation to

127 |bid., p. 626.

128 Georg Sorensen, “After the Security Dilemma: The Challenges of Insecurity in Weak States and the
Dilemma of Liberal Values,” Security Dialogue, Vol. 38, No. 3 (2007), p. 358.

12% Brian Job, ed., The Insecurity Dilemma: National Security of Third World States (Boulder, CO: Lynne
Rienner, 1992).
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the ‘liberal value dilemma’, which is generated through the imposition of the

liberal values by the powerful liberal states:

It emerges from the paradoxical situation that weak states are
relatively free from serious external threat while simultaneously the
weak state itself poses a serious security threat to major parts of its
own population. In a basic sense, anarchy is domesticated: there is an
international system or relative order with fairly secure protection of
the borders and territories of weak states, and there is a domestic
realm with a high degree of insecurity and conflict. As seen from the
perspective of the populations of weak states, this is an insecurity
dilemma, because they cannot know what to expect from the state;
furthermore, strategies of resistance and support may be
counterproductive in terms of achieving security. The government’s
primary task ideally should be to provide security for its population,
but instead it makes up the greatest potential threat to people within
its boundaries.130

While these scholars reject the conceptualization of the classical security
dilemma in the post-Cold War world, the very basic logic of their approach
still carry epistemological commonalities with the former; domesticized
anarchy taking place of the international one, and populations taking the

place of states.

As the peculiar similarity that each definition of the security dilemma implies,
Booth and Wheeler argue that almost all conceptualizations of the security
dilemma confuse a paradox with a dilemma, which put ‘an additional layer of
difficulty’ to the already ‘bedevilled’ theorizing of the concept.’3! The
distinction between a security dilemma and a security paradox, nevertheless,

is an important contribution in terms of opening the paths towards the

130 Sorensen, “After the Security Dilemma,” p. 365.

131 Booth and Wheeler, The Security Dilemma, p. 8.
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possibility of eliminating the structural constraints - a constantly spiralling
vicious circle operating under anarchy - that inhibit the security dilemma
from ever unchanging. Indeed, a security dilemma, which is informed by an
actor’s choices, does not necessarily end up with a security paradox as the

latter depends on how the actor will respond to the choices she has.

Another important dimension of this reconceptualization of the security
dilemma relates to Booth and Wheeler’s perception of agency. First of all,
their definition of the security makes it clear that their perception involves
‘states and other actors’. At first sight, one can easily come to the conclusion
that their reconceptualization has remained largely state-centric as the
empirical analyses in the book rely to a greater degree on examples of

security dilemma between states. They argue that:

In today’s world, students of security studies are charged with
analysing a wider set of referents and issue areas than was the case on
the traditional agenda - namely states and military power/force. This
certainly does not mean in our view that states and military force are
irrelevant: far from it. We would oppose any approach to security
studies that eschewed the military dimension of world politics, or the
referent of sovereign states. However, we do believe that the
traditional agenda should be approached through the perspective of
what Robert Cox called ‘critical’ rather than orthodox or ‘problem-
solving’ theorizing. This means shifting the weight of the agenda from
focusing on the problems in the status quo to the problems of the
status quo. This means that insecurity should be understood first as
the consequence of a wider range of threats (e.g. poverty, the
environment, the global economy) than that of military violence, and
second, contemplating a wider range of referents (e.g. individuals,
regions, common humanity) than sovereign states.132

132 1hid., “Uncertainty,” p. 147.
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Indeed, what Booth and Wheeler try to accumulate, directly and indirectly,
throughout the book is the idea that as long as states remain in the form of
rational actors and do not develop a shared sense of identity at various
individual, society and global levels, a transformation of the security dilemma
can certainly not be expected. As their analysis deepens on the transcender
logic of the security dilemma, which is conceived as the main framework that
will stimulate the transformation, it becomes clear how human agency will
play the decisive role as she lies at the heart of their reconceptualization of
the security dilemma. Human agency is thus the main actor and the ultimate
referent object in the plight for trust and transcendence. However, Booth and
Wheeler’'s reconceptualization also implies and reinforces the
interrelationship between the states on the one hand, and the human agency
at the individual, societal and global levels on the other hand, with a view that

they mutually implicate one another in the attainment of security.

Human agency has two fundamental roles in Booth and Wheeler’s
reconceptualization - the role of the leaders in showing ‘security dilemma
sensibility’ and, on a wider level, the role of human society both locally and
globally in walking the path towards the transcendence. It is the human
society, not the state which is seen as the primary actor who will ultimately
transform the security dilemma. As such, human society is also the primary
referent object in the imbuement of the trust, which as a tool will open up the
path towards transcendence. As human society is “self-constitutive, . . . as

individuals and groups, she can seek to become what it chooses to be.”133

%% Ipid., p. 139.
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The dimension of the self-constitutive character of the human society will be
more articulate as the discussion on the transcender logic unfolds. However,
before engaging in this discussion, it is crucial to dwell on the idea of the role
of agency as central to the “key attitudinal variable on the part of individual
and group actors” which Booth and Wheeler describe as ‘security dilemma

sensibility’:

Security dilemma sensibility is an actor’s intention and capacity to
perceive the motives behind, and to show responsiveness towards, the
potential complexity of the military intentions of others. In particular,
it refers to the ability to understand the role that fear might play in
their attitudes and behaviour, including, crucially, the role that one’s
own actions may play in provoking that fear.134

For Booth and Wheeler, the security dilemma sensibility “seeks to do what
Butterfield thought impossible; namely to overcome the challenge of
successfully signalling peaceful intent, and so transcend the dilemmas of
interpretation and trust - and thus the likelihood of relations spiralling into
armed competition, and the trap of the security paradox.”13> This means that
actors are not simply rational egoists, who “will always fail in their attempts
to know and act upon another’s fears.”13¢ Furthermore, “security dilemma
sensibility offers human society globally some hope of coming through the
dangerous decades ahead in more positive shape than currently seems
conceivable if governments and societies remain wedded to the global
politics of business as usual.”137 The concept also depicts the causal

relationship between the role of decision-makers and the role of human

134 |bid., The Security Dilemma, p. 7 and ibid., “Uncertainty,” p. 141.

135 Ipid., p. 148.
1% |pid., The Security Dilemma, p. 7.

137 1bid.
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society in building and embedding trust as a means of transcending the
security dilemma. Because attaining certain degrees of trust between
decision-makers is never enough if that trust does not expand to cover the
relations of the political community at all levels. If trust is not reflected at the
human society level, insecurities and the security dilemmas are bound to
reappear.138 This also implies that security dilemma sensibility does not only
involve the decision-makers, but the human society as well. As a matter of
fact, in their empirical study of the Oslo Peace Process, Booth and Wheeler
clearly showed how peace processes may fail when trust is lacking at the

human society level.13?

The Transcender Logic

Transcender logic is the critical logic, as it epitomizes a critical perspective of
the future uncertainty and the security dilemma, utilizing various strands of

critical thinking about security and world politics.

A comprehensive analysis of the traditional conceptualization of the security
dilemma, which encompasses both the fatalist and mitigator logics, has
demonstrated that security dilemmas, in their conventional form, are hard to
be alleviated, let alone easily escaped. From this standpoint, even though
cooperation between states and their decision-makers can enhance security
to a certain extent; nevertheless, the psychological and structural forces will

continue to hinder the states to eventually devise security policies for action

158 Bilgic, “Giivenlik Ikilemini Yeniden Diisiinmek,” p. 132.
1% Booth and Wheeler, The Security Dilemma, pp. 248-249.
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without contemplating on the nature of the predicament they are in.
Furthermore, even though cooperation between states and their decision-
makers can lessen the fears and insecurities felt at the state level, the
problem of future uncertainty will continue to prevail. For Booth and
Wheeler, the problem of future uncertainty may never abolish from the scene
of world politics; however, they also do not conceive of a world politics that is
not open to an ‘alternative logic of uncertainty’ - i.e. one encompassing the
idea of security communities. They argue: “Some uncertainty will always
exist, but in conditions of what we call embedded trust — where the trust is
not just between leaders but between societies - the character of that
uncertainty can be such that actors do not need to think about it in a military
sense.”140 Implicatively, for the transcender logic, the thrust of the problem
remains when security dilemma is conceptualized within the narrow
ontological foundations of the fatalist and mitigator logics; that is to say,
whatever ‘order’ is achieved by the rational actors in the embodiment of the
state, if fear and enmity continue to dominate at the human society level,
then, any stirring of negative feelings at the state and/or the societal level can
easily deteriorate cooperation, and the order achieved may become quickly
fragile. Accordingly, there is a need for a more reflexive understanding of the
security dilemma. Hence, the conceptualization of the transcender logic
facilitates putting forward not a repetition of accustomed and exhausted
ideas and policies, but rather a promise of new ideas and policies that pursue
the attainment of a ‘radically different world order’, in which anarchy is

blurred and trust is reinforced.

Booth and Wheeler define the transcender logic as:

10 |bid., p. 172.
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The transcender logic argues that systemic insecurity, including that
deriving from the security dilemma, can be escaped if human society
reforms or re-invents the structures and processes within which it
lives, globally ... The problem in the interstate condition is not seen to
be a fixed and regressive ‘human nature’ or an anarchic states system,
but rather the way in which human societies have internalized
regressive ideas about human nature, human history and the human
condition. Humans created a world politics of suspicion and division,
but a more harmonious route was always an option. Humanity could
have done much better in the past, and could do so in the future.14!

In putting forward the underlying logic of the transcender voices as such that
“human society on a global scale can construct a radically new world order,
and in so doing escape the dangers of the past, such as the security
dilemma,”142 Booth and Wheeler are not naively promoting a utopian project,
rather they are aware that it presents an ambitious project, as they point to
the power of ‘inherited structural constraints’, which suggest at best that ‘a
global community of peace and trust’ looks improbable at the moment.143

However, and this is where the critical thinking comes forward:

The insecurities with which we have become familiar through history
are neither the natural nor necessary outcomes of human nature or
the nature of international life, but rather are the unfortunate products
of a ‘yesterday... [that] deformed us’. Human society on a global scale,
as well as locally, need not replicate the mistakes of history, and in this
regard there is a long tradition of thinking about peace, international
governance, religious tolerance, cosmopolitan solidarities, and so on.
These point in a radically different direction to the conflictual logic of
Hobbesian anarchy. What is more, transcender voices argue that there
is empirical support for hope, evident in situations where historic
enmities have been replaced by non-violent and friendly relationships.
The future remains to be written according to transcender logic; it

! Ipid., p. 16.
¥2 |bid., p. 18.
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need not be the prisoner of its regressive inheritance, though that past
is indeed a heavy shackle around our collective necks.144

Empirically, Booth and Wheeler point to the security community of Europe,
in which “there are interactions between states and societies at multiple
levels; states have stopped targeting each other in a military sense; and war
has become unthinkable.”145 Hence, the idea of ‘security community’ occupies
a central place, though not much discussed, in the reconceptualization of the
security dilemma for Booth and Wheeler, as will be further elaborated in the

course of this study.

Transcender logic covers those theories which critically account for the
radical change of the status quo of world politics either through ‘reformist’ or
‘transformer’ ideas. As such, the transcender voices are not as united in their
perceptions and interpretations of (in)security as are the fatalist and
mitigator logics; nevertheless, they share two basic assumptions: “the spread
of security is associated with the embedding of moral and political

community,” and “the project is universal if it is to succeed.”146

As of the ‘transformer’ ideas, Booth and Wheeler took stock of those theories
which argue for the transformation of the human society at the global level
and support progressive change in world politics. Among these ‘structural
transformers’, there are theories that ardently call for an end to the states
system through promoting the idea of a centralized world government; to

war through the disarmament theory; to history through a universal and

1% Ibid., The Security Dilemma, pp. 16-17.
145 Ibid., “Uncertainty,” p. 142.

1% |pid., The Security Dilemma, p. 18.

61



homogenous ideological world (i.e. liberal democracy); to capitalism through
a Marxian classless, stateless and post-national community of humanity; to
the patriarchal dominance through feminism; and last but not the least, to the
government (or the illegitimacy of the state) through anarchism.147 By
implication, each one of them reduces insecurity to “one cause and one
related solution.”148 Although scattered over the very meaning of insecurity
and the alternative order, they all nonetheless share “the belief that history
rather than necessity has got us where we are, and that it is possible (if
extremely difficult) to construct a radically different world order - including
one in which dilemmas of interpretation and response are replaced by a
successful politics of trust-building.”14° Among the reformist ideas, Booth and
Wheeler referred to the notions of collective security;15° functionalism151 and
neo-functionalism;152 and of security community.1>3 Although the idea of
collective security, as the epitome of the world government, has contributed
conceptually to the transcender logic in terms of transmitting key
assumptions of ‘organized common peace’, it failed as a theory as it
practically appeared to be unachievable and unworkable.15¢ In terms of

functionalist and neo-functionalist theories, Booth and Wheeler also highlight

7 Ibid., pp. 201-227.
148 1hid., “Uncertainty,” p. 141.
149 1hid.

1% |nis L. Claude: A top-down approach with nearest conceivable idea to world government within a
recognizable states system.

131 David Mitrany: A bottom-up approach through integrating basic interests between states through the daily
activities of people.

152 Erpst Haas: A top-down approach with cooperation being achieved at the top will lead to cooperation at
the bottom.

152 Adler and Barnett: Dynamics are both top-down and bottom-up, with the shared aim of bringing about
transnational behavioural changes through increasingly positive and dense communication at multiple levels.

154 Booth and Wheeler, The Security Dilemma, pp. 176-177.
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their theoretical contribution, yet this time with empirical certainty of the

European experience:

Although functionalist and neo-functionalist theorizing has not
directly addressed the security dilemma, as theories designed to
promote peace they are important to the progress of our argument
because peace through community-building seeks to transcend
security dilemma dynamics. Furthermore, key ideas in such theorizing
have proved to be central to much transcender thinking, because the
practices they have sought to promote are critical in making the
transition from sustained cooperation to embedded trust in relations
between both states and societies. In other words, functional
cooperation promises to turn the personal trust that may develop
between state leaders into societally embedded trust, thereby
transcending the contingent interplay of personality. Trust, in short,
functions through daily social practices.1>>

As the evidence from the history of Europe has demonstrated, “the costs of
breaking positive interdependence have risen considerably, and in seeking
solutions to common problems governments have developed habits of
cooperation, such that they have seen their futures, including military
security issues, increasingly bound up with each other.”156 What makes the
European case exemplary is the fact that once - encapsulating almost her
modern history - the traditional linchpin of security competition that
dynamited two world wars, the European relations have transformed to such
a degree that the very idea of advancing institutional and operational security
and defence mechanisms seems trivial. Yet what is more, and further utilized
and enriched in the notion of ‘security community’, is the construction of the
‘we’ feeling that is acquired through social interaction and learning, and that

runs through different levels of relationship and operates under different

% Ipid., p. 182.
1% Ibid., pp. 181-182.
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tracks, “from the promotion of security dilemma sensibility at either the
diplomatic and NGO level, through to positive societal interactions that

delegitimize force.”157

Booth and Wheeler are convinced that the idea and experience of the security
community, among all the transcender voices, have best suited to the
reconceptualization of the security dilemma, both because of its implications
for building trust at the state and the human society levels, and its ability in
shifting the conditions for politics as such that the security dilemma has

effectively been transcended.1>8

Building upon the normative work of Karl Deutsch and his associates,59
Emanuel Adler and Michael Barnett!¢0 re-thought and re-adapted the idea of
security community from a constructivist perspective in an attempt to
further the relationship between security and the construction of political
communities with a shared sense of value and identity that radically re-shape
and transform the perceptions and practices of security.

Deutsch defined the security community as:

A group of people which has become integrated. By integration we
mean the attainment, within a territory, of a sense of community and
of institutions and practices strong enough and widespread enough to
assure . . . dependable expectations of peaceful change among its
population. By sense of community we mean a belief . . . that common

7 Ibid., p. 186.
158 1hid., “Uncertainty,” p. 143.

159 Karl Deutsch et. al., Political Community and the North Atlantic Area: International Organization in the
Light of Historical Experience (New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1957).

18% Emanuel Adler and Michael Barnett, eds. Security Communities (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1998).
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social problems must and can be resolved by processes of peaceful
change.161

Adler and Barnett also sum up that “Deutsch observed a pluralistic security
community whenever states become integrated to the point that they have a
sense of community, which, in turn, creates the assurance that they will settle
their differences short of war. In short, Deutsch claimed that those states that
dwell in a security community had created not simply a stable order but, in
fact, a stable peace.”162 In this sense, they point to a move from the ‘logic of
anarchy’ to the ‘logic of community’.163 This particular assumption is
emblematic in terms of the transcender thinking as such that the security
dilemma is not an inevitable feature of world politics governed by anarchy;
rather it can be transformed through “social construction that is specific to
particular historical moments and particular forms of identity politics.”164
Booth and Wheeler define this condition as “two Is becoming a we” - a
powerful point, implying the role of the social constructedness of identity in

transcending the security dilemma.165

For Adler and Barnett, the security community is analytically organized
around ‘three tiers’ of ‘precipitating conditions’ (referring to changes in
technology, demography, economics, environment; development of new

interpretations of social reality; and external threats); ‘factors conducive to

161 Deutsch et. al., Political Community and the North Atlantic Area, p. 5 quoted in Booth and Wheeler, The
Security Dilemma, p. 183.

182 adler and Barnett, eds. Security Communities, p. 3.
183 |bid., p. 9.

184 Matt McDonald, “Constructivism,” in Paul D. Williams, ed., Security Studies: An Introduction (London
and New York: Routledge, 2008), p. 67.

165 Bilgin, “Identity/Security,” p. 85.

65



the development of mutual trust and collective identity’ (referring to
facilitating conditions of structure, involving power and knowledge; and
process, involving transactions, organizations and social learning); and
‘necessary conditions of dependable expectations of peaceful change’
(referring to mutual trust and collective identity).16¢ Hence, the relevance of
the idea of security community to Booth and Wheeler’s reconceptualization
of the security dilemma derives from the building up of these three tiers that
accumulate to form a security community, which, in its final stage before
becoming a community, is acquired through ‘mutual trust’ that reciprocates
and reinforces collective identity.167 Therefore, ‘trust’ is implicated as one of
the key variables in the formation of collective identity and the security
community - the very idea that promises the prospects for transcending the

security dilemma.

The idea of security community is not a new invention, as first theorized by
Deutsch and his associates as early as in 1957, nor it has innovatively come
up to occupy the current global agenda of security studies, as re-brought by
Adler and Barnett almost a decade and a half earlier in 1998. Indeed, for the
purposes of the reconceptualization of the security dilemma by Booth and
Wheeler, Adler and Barnett hindsighted that “a significant way that a change
in the practice of security will be felt is with the elimination of traditional

security dilemmas.”168 They further add:

Once traditional security threats have been eliminated, what security
dilemmas remain are likely to derive from economic or environmental

188 Adler and Barnett, eds. Security Communities, p. 38.
%7 |bid., p. 45.
168 |bid. p. 433.
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sources of insecurity. This is because: once war between states
becomes unimaginable, the system is ‘inoculated’ against the
psychological anxieties that are characteristic of security dilemmas;
these ‘new’ security issues are less amenable to military solutions.16?

Although Booth and Wheeler argue that “what is being eliminated is the
vicious circle of power and security competition and not the existential
condition of uncertainty,”170 Adler and Barnett’s focus on trust as a decisive
element in the formation and sustainability of collective identities and
security communities primarily informs the formers’ attempt to rethink the

security dilemma:

According to Barnett and Adler, ‘unarguably the deepest expression of
trust possible in international arena’ is the expectation of peaceful
change between states, and the confidence felt by governments and
societies that disputes will be resolved without war... This is the
defining characteristic of a security community. Trust is key, and the
feeling of trust and the sense of community synergistically interact
once the decision has been taken to place the relationship on a
different plane.17!

Trust

In Booth and Wheeler's understanding, ‘trust’ is the key both at the
theoretical (in terms of retheorizing the security dilemma) and the practical
(in terms of transcending the security dilemma) levels. Consequentially, they

phrase trust as “the ultimate transcender strategy:"172

199 Ipid.

170 Booth and Wheeler, The Security Dilemma, p. 188.
™ Ibid., pp. 252-253.

172 pid., p. 171.
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Trust-building, which has been marginalized in the literature of IR, is
at the heart of the politics that sometimes enables groups to transcend
the security dilemma . .. Trust occurs when a relationship shifts from
being solely based on rational egoism, which produces common
interests that may or may not last, to becoming a relationship
embedded in a sense of a changed and shared identity: this is what we
earlier described as two parallel ‘I's becoming a ‘we’.173

Trust is an elusive concept, escaping an easy cognizance. Nevertheless, it
acquires a meaning in the context of relations within which it is built and
socially constituted. From the standpoint of transcender logic, the aim is
achieving and fortifying maximalist and universal trust “in the context of
relations between collective political units (nations, states, ethnic group,
etc.) susceptible to the negative dynamics of security competition.”174 This
idea of maximalist and universal trust is, not so unsurprisingly, in striking
contrast to the fatalist and mitigator logics. In the fatalist logic, the idea of
trust is simply lacking, or rather mistrust is prevailing, as states are in a
constant struggle for power, and contemplating on trust is too risky and
dangerous. In the case of the mitigator logic, trust is problematically
reduced to a mere material condition, informed by rational choice, as
cooperation is deemed possible only if it is in the self-interest of the
states. One of the prominent thinkers of such rationalist accounts of trust
is Andrew Kydd, who defines trust as “a belief that the other side prefers
mutual cooperation to exploiting one’s own cooperation, while mistrust is

a belief that the other side prefers exploiting one’s cooperation to

178 |bid., p. 172.
174 1bid., 229.
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returning it.”175> Moreover, he draws attention to four main implications of

trust as theorized under rationalist, mitigator thinking:

First, cooperation requires a certain degree of trust between states.
The threshold of trust required for cooperation depends on a set of
variables including a state’s relative power and costs of conflict.
Second, though conflict between trustworthy states is possible, when
we see conflict it is a sign that when one or both of the states are likely
to be untrustworthy. Thus, we, as external observers, should become
less trusting of the parties involved in a conflict, just as they
themselves do. Third, in mutlilateral settings, hegemony - the
presence of a very powerful state - can promote cooperation, only if
the hegemon is relatively trustworthy. Untrustworthy hegemons will
actually make cooperation less likely. Fourth, if two parties are
genuinely trustworthy, they will usually be able to reassure each other
of this fact and eventually cooperate with each other. The key
mechanism that makes reassurance possible is “costly signalling,” that
is, making small but significant gestures that serve to prove that one is
trustworthy.176

For Booth and Wheeler, due to the fact that unresolvable uncertainty is
the existential condition of world politics and thereby the foundation
upon which the security dilemma is constituted and reconstituted, “trust
always develops under the conditions of uncertainty and never entirely
escapes it;” in other words, “trust and uncertainty are mutually
implicated.”177 In the same manner, Mistzal identifies trust as implicated

by uncertainty:

Trust always involves an element of risk resulting from our inability to
monitor others’ behaviour, from our inability to have complete

15 Andrew H. Kydd, Trust and Mistrust in International Relations (New Jersey: Princeton University Press,
2005), p. 6.

178 |bid., p. 5.
177 Booth and Wheeler, The Security Dilemma, p. 230.
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knowledge about other peoples’ motivations and, generally, from the
contingency of social reality. Consequently one’s behaviour is
influenced by one’s beliefs about the likelihood of others behaving or
not behaving in a certain way rather than solely by a cognitive
understanding or by a firm and certain calculation.178

Having said that, Mistzal’s understanding on the mutual implication
between trust and uncertainty is different from Booth and Wheeler’s
understanding in the sense that the former’s rational approach towards
managing risks is criticized by the latter on the accounts that trust
involves “an ongoing two-way relationship,” not the likelihood of others
behaving or not behaving in a certain way.1” Drawing from Martin
Hollis’s account of trust, Booth and Wheeler contend that “when
‘promises and agreements’ are represented in ‘consequential terms’, in
the manner of rational egoism, they ‘lose their power to bind’ . . . trust
cannot emerge from rational egoism in Hollis’s account, because it is

contrary to the very idea of trusting.”180

Adler and Barnett also argue that “trust can best be understood as
believing despite uncertainty.”181 However, in contrast to rationalist
accounts of trust, through further pointing to the notion of trust as a social
phenomenon, they in a sense exemplify what Booth and Wheeler try to

assert as the derivative meaning of trust through the logics of insecurity:

178 Barbara Mistzal, Trust in Modern Societies (Cambridge: Polity Press, 1996), p. 19 quoted in Adler and
Barnett, eds. Security Communities, p. 46.

178 Booth and Wheeler, The Security Dilemma, pp. 232.

18 Martin Hollis, Trust Within Reason (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), p. 160 quoted in
Booth and Wheeler, The Security Dilemma, p. 233.

181 adler and Barnett, eds. Security Communities, p. 46.
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Trust is a social phenomenon and dependent on the assessment that
another actor will behave in ways that are consistent with normative
expectations . . . the social construction of trust shifts our attention to
the beliefs that we have about others, beliefs that, in turn, are based on
years of experiences and encounters. When international relations
theorists turn their attention to trust they generally elevate how anarchy
makes trust highly elusive if not impossible. This is one reason why states
establish organizations and other means to monitor the behaviour of
others [mitigator logic] . .. But the development of a security community

. suggests that states no longer rely on concrete international
organizations to maintain trust but do so through knowledge and beliefs
about the others [transcender logic].182

Furthermore, in strengthening the case inadvertently for the transcender
logic, Adler and Barnett define the identification of a fellow actor in world
politics as the social basis of trust, whose judgment is attained through
years of mutual interaction and reciprocity: “Uncertainty in such matters
[whether a state is a friend or foe], is generated not by technological
capabilities or its absence but by knowledge founded on mutual
identification and trust.”183 Although Adler and Barnett’s focus was not
the security dilemma per se, their prioritization of trust via the notion of
security community has nonetheless provided powerful insights in
enhancing the transcender thinking. If transcending the security dilemma
is conceptualized to be achieved through the construction of collective
identity and thus security community, then trust as a social phenomenon
implicates and reinforces both the construction of the security community
and thereby the transcendence of the security dilemma. Nevertheless,
while Booth and Wheeler conceptualize the ‘embedded trust’ as key in

inter-societal relations, Adler and Barnett’s pier of ‘mutual trust’ only

182 |hid. Emphasis and remarks in parantheses added.

183 1hid.

71



concerns the relations between states. This is however not to
underestimate the role of security community, when achieved, to “diffuse

reciprocity and engage in various interactions in myriad spheres.”184

Booth and Wheeler’s working definition is as follows:

Trust exists when two or more actors, based on the mutual
interpretation of each other’s attitudes and behaviour, believe that the
other(s) now and in the future, can be relied upon to desist from acting
in ways that will be injurious to their interests and values. This
minimalist conception of trust can be contrasted with a maximalist
one where actors mutually attempt to promote each other’s interests
and values, including in circumstances that cannot be observed. For
trust to become embedded between political units, it is necessary for
positive relationships between decision-makers to be replicated at the
intersocietal level, and vice versa, through a mutual learning process.
Trusting relationships of either kind are made possible by the
following linked pairs of properties: a leap in the darkness-
uncertainty, empathy-bonding, = dependence-vulnerability  and
integrity-reliability.18>

Clearly, there are two important dimensions to trust as addressed by Booth
and Wheeler. In trust, as a social learning process, the ultimate goal is
retaining embedded trust at the intersocietal level and the agency of human
actors plays political roles in achieving that embedded trust. These
dimensions are also important in terms of understanding the relationship
between trust and the socially constructed character of identities. The
assumption is that relations between actors can indeed change from one of
enmity to one of embedded trust; therefore, paving the way for relations that

exist in a security dilemma to be transformed into relations that exist within

8 |bid., p. 3.
18 Booth and Wheeler, The Security Dilemma, p. 230.
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a security community. Although, from a critical perspective, there is no end-
point in a social learning process, it is the strong sense of shared identities
and in essence “the character of the ‘we-feeling’ - their presence or absence,
their strength or weakness - that determine the prospects for security
communities surviving, and it is not fatalistically inevitable that they will be

trumped by hostile nationalist-rational egoism.”186

In the same manner, Lewis and Weigert point to trust as a social fact

rather than an unattainable goal:

Trust is a quintessentially social reality that penetrates not only
individual psyches but also the whole institutional fabric of society . ..
trust which undergirds our everyday lives is a pure social construction
which answers to our need for security by seeming to be a fact when it
is always a projected assumption.187

Jonathan Mercer, a critic of rationalist accounts on trust, points to the
neglect of the importance of emotions in conceptualizations of trust. In a

similar vein as discussed above, he contends that:

The concepts “identity” and “trust” have causal power only when
analysts recognize their dependence on emotion. Identification
without feeling implies a cold, neutral, bloodless observation; it
inspires no action. Trust without emotion implies an expectation of
trustworthiness based on incentives; trust adds nothing if incentives
explain cooperation. Emotion makes identity, trust, and solutions to
collective action problems possible.188

18 |bid., p. 198.

187 J. David Lewis and Andrew Weigert, “Trust as a Social Reality,” Social Forces, Vol. 63, No. 4 (June
1985), p. 982.

188 Jonathan Mercer, “Rationality and Psychology in International Politics,” International Organization, Vol.
59 (Winter 2005), p. 99.
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Moreover, for our purposes, he emphasizes that “recognizing emotion’s
role in trust and in identity may help analysts better understand how
alliances might work and how security communities might form. Emotion
in identity - or “we feeling” - may be key to explaining when security
communities form.” Having said that, however, Mercer also warns that
while “emotion drives in-group cooperation, it also creates “out-group
discrimination.”18% For Booth and Wheeler, this means “provoking [new]
security dilemmas in relation with other entities” when trying to establish
a ‘we-ness’ with a desire of transcending the security dilemma.1°® This
very last point leads Booth and Wheeler to contend that “the promise of
trust at the international level is therefore a puzzling promise. Trusters
seek certainty, but must live in uncertainty.”1°1 Indeed, this is why, Booth
and Wheeler posit to the importance of conceptualizing trust as a

universal value.

To enable studying trust empirically, Booth and Wheeler identified four
properties constituting trust, which are “linked and integral pairs of
attributes between political collectives:” leap in the dark-uncertainty;
empathy-bonding; dependence-vulnerability; integrity-reliability.192 What
Booth and Wheeler imply with a ‘leap in the dark-uncertainty’ is the ‘first
act’ that needs to be taken by the people at the decision-making level,
though not necessarily by the leadership, as the ‘leap in the dark’ in the
case of the Oslo Accords came by two Israeli academicians in

collaboration with Israeli Deputy Foreign Minister. Uncertainty is an

18 Ipid., p. 97-98.

1% Booth and Wheeler, The Security Dilemma, p. 233.
19 |bid., p. 234.

192 |bid., pp. 234-245.
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important factor at this level of initiation; as a matter of fact, trust-
building always develops under the conditions of uncertainty. As the
second level of trust-building, ‘empathy-bonding’ involves an ‘empathizer’
who attempts to “internalize the hopes and fears of another by
imaginatively taking on as far as possible their emotions/feelings and
psychological realities.”193 Booth and Wheeler stress that such “a capacity
to empathize with the fear and suffering of one’s adversaries is a critical
precondition for trust-building.”1°4¢ By implication, security dilemma
sensibility plays a pivotal role at this level. The third level involves
‘dependence-vulnerability’, which Booth and Wheeler refer to the
willingness of an actor delegating some values under the control of
another actor, even though there exists the possibility that such
delegation renders the former vulnerable to betrayal. As Aaron Hoffman

confirms:

Trusting relationships are behavioral manifestations of trust. They
emerge when actors delegate control over their interests to others, in
part because they believe in the dependability and rectitude of their
counterparts. Both trusting attitudes and delegation are necessary for
trusting relationships; neither is sufficient in itself, and the presence of
one cannot explain the presence of the other.19°

The final level in the trust-building is the ‘integrity-reliability’. Booth and
Wheeler describe this situation simply as: “mutual trust requires partners

to behave with reliability, which then creates mutually predictable

198 |bid., p. 237.
194 Ipid.

1% Aaron Hoffman, “The Structural Causes of Trusting Relationships: Why Rivals Do Not Overcome
Suspicion Step by Step,” Political Science Quanerly, Vol. 122, No. 2 (2007), p. 288.
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attitudes and actions.”19¢ In this sense, Adler and Barnett correlated

reliability with trustworthiness:

Dependable expectations of peaceful change, the confidence that
disputes will be settled without war, is unarguably the deepest
expression of trust possible in the international arena... Trust does not
develop overnight but rather is accomplished after a lifetime of
common experiences and through sustained interactions and
reciprocal exchanges, leaps of faith that are braced by the verification
offered by organizations, trial-and-error, and a historical legacy of
actions and encounters that deposit an environment of certitude
notwithstanding the uncertainty that accompanies social life.197

Critical and post-structuralist approaches to theory have vastly contributed
to the formation of what Booth and Wheeler call as the transcender logic, for
which security dilemma theorizing does not necessarily lead to a fatalist
existence or a contingent remedy under the conditions of anarchy. In fact, in
contrast to the rationalist approaches that treat structural strictures as given
and immutable and that provide the political actors only with a room of
manoeuvring for a fragile cooperation, it is informed by the very critical
assumption of ever possible processes of transformation and change
susceptible to human society, individually and collectively. In this sense,
through the transcender logic come the prospects for breaking away with the
fatalism as it appraises above all that there is nothing naturally inevitable
about a security dilemma. On the contrary, a security dilemma can be
deviated from its essentialized objects and subjects through its
reconceptualization as a politically informed social phenomenon.

Implicatively, the primary referent objects and agents of security dilemma

1% Booth and Wheeler, The Security Dilemma, p. 244.

197 Adler and Barnett, eds. Security Communities, p. 414.
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are not only the states as exogenous entities, nor it necessitates a centrism on
security as a mere state practice. Indeed, Booth and Wheeler direct attention
to the role of the state as well as the human society both as a referent object
and an agent in transcending the security dilemma through whose trust-
building practices a logic of community can be attained. The very politics that
has created a security dilemma can indeed be transformed to a politics that
reinforces a political community based on shared identities and a mutual
interest on a common future. The key is rethinking and challenging those
political discourses that resist transcending it. In the following part, such a

rethinking is attempted within the context of the Cyprus problem.
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PART II

RETHINKING THE SECURITY DILEMMA
WITHIN THE CONTEXT OF THE CYPRUS PROBLEM
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CHAPTER 4

THE CYPRUS PROBLEM: A PARADOX FROZEN IN TIME?

In the early morning of 11 July 2011, Greek Cypriots woke up to a massive
blast, when 98 containers of munitions that had been kept exposed directly
to the sun for about two and a half years exploded at the Evangelos Florakis
Naval Base on the south coast of Cyprus. The explosion killed 12 people, and
severely damaged the houses in the nearby town of Zygi and the greatest
power plant facility in the island that provided half its electricity.1°¢ The
exploded containers were the cargo from a Cypriot-flagged, Russian-owned
and Iranian-hired vessel, the Monchegorsk, which, while sailing from Iran to
Syria, was stopped and searched by the US Navy twice in January 2009. Due
to the UN sanctions on Iran, the United States administration pressurized the
Christofias government to recall the vessel using Cypriot flag, which
purported to be carrying the munitions to the West Bank with Hamas as the
end-user.19? Although reluctantly, as it would affect negatively its relations
with Syria and Iran, the Greek Cypriot government did abide to the call and
confiscated the containers that were later moved to the naval base until a

final decision over what to do with the containers.

The explosion quickly topped the agendas of those governments involved as

well as the international headline news, while the Greek Cypriot leader

1% George Psyllides, “Evangelos Florakis Blast Kills 12,” Cyprus Mail, 11 July 2011, http://www.cyprus-
mail.com/cyprus/evangelos-florakis-blast-kills-12/20110711.

199 Richard Spencer, “Iran Explosives at Centre of Cypriot Intrigue,” The Telegraph, 11 July 2011,
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/europe/cyprus/8630190/Iran-explosives-at-centre-of-Cypriot-

intrigue.html.

79


http://www.cyprus-mail.com/cyprus/evangelos-florakis-blast-kills-12/20110711
http://www.cyprus-mail.com/cyprus/evangelos-florakis-blast-kills-12/20110711
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/europe/cyprus/8630190/Iran-explosives-at-centre-of-Cypriot-intrigue.html
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/europe/cyprus/8630190/Iran-explosives-at-centre-of-Cypriot-intrigue.html

Demetris Christofias attracted much criticism at home for allowing the
munitions to be deployed in Cyprus and due to the negligence of the Greek
Cypriot authorities that led to the massive blast.200 So far, the story has
carried manifold implications in terms of the security environment
surrounding the Eastern Mediterranean and the Middle East. However, there
is one more side of the story that has manifold implications in terms of the
Cyprus problem and its security discourse. These implications, however, do
not relate to any military or strategic aspect of security in Cyprus, but rather
to a broader socio-cultural aspect of security - the societal insecurities and
fears prevailing in the island. A Greek Cypriot woman, named Alexandra
Dimitrou, giving an interview to BBC on the day of the explosion, cried out

that some elderly people had thought “the Turks had started an invasion!”201

Such manifestations of insecurity are not unfamiliar in the context of the
Cyprus problem and do not only relate to Greek Cypriots, but Turkish
Cypriots as well, whose most vivid manifestation of insecurity relay on the
fear of being politically and economically dominated by Greek Cypriots and a

renewed violence or repetition of 1963 events in case of a settlement.202 A

20 The exposion of the US State Department documents in the infamous Wikileaks, documenting the US
pressure on the Greek Cypriot government and the indifferent attitude of the Greek Cypriot government
officials in relation to the cargo, was the main source of criticism directed towards the Christofias
government, resulting in resignation of two of his ministers. Moreover, nearly half of the country in dark, the
Greek Cypriot authorities had to buy electricity from the north. This move was also criticized by the fatalist
voices in the south and the polls demonstrated that 68% of the Greek Cypriots were against buying electricity
from the north. Archbishop Chrisostomos called on the Greek Cypriots “not to use the electricity of the
Turks” and instead “to use candle lights.” The Head of the Parliament and EDEK leader, Yiannis Omirou
made a similar call and directed attention to the fact that Turkish Cypriot authorities would capitalize on the
matter to “upgrade their illegal status.” See “Partiler ve Hrisostomos KKTC’den Elektrik Alan Rum
Yonetimini Elestirdi,” Tiirk Ajanst Kibris, 17 July 2011.

201 «imasol'da patlama: ‘Tirk isgali basladi sandik’,” BBC Tiirke, 11 July 2011,
http://www.bbc.co.uk/turkce/haberler/2011/07/110711 cyrpus_blast_update.shtml.

202 Next Steps in the Peace Talks: An Island-Wide Study of Public Opinion in Cyprus, Cyprus 2015 Initiative,
Interpeace (2010), p. 21; Derya Beyatli, Katerina Papadopoulou and Erol Kaymak, Solving the Cyprus
Problem: Hopes and Fear, A Report by the Cyprus 2015 Project, Interpeace (2011), p. 39.
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simple example drawn from the anthropological work of Hadjipavlou suffices
to reveal the extent of these insecurities felt by Turkish Cypriots, which has
invariably resulted in the Turkish Cypriot rigidity (both at the state and
societal levels) over the principle of clear bizonality and the continuation of
the Turkish guarantees: “I don’t want to live on the other side. I am afraid. I
still remember when we were hiding under the bed for fear of being
killed.”203 Likewise, the Greek Cypriot rigidity over the cessation of the
guarantee system of 1960, which gives Turkey as well as Greece and the
United Kingdom the right of intervention in case of a breach in the
constitutional order of the Republic of Cyprus, stems from these societal

insecurities largely shaped by the events unfolded in 1974.

In any case, these societal insecurities have the effect of informing the
leaderships on both sides to construct ‘red-lines’ and adopt non-flexible
approaches vis-a-vis the security chapter of negotiations,204 hence
naturalizing both the insecurities at the societal level and the security
policies at the state level that further hinder the prospects for reaching
compromises in the negotiations over the Cyprus problem. As will further be
elaborated in the ensuing pages, these insecurities in Cyprus have become
commonsense in the historical course of the socio-political developments of
the Cyprus problem. Such established commonsense is highly problematic

and feeds extensively the fatalism of theoretical and practical approaches to

208 A Turkish Cypriot woman interviewed by the author in Maria Hadjipavlou, “Multiple Stories: The
‘Crossings’ as Part of Citizens’ Reconciliation Efforts in Cyprus?” Innovation, Vol. 20, No. 1 (2007), p. 62.

2% That is not to imply that the security policies at the state level do not have any impact on the construction
of insecurities at the human society level. Indeed, it is a two-way relationship which co-constitute one
another, as will further be elaborated in this chapter within the historical and practical frameworks of the
evolution of security policies. See Jutta Weldes, Mark Laffey, Hugh Gusterson and Raymond Duvall, eds.
Cultures of Insecurity: States, Communities and the Production of Danger (Minneapolis: University of
Minnesota Press, 1999), pp. 14-15 and McSweeney, Security, Identity and Interests, p. 73.
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the problem. As a matter of fact, the political discourses on both sides have
been largely dominated by a fatalism that resisted a solution under
federation to such an extent that a federal settlement in the island is seen
today as the least likely solution for both communities and the status quo is
perceived as more preferable.2%> This is mainly due to the fact that, although
it is federation that has been negotiated on the table since 1977, both
leaderships have in essence pursued policies that prioritized their
exclusionary visions in the name of federation. The Turkish Cypriot
leaderships, with the brief exception of the period between 2004 and 2010,
have negotiated for the de facto situation, i.e. the existence of two states, in
the island, and the Greek Cypriot leaderships have negotiated for the

protection of the unitary character of their existing state.206

The pessimism over the likelihood of a federal solution reached its peak,
however, when the Annan Plan referendum had failed on the polls in the
south. On the part of the Greek Cypriots, as indicated by the overwhelming
negative vote (75%), the Annan Plan never raised a fevered aspiration for a

solution, let alone inter-communal peace, and largely remained as a

25 Ari Sitas, Dilek Latif and Natasa Loizou, Prospects of Reconciliation, Co-Existence and Forgiveness in
Cyprus in the Post-Referendum Period. PRIO Cyprus Center Report No. 4 (2007), p. 63. For the pessimism
in the public attitudes, see Alexandros Lordos, Erol Kaymak and Nathalie Tocci, 4 People’s Peace in
Cyprus: Testing Public Opinion on the Options for a Comprehensive Settlement (Brussels: CEPS, 2009), p. 4;
Next Steps in the Peace Talks, p. 5; Beyatli, Papadopoulou and Kaymak, Solving the Cyprus Problem: Hopes
and Fears, p. 11.

26 For the Turkish Cypriot policies, see Necati Ertekiin, The Cyprus Dispute and the Birth of the Turkish
Republic of Northern Cyprus (Nicosia: Rustem and Brother, 1984); Zaim Nejatigil, Our Republic in
Perspective (Nicosia: Tezel Offset and Printing, 1985); Ergiin Olgun, “Cyprus: A New and Realistic
Approach,” Perceptions: Journal of International Affairs, Vol. 6, No. 1 (1999); ibid., Cyprus: Myths,
Objective Realities and the Way Forward (Nicosia: TRNC Presidency, 2004). For the Greek Cypriot policies,
see Glafcos Clerides, Cyprus: My Disposition, vols. 1 and 2 (Nicosia: Alithia Publishing, 1989); ibid., Bir
Donemin Anilart 1993-2003, Ceviren Ali Cakiroglu (Lefkosa: Galeri Kiiltiir Yayinlari, 2008); Joseph S.
Joseph, Cyprus: Ethnic Conflict and International Politics: From Independence to the Threshold of the
European Union (London and New York: Macmillan Press, 1997); Kalypso Nicolaidis, “Exploring Second
Best Solutions for Cyprus,” Middle Eastern Studies, Vol. 45, No. 6 (November 2009).
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contested issue in the south over the workability and implementation of the
plan, with security considerations taking the lead.297 On the part of the
Turkish Cypriots, the underlying causes of the brief yet strong flirtation with
federalism with the introduction of the plan in 2002, although not be
undermined as it had effected a great socio-political impact on the Turkish
Cypriot community during that period,2%8 point to a different dimension of
pro-solution efforts that cannot be equated with a readiness toward truly
opening up the prospects for building a ‘political community’ with Greek
Cypriots and transforming the relations long-characterized with mutual
mistrust and suspicion to a one enriched with a shared identity and common
future.299 Hence, the aspiration for federalism was mainly pursued through
the prospects for EU membership and as an exclusionary and homogenous
practice in contradistinction to the Greek Cypriot bid. The quick shift in the
public opinion among the Turkish Cypriots away from a federation, despite
the pro-solution and pre-federation stance of the Turkish Cypriot leadership
at the time, is a clear indicative that Turkish Cypriots were mainly driven

more by socio-political and economic motivations rather than building a

27 See Savvas Daniel Georgiades, “Public Attitudes Towards Peace: The Greek-Cypriot Position,” Journal of
Peace Research, Vol. 44, No. 5 ( 2007); Panicos Stavrinides, “A Psychological Analysis of the Greek Cypriot
‘No’,” in Andrekos Varnava and Hubert Faustmann, eds., Reunifying Cyprus: The Annan Plan and Beyond
(London and New York: 1.B. Tauris, 2009) and Hubert Faustmann, “The Role of Security: Perceptions of
Advantage and Diasdvantage,” in ibid.

28 The introduction of the Annan Plan, coupled with the frustration over the socio-political and economic
isolations and the high prospects of EU membership, which the Greek Cypriots were already heading
towards, had driven the large masses of Turkish Cypriot community, with the pro-solution forces embodying
the leftist parties, such as the Republican Turkish Party and the Peace and Democracy Movement and the
leading civil society organizations, such as the Turkish Cypriot Chamber of Commerce, Businessmen
Association, the teachers’ unions and so on, to indulge on a substantive campaign for a solution that led to
massive peace demonstrations in the north. See Hannes Lacher and Erol Kaymak, “Transforming Identities:
Beyond the Politics of Non-Settlement in North Cyprus,” Mediterranean Politics, VVol. 10, No. 2 (July 2005).

209 See Fatma Guven-Lisaniler and Leopoldo Rodrigez, “The Social and Economic Impact of EU
Membership on Northern Cyprus,” in Thomas Diez, ed., The European Union and the Cyprus Conflict:
Modern Conflict and Postmodern Union (Manchester and New York: Manchester University Press, 2002)
and Erol Kaymak and Yucel Vural, “Intra-Communal Dynamics: European Union Discourses among
Turkish-Cypriot Political Actors Before and After the Failed Referenda,” in Thomas Diez and Nathalie Tocci,
eds., Cyprus: A Conflict at Crossroads (Manchester and New York: Manchester University Press, 2009).
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common future with the Greek Cypriots.210 Notwithstanding the seemingly
strong peace dividend, monolithic efforts toward the reunification of Cyprus
under a federal umbrella remained problematic in terms of inter-communal
reconciliation and trust-building. That is to say, if also accepted by the Greek
Cypriots, the Annan Plan would bring peace without reconciliation and short

of trust-building.

Furthermore, ever since the failure of the Annan Plan, a wide variety of public
opinion surveys have indicated that the Greek Cypriots primarily opt for a
solution ensuring the unitary character of the state, whereas the Turkish
Cypriots opt for a two-state solution (not a loose confederation), with the
establishment of the federal state as the second best option for both
communities.?11 Consequently, one might rationally, if not correctly, ask: If
this is the case, then why is there such insistence on the settlement of the
problem within a federal framework? Hence, even the current Greek Cypriot
leader Demetris Christofias, who as the former General Secretary of AKEL
(Progressive Party of the Working People of Cyprus) is coming from a long-
tradition of supporting good relations with Turkish Cypriots and a federal
solution, has reiterated many times publicly and in the context of the
bicommunal negotiations that they see the Greek Cypriot official discourse on

federation as the greatest concession being made to date on the part of the

210 Alexandros Lordos, “Rational Agent or Unthinking Follower? A Survey-Based Profile Analysis of Greek-
Cypriot and Turkish-Cypriot Referenda Voters,” in Diez and Tocci, eds., Cyprus: A Conflict at Crossroads
(2009), p. 26.

2111 ordos, Kaymak and Tocci, A People’s Peace in Cyprus, p. 7; Next Steps in the Peace Talks, pp. 26-27;
Beyatli, Papadopoulou and Kaymak, Solving the Cyprus Problem: Hopes and Fears, p. 19.
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Greek Cypriot community.?212 From the perspective of the Turkish Cypriot
official discourse - until the leadership of Mehmet Ali Talat - federation was
ironically demonized?13 and equated with yielding the equal status of Turkish
Cypriots and becoming a minority under the Greek Cypriot unitary state.214
Notwithstanding the fact that the mediating efforts of the UN and the overall
framework drawn by the international community have necessitated a
search exclusively for a federal solution, moving away from a federation in
Cyprus means in essence surrendering to the fatalist logic, which do not
foresee any future of peaceful co-existence for Turkish and Greek Cypriots
and the transformation of the Cypriot communities into a pluralistic political
community of Cyprus. In the Cypriot world of fatalism, mutual fear and
mistrust have constantly kept the security paradox active, despite the lack of
violence on the ground, and the societal insecurities alive to a degree that
naturalization of the status quo has normalized the conflict on behalf of the
communities in the island, rendering the alternatives for resolving the
paradox unrealizable. Therefore, besides the fact that the federation is the

only available form of solution from an international politics and law

212 gtatement by H.E. Mr. Demetris Christofias, President of the Republic of Cyprus, At the 66" Session of the
UN General Assembly, New York, 24 September 2010. Also see Demetris Christofias, “We Have to Look
Ahead for Cyprus,” Cyprus News Agency (19 March 2008); ibid., “We Have Exhausted Our Limits,” Cyprus
News Agency (3 September 2008); Maria Koniotou, “Recognition of a Second State in Cyprus is
Unacceptable, Says Christofias,” Cyprus News Agency (30 September 2008); “Christofias Urges Turkish
Cypriot Leader to Show Understanding,” Cypriot Weekly (27 June 2011).

213 |ronic in the sense that the idea of federation was first proposed and promoted by the Turkish Cypriot
leadership in 1968 with the sole purpose of fortifying the equal partnership status of Turkish Cypriots, which
the amendments of 1963 to the constitution of the Republic of Cyprus deprived them. However, the Turkish
Cypriot official rejection of federation came in 1998, when the Turkish Cypriot side, under the leadership of
Denktas and with the backing of Turkey, had put forward its confederation thesis. As the UN framework only
allow for negotiating a federation, Denktas sat on the table in 1999 on the basis of the federal framework,
however putting proposals implying a confederation. The demonization of federation by the Turkish Cypriot
side was to such extent that in neither version of the Annan Plan, the word ‘federation’ did not appear on the
entire blueprint.

214 Rauf Raif Denktag, “The Crux of the Cyprus Problem,” Perceptions: Journal of International Relations,
Vol. 4, No. 3 (September-November 1999), p. 8. Ergiin Olgun, “Recognising Two States in Cyprus Would
Facilitate Co-existence and Stability,” Survival, Vol. 40, No. 3 (Autumn 1998), pp. 35-37.
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perspective as mainly argued by the mitigator voices, it is also the only way
for transforming the Cyprus problem from one of a security paradox to one of
a pluralistic political community. Nevertheless, the difference between the
mitigator and transcender logics in terms of perspectives on the federation

will be later discussed in length.

This chapter attempts to illustrate below the empirical showdown of what
has been theoretically advanced from the very beginning of this study. In this
sense, it is informed by the assumption that the prevailing insecurities are
the social products of the history of the Cyprus problem, which in turn led to
the (re)construction and the perseverance of the security paradox in the
island. Therefore, in order to comprehend the dynamics lying behind the
existing paradox, it is imperative to cast light on the constitution and
reconstitution of (in)security in Cyprus both from historical and practical

perspectives.

The Paradox in Cyprus: A Historical (Re)Construction

As with most of the protracted conflicts in the world, the background of the
Cyprus problem is “well-known, though much contested.”?15 Ultimately, out
of the nostalgic pre-national history of Cyprus illuminated in the myth of
Aphrodite and the peaceful co-existence for centuries, there borne two
competing histories blended with facts and myths. Despite the fact that the
seeds of insecurity in Cyprus are planted before and with the establishment

of the Republic of Cyprus, the inception of the Cyprus problem marks the

215 Booth and Wheeler, The Security Dilemma, p. 70.
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year 1963 for Turkish Cypriots and the year 1974 for Greek Cypriots.
Therefore, the ‘tragedy’ in Cyprus, engraved in the collective memories of
both communities and encapsulated in the form of inter-communal violence
and the consequent displacement of people, has always been perceived from

competing angles and with differentiated sources of trauma.

The period between 1963 and 1968, which terrorized Turkish Cypriots at the
wake of the Greek Cypriot leadership’s policy of amending the 1960
Constitution (which many Turkish Cypriots perceived as a systemic attempt
to deprive them of their equal partnership rights) and the following violence
directed at Turkish Cypriots (which forced them to form enclaves to protect
for their security), is “a period of Cypriot history over which many Greek
Cypriots would later display almost total amnesia.”216 However, in the
collective memory of Turkish Cypriots, the period represents the tragedy in
Cyprus in which many Turkish Cypriots were killed randomly or en masse,
and lived in constant fear of being communally exterminated at the hands of
the state forces.?2l” On the other hand, the tragedy for Greek Cypriots
occurred in 1974 when Turkey forcefully divided Cyprus and illegally

216 Necati Polat, “Self-Determination, Violence and Modernity: The Case of the Turkish Cypriots,” in
Thomas Diez (ed.), The European Union and the Cyprus Conflict: Modern Conflict and Postmodern Union
(Manchester and New York: Manchester University Press, 2002), p. 107. See also Costas M. Constantinou,
“Dominant Discourses of the ‘Cyprus Problem’ and Practices of Resistance” in Ahmet Sézen (ed.), The
Cyprus Conflict: Looking Ahead, Famagusta: Eastern Mediterranean University Printing-House (2008), p. 3.
Upon the example of the former Greek Cypriot President Papadopoulos, who in an interview to the daily
English language newpaper published in the UAE Khaleej Times on 4 September 2004, stressed that ‘no
single’ Turkish Cypriot was killed between 1963-1974, Constantinou argues: “That Cypriot leaders can get
away with such statements has a lot to do with the fact that racist language and denial discourse have
succeeded in Cyprus to such an extent that they are no longer a public issue; they have succeeded because
they are associated with and used as a counterweight for the ‘unacceptable position’ of the other side. . . What
this means is that in practice racist language is subtly softened because of the ‘Cyprus problem. And this is
where the danger lies; in that it makes racism banal and an unproblematic feature of everyday life.”

217 For a well-documented account of the period between 1963-1968 and the scope of the inter-communal
violence, see Richard A. Partick, Political Geography and the Cyprus Conflict: 1963-1971 (Waterloo:
University of Waterloo Press, 1975). Also see Halil 1. Salih, Cyprus: An Analysis of Cypriot Political Discord
(New York: Gaus’ Sons, 1968).
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occupied the 1/3 of the island following its invasion, which terrorized Greek
Cypriots with the fear of communal extermination and resulted in their
forceful displacement.21® Hence, what the Greek Cypriots portray as the
tragedy is a salvation from the perspective of Turkish Cypriots, when Turkey
rightfully intervened to protect them from total annihilation and to restore
the constitutional order, as necessitated by the Treaty of Guarantee,
following the coup d’etat of the Greek junta in Cyprus.21® Even though two
exclusionary accounts of 1963 and 1974 emerged from the collective
memories of both communities, this is not to suggest that there is uniformity
in each community in interpreting these accounts.?20 Nevertheless, the
construction of two ethnically separate and competing histories has
eventually led to a fatalist uniformity in the official political discourses of
both communities that keeps alive the traumas, fears and insecurities at the

societal level with a power encompassing over generations.221

The generalized starting point in accounting the history of the Cyprus

problem is 1571 when the island came under the rule of the Ottoman

218 For an account of the 1974 events, characterized as a tragedy from the Greek Cypriot perspective, see
Polivios G. Polyviou, The Tragedy and the Challenge (England: Swin and Son, 1975).

2% See Ahmet Gazioglu, Enosis Cemberinde Tiirkler (istanbul: Cyrep, 1996); Sabahattin Ismail, Kibris
Cumhuriyeti 'nin Dogusu ve Cokiisii ve KKTC 'nin Kurulusu, 19.6071983 (Istanbul: Akdeniz Haber Ajansi
Yayinlari, 1992); ibid., Kibris’ta Yunan Sorunu, 1821-2000 (Istanbul: Akdeniz Haber Ajansi Yaymlari,
2000).

220 See Niyazi Kizilyiirek, Kibris Sorununda I¢ ve Dis Etkenler (Lefkosa: Isik Kitabevi Yayinlari, 1983);
Costas M. Constantinou, “Cypriot In-dependence and the Problem of Sovereignty,” Cyprus Review, Vol. 22,
No. 2 (Fall 2010).

221 For an account of historical construction of ethnically separate histories, see Rebecca Bryant, Imagining
the Modern: The Cultures of Nationalism in Cyprus (London and New York: I. B. Taurus, 2004), pp 129-155;
Also see Costas M. Constantinou, “Aporias of Identity: Bicommunalism, Hybridity and the ‘Cyprus
Problem’,” Cooperation and Conflict, Vol. 42, No. 3 (2007) for the problematization of the official
discourses.
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Empire.222 This generalization is due to the fact that it was during the
Ottoman rule of Cyprus that the Turks had become the co-inhabitants of the
island starting from 1572, along with the Greeks whose forefathers (Aachean
Greeks) settled on the island in around 2000 B.C.223 Between 1571 and 1878,
the inhabitants of the island were ruled by the millet system of the Ottomans,
who were classed according to their religious identities and were allowed to
be administered by their religious leaderships in terms of fiscal, juridical and
civic affairs.224# The millet system, which also brought a unique Ottoman land
system based on the land distribution and its taxation, when coupled with the
religious-communal identity affiliations, led to the emergence of class
structure in the island in general and the rise of Greek bourgeoisie in
particular, which was later influenced by the Greek nationalism and its
megali idea.22> Nevertheless, the Ottoman period in Cyprus is mainly
characterized by the peaceful co-existence of Muslims and Christians of the
island, providing a uniform account of positive interaction and mutually
involved everyday practices, despite the religious and social divisions

institutionalized by the millet system.226

222 jannis Papadakis, “History Education in Divided Cyprus: A Comparison of Greek Cypriot and Turkish
Cypriot Schoolbooks on the ‘History of Cyprus’,” PRIO Cyprus Center Report No. 2 (2008), p. 13.

22% william Mallinson, Cyprus: A Modern History (London and New York: I. B. Tauris, 2005); Paul Sant
Cassia, “Religion, Politics and Ethnicity in Cyprus during the Turkokratia,” Archives Européennes de
Sociologie, Vol. 27, No. 1 (1986); Harry Luke, Cyprus under the Turks, 1571-1878 (London: Hurst, 1969);
Kuzilyiirek, Kibris Sorununda I¢ ve Dig Etkenler.

224 Trene Dietzel and Vasilios N. Markides, “Ethno-religious Coexistence and Plurality in Cyprus under
British Rule (1878-1960), Social Compass, Vol. 56, No. 1 (2009), p. 73. See also Ahmet Gazioglu, The Turks
in Cyprus: A Province of the Ottoman Empire, 1571-1878 (London: Rustem and Brother, 1990).

225 Megali Idea implies the Greek irredentism that had come to the fore after the Greek war on independence,
asserting the establishment of a greater Greek state that would also include the large Greek population still
living under the Ottoman Empire. See Kizilyiirek, Kibris Sorununda I¢ ve Dig Etkenler, pp. 16-31 and ibid.,
Milliyet¢ilik Kiskacinda Kibris (Istanbul: iletisim Yaynlari, 2002), p. 49.

226 paschalis M. Kitromilides, “From Coexistence to Confrontation: The Dynamics of Ethnic Conflict in
Cyprus,” in Michael Attalides, ed., Cyprus Reviewed (Nicosia: Jus Crypti Association, 1977), pp. 36-41; Paul
Sant Cassia, “Religion, Politics and Ethnicity in Cyprus during the Turkokratia,” pp. 3-5.
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It was during the British rule that the Greek nationalism gained dynamism as
evidenced in the uprising of 21 October 1931 against the colonial power,
when a Greek riot caused the death of civilians and the burning of the British
Government House in Nicosia.22’ The rise of the Turkish nationalism in the
island did also coincide with this period, as the Turks in Cyprus were greatly
influenced by the Turkish war on independence ensuing the demise of the
Ottoman Empire and the establishment of the Turkish Republic in 1923.228
Moreover, besides the strong influence of ethnic nationalisms of the two
mainlands Turkey and Greece, the Orthodox Christians and the Muslims of
Cyprus had come to transform their religious identities further through the
policies of the British rule into ethnic identities of Greeks and Turks.22° One
of the starkest examples contributing to this transformation was the
establishment of a legislative assembly, which proportioned the Greek and
Turkish subjects of Cyprus according to their population ratios, who had
formerly been subjected to administrative independence under the Ottoman
system. Constantinou defines the establishment of this legislative body as an
attempt by the British to “modernise” the religious division of the millet
system to an ethnic division on which “modern governmentality could be
exercised.”?30 Such “segregation through democratisation” allowed the
British to a greater extent to avow authority over the Greeks, whose anti-

colonial fractions had already started to assert itself, with a majority vote by

227 paschalis M. Kitromilides, “Milestones in the Historiography of the Cyprus Question,” The Historical
Review, vol. 1 (2004), p. 288

228 Dietzel and Markides, “Ethno-religious Coexistence and Plurality in Cyprus under British Rule (1878-
1960),” p. 77.

22% Bryant, Imagining the Modern, p. 3.

20 Constantinou, “Aporias of Identity: Bicommunalism, Hybridity and the ‘Cyprus Problem’,” p. 257.
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allying themselves with the Turks.231 Consequently, the historical account of

)«

this period suggests that the British policy of ‘divide and rule’ “politicized the
inter-communal differences. .. and reinforced the rise of the two antagonistic
nationalisms and competing visions based on each group’s ‘primordial
attachments’ to their respective motherlands”232 - a factor which further
drifted the Greeks and Turks of Cyprus apart in the anti-colonial struggle

especially in the aftermath of mid-1950s.

In 1955, with the help of Greece, EOKA (National Organisation of Cypriot
Fighters) was established to pursue the anti-colonial struggle and the ideal
for enosis, union with the ‘motherland’ Greece, which was also confirmed by
the overwhelming majority of Greek Cypriots under a referendum called by
the Greek Cypriot communal leader Archbishop Makarios in early 1950s.233
Another stark example of the British policy of ‘divide and rule’ came during
this period with the recruitment of the Turkish Cypriots as auxiliary
policemen in disproportionate ratios against the Greek Cypriots and hence
the formation of a ‘special mobile reserve unit’ composed exclusively of
Turkish Cypriots to deter the EOKA attacks. Even though the main target of
EOKA was initially the British authorities and civilians, it nevertheless turned
to the Turkish Cypriot fraction as it fought for the British. From the
perspective of the Turkish Cypriot leadership under Kiiciik, the alignment
with the British was not due to the content over the colonial rule per se, but

that they would be politically and economically dominated by the mainland

8L |bid.; Dietzel and Markides, “Ethno-religious Coexistence and Plurality in Cyprus under British Rule
(1878-1960),” p. 77.

282 Hadjipavlou, “Multiple Stories,” p. 55.

288 Kyzlyiirek, Milliyetgilik Kiskacinda Kibrus, p. 102.
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Greeks, if enosis was achieved, thereby perceived as a grave threat for the

Turkish community of the island.234

While EOKA intensified its struggle against the British and for enosis, Turkish
Cypriots had put forward its demand for taksim - partition or a union of part
of the island with the ‘motherland’ Turkey.235 This was followed by the
establishment, with the help of Turkey, of the Turkish Cypriot version of
EOKA, i.e. VOLKAN, which was later renamed as TMT (Tirk Mukavemet
Teskilat1).236 In fact, this development implies that the problem of British
imperialism was being slightly bypassed and was turning into a struggle
between the ethnic communities of the island over the fate of Cyprus and
with growing implications for, and interest of, both mainlands. While Turkey
started ardently to support the Turkish Cypriot demand for taksim, Greece
was furthering the demand for enosis, which had already carried the matter
to the UN and appealed on behalf of the Greek Cypriots for self-determination
in 1954.237 However, as the stakes were high with the two NATO members
entering into conflict during the Cold War over the fate of Cyprus, the two
motherlands with the urge of the US compromised instead on a new form of
independence other than enosis and taksim - a partnership state of Greek and
Turkish Cypriots with Turkey, Greece and Britain as its guarantors.238 The

Greek Cypriot struggle against the British in the name of independence (yet

2% Denktas, The Cyprus Triangle (Nicosia: Rustem and Brother, 1982), p. 34.

2% Michalis Stavrou Michael, Resolving the Cyprus Conflict: Negotiating History (New York: Palgrave
Macmillan, 2009), p. 269.

28 Kyzlyiirek, Milliyetgilik Kiskacinda Kibris, p. 246.

287 Oliver Richmond, Mediating in Cyprus: The Cypriot Communities and the United Nations (London and
Portland, OR: Frank Cass, 1998), pp. 71-73; Farid Mirbagheri, Cyprus and International Peacemaking
(London: Hurst and Company, 1998), pp. 26-31.

2% |bid., pp. 32-35.
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through enosis) ironically set up a chain of events that ended up with a more
limited independence for both communities, which instead of pushing the
British out of the island, brought also Turkey and Greece along with Britain
into the island. For the Greek Cypriots, this meant that not only their ideal for
enosis had failed, but further an approvingly fragile republic subject to
constitutional limitations and a system of guarantorship was imposed on

them. In this respect, Richmond emphasizes:

Along with both communities’ passionate attachment to Cyprus and
their strong nationalism towards their own mother country, their
political naiveté at such an early juncture in their independent history
was a poor omen for full independence after 1960.23°

The Republic of Cyprus came into being as a result of the agreements that
were negotiated and signed in Zurich and London in 1959 between the
motherlands. In essence, the Zurich-London Agreements reflected the
compromise between the interests of Turkey and Greece, rather than one
between the communities inhabiting the island. Having largely ignored the
prevailing inter-communal societal and political dynamics, the “strange
beginnings” of the so-called partnership state have come to represent a
breakdown in the island’s modern history.240 Constantinou illustrates this

condition as follows:

Brought into being on an island that was rented by one empire to
another, it was a state that was not supposed to be. None of the local
communities demanded it and would simply not exist today if the
locals got their way. At the time before independence, most Greek
Cypriots wanted union with Greece (enosis), most Turkish Cypriots

2% Richmond, Mediating in Cyprus, p. 73.

240 Kitromilides, “From Coexistence to Confrontation: The Dynamics of Ethnic Conflict in Cyprus,” p. 42;
Constantinou, “Cypriot In-dependence and the Problem of Sovereignty,” p. 17.
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partition (taksim), and most other Cypriots from the smaller
minorities the continuation of colonial rule. This meant that the newly
established Republic of Cyprus begot considerable ambivalence at
independence. It was invariably described as a ‘realpolitik
compromise’, a ‘reluctant republic’, a ‘self-determination substitute’,
an ‘unwanted child’, a ‘sham’ and other more or less felicitous terms
that turned into sound bites and historical clichés . . . The Cypriot
postcolony was nominally a sovereign independent state, but in
practice nothing less than a state of in-dependence.?#1

Indisputably, this development planted the seeds for the already evolving
inter-communal strife in the island, leading up to the events of 1963 and
1974 that Turkish and Greek Cypriots characterize respectively as ‘tragedy’,

and formed the basis of the societal insecurities and fears articulated today.

The peaceful co-existence of once the Muslims and Christians of Cyprus had
been gradually transformed into a security paradox between the Turks and
the Greeks of the island through the colonial policies of Britain and the strong
ethnic and nationalist influences of the motherlands. In fact, when the
republic was founded, the relationship between Turkish and Greek Cypriots
had already been shaped and dominated by the conditions of the security
dilemma. On behalf of the Greek Cypriot leadership, the dilemma was
between learning to live with the terms of the imposition and continuing the
struggle for their imagined independence in the form of enosis, for which
Turkish Cypriots presented a clear obstacle. On behalf of the Turkish Cypriot
leadership, the dilemma was again between learning to live with the terms of
the imposition and furthering the policy of partition. Indeed, for the Turkish
Cypriot leadership, as evidenced from the Greek Cypriot proposal for

amending the constitution, the Greek Cypriot leadership would never accept

241 |hid.
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the equal partnership status of Turkish Cypriots having a veto on the overall

functioning of the state.

Moreover, nationalistic irredentism had continued hanging in the air with
such fatalism that the inter-communal violence that started in 1963
culminated in spiralling effects to form a security paradox in 1974. When the
island was tentatively divided along what has come to be known as ‘the
Green Line’, even though the violence on the ground had stopped and the
security paradox had militarily ‘frozen’ in the time, its continuous
repercussions have dominated the relationship between Turkish Cypriots
and Greek Cypriots to such an extent that their societal insecurities and fears
deriving from that period have been the main obstacle in front of a solution
ever since. As will be seen in the following section, out of this frozen security
paradox, there borne two exclusionary political discourses vis-a-vis the
Cyprus problem; this time constructing a paradox over the negotiating table

that has been open, on and off, since 1968.

The Paradox in Cyprus: A Practical (Re)Construction

The fact that negotiations over the solution of the Cyprus problem have been
continuing for more than four decades, leaving no single issue to date that
was not thoroughly discussed, is an indicative that the approaches toward its
resolution have been largely dominated by the strategic and tactical
imperatives of the fatalist logic on both sides of Cyprus. Hence, the
established commonsense vis-a-vis the Cyprus problem points to this
fatalism in various ways; from the portrayal of the conflict as an essentially

‘intractable’ and ‘protracted’ one, to the sustained accounts of peaceful co-
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existence as a pure nostalgia that cannot be achieved in today’s realpolitik,
and, last but not the least, to its general presentation as a ‘deathbed’ that have

resisted the ‘wit’ of many ‘gifted’ international diplomats and politicians.

As this study’s main departure point is to problematize the naturalization of
social insecurities that inform the security paradox at various levels of
relations between the two communities, before starting to account on the
practical (re)construction of the security paradox, it is important to note on
the impact of the discourses of recognition and sovereignty in Cyprus on the
process of this naturalization that have defied moving towards a sound inter-

communal dialogue and reconciliation since the division of the island.242

The problematic side of the recognition discourse stems in fact from the
peculiar construction of the protagonists of the Cyprus problem. In the de
facto sense, there exist two states in the island; the Republic of Cyprus,
although internationally recognized, deemed by the Turkish Cypriot political
discourse as illegal, and the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus (TRNC),
which was deemed illegal both by the Greek Cypriot political discourse and
the international community. Derivatively, as each side does not recognize
and indeed questions the sovereignty of the other, the main protagonists who

appear on the negotiation table under the auspices of the United Nations are

22 For a detailed account on the official discourses of recognition and manipulation of cross-ethnic contacts
of individuals, see Costas M. Constantinou and Yiannis Papadakis, “The Cypriot State(s) in situ: Cross-ethnic
Contact and the Discourse of Recognition,” in Thomas Diez, ed., The European Union and the Cyprus
Conflict: Modern Conflict, Postmodern Union (Manchester and New York: Manchester University Press,
2002), pp.73-97. For an argument on sovereignty within the context of the Cyprus problem, see Thomas Diez,
“Introduction: Cyprus and the European Union as a political and theoretical problem,” in ibid., p. 10, in
which he stresses that “The core of today’s conflict, however, is about sovereignty... And since sovereignty
in the international realm is first and foremost about simulation, both sides are engaging in symbolic politics
with high stakes.”
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‘the Greek Cypriot community’ and ‘the Turkish Cypriot community’ in their

singular state-like capacities.

During the course of the negotiations, especially after 1983 when TRNC was
established, this peculiar construction of the protagonists on the table had
not only negatively affected the ability of the sides to negotiate effectively,
but had also reinforced an ability to persuade the societies on both sides that
inter-communal interaction and dialogue with the ‘other’ present an
“unpatriotic” and a “treacherous” act on behalf of the ‘self as it had the effect
of legitimizing the illegal existence of the other side and validating its
political claims through opening up breaches in the sovereignty of one’s
self.243 Therefore, the “danger” of recognition had a two-fold effect on how
the Cyprus problem was to be negotiated and how Cypriots, as groups and
individuals, were to meet and communicate with each other.244 This means
that the discourse in fact had provided a problematic official framework both
for the conduct of negotiations at the state-like level and of (non)interaction
at the societal level.24> Absent from inter-communal dialogue and interaction,
both communities have nevertheless learned to internalize their fears and
traumas from the period between 1963 and 1974 and to naturalize their
societal insecurities which were continuously fed by the official fatalist
discourses at all levels. Even so, when the official ban on the crossings was
lifted after 28 years in 2003, the availability of everyday contacts will have to

bear no positive impact on the inter-communal dialogue and

243 Constantinou and Papadakis, “The Cypriot State(s) in situ,” p. 73.
24 |bid., p. 75.

245 Besides the official negotiations, the very rare inter-communal dialogue in the form of highly homogenous
bi-communal events, which were subject to official permission from both sides took place until the opening
of the borders at the Ledra Palace Hotel in the buffer-zone. As Constantinou and Papadakis put it, in ibid., p.
86, “borders, whether of a de facto or de jure nature, are places of division but also ones of contact.”
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reconciliation.24¢ Not only the crossings have been limited, they have also
showed a tendency towards decline each passing day.247 Some public opinion
studies even indicate that the opening of crossings has further alienated the

two communities in different contexts and to varying degrees.248

Under the shadow of the recognition discourse, the negotiations over the
Cyprus problem were mainly pursued on the edges of high semantics in
relation to the nature of the problem, as well as its solution and its
parameters. Each of these areas of semantics has indeed reflected what the
two sides understood from a solution. Instead of a chronologically
documented history of negotiations, this study will approach the historical
practice of negotiations through ‘the logics of insecurity’. By this way, it is
aimed to understand and, more importantly, to question the underlying
logics contributing and constituting the security paradox in the due course of

negotiations.

Basically, the ‘diagnosis’ (or the nature) of the problem that Denktas
demanded all throughout his life as a necessary precondition for achieving a
solution and to which various Greek Cypriot leaderships had indirectly

adhered, proved to be a futile attempt with no prospect for yielding any

248 A survey conducted by the UNFICYP indicated that 90% of Turkish Cypriots have no contact with the
Greek Cypriots, only 7% have a personal contact and 3% have a professional contact. For Greek Cypriots,
87% have no contact with the Turkish Cypriots, 8% have personal contact and 5% have professional contact.
See The UN in Cyprus: An Inter-communal Survey of Public Opinion, UNFICYP (2008), p. 40. Also see
Laurie Johnson, “Reconciliation and Peace Education in Cyprus: What Will It Take?” The Cyprus Review,
Vol. 19, No.1 (Spring 2007), p. 22.

247 Erol Kaymak, Alexandros Lordos and Nathalie Tocci, Building Confidence in Peace: Public Opinion and
the Cyprus Peace Process (Brussels: CEPS, 2008), p. 5.

28 The UN in Cyprus: An Inter-communal Survey of Public Opinion, pp. 31-35; See also Alexandros Lordos,
“The UN in Cyprus,” in Ahmet Sozen, ed., The Cyprus Conflict: Looking Ahead (Famagusta: Eastern
Mediterranean University Printing-House, 2008), pp. 258-259 and Erol Kaymak, “Does Cyprus Need a Truth
and Reconciliation Commission?”” The Cyprus Review, Vol. 19, No.1 (Spring 2007), p. 79.
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result.24® The demand for diagnosis always played a regressive role, instead
of a progressive one. Because diagnosis meant a simulation of the subjective
‘realities’ of each side, although influenced by the changes in the historical
course of the socio-political developments in the island, amounting to
objectivist accounts of reality on both sides. The fatalist logic in that sense
dictated that either each side accepted the ‘truth’ of the other side or the
negotiations were doomed from the beginning. From the perspective of the
Turkish Cypriot political discourse, the diagnosis lied in the acceptance of
political domination attempts and physical atrocities committed by Greek
Cypriots between 1963 and 1974, which forced Turkey to intervene to
restore the constitutional order disrupted by the Greek coup d’état and to
protect the Turkish Cypriot community from total annihilation.z50 Therefore,
it could not be expected to return to the status quo ante?>! as first of all the
equal partnership status of Turkish Cypriots had to be recognized and the
physical separation of both communities to be accepted to ensure the
security of Turkish Cypriots.252 From the perspective of the Greek Cypriot
political discourse, on the other hand, status quo could not be accepted as
was a result of the forceful division and the illegal occupation of the 1/3
territory of the Republic of Cyprus by Turkey.253 The problem of diagnosis
clearly reflects the exclusionary and objectivist political discourses of both

sides that are mainly informed by the respective perceptions of ‘tragedy’ of

2 Denktas, “The Crux of the Cyprus Problem,” p. 8; ibid., The Cyprus Triangle, p. 4; “Talking Points of the
Greek Cypriot Side,” in Glafcos Klerides, Bir Dénemin Anilari, p. 397.

20 Denktas, “The Crux of the Cyprus Problem,” p. 6; ibid., The Cyprus Triangle, p. 13.

B! |n the political jargon of the Cyprus problem, ‘status quo’ refers to the division of the island as a
consequence of 1974 intervention of Turkey. See Report of the Secretary-General in Connection with the

Security Council’s Comprehensive Reassessment of the United Nations Operation in Cyprus, SI26777 (22
November 1993), p. 24.

252 Nejatigil, Our Republic in Perspective, pp. 46-49; Denktas, The Cyprus Triangle, p. 18.

253 «“Talking Points of the Greek Cypriot Side,” in Glafcos Klerides, Bir Donemin Anilar1, p. 397.
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each side, which have survived to shape and dominate the threat perceptions
of the sides and the insecurities articulated at the societal level. The diagnosis
problem has in fact determined the practices of the sides over the negotiating
table, not only in relation to the security aspect, but to the overall framework
for a solution and its parameters. That is to say, given these objectivist
‘realities’, the search for a solution and an agreement over its basic principles
have been carried under the conditions of an ever undiagnosed problem.

Between 1968 and 1974, a search for a solution was sought under the
premises of a constitutional arrangement within the framework of the
Republic of Cyprus, as also acknowledged by the UN Security Council
resolutions.2>* In line with the fatalist logic of the diagnosis problem, the
Turkish Cypriot leadership under Denktas, pointing to the plight of Turkish
Cypriots during the period, insisted on the recognition of their equal status
and on the creation of an autonomous area that would ensure their
security.2>> The Greek Cypriot leadership under Makarios, on the other hand,
pointing to the non-workability of the constitution as evidenced by the
events during the period, demanded that the unitary character of the state,
both in terms of constitutional and territorial arrangements, to be
protected.2>¢ However, the initiation of the Greek coup and the subsequent
Turkish intervention created a status quo that led to a structural change in
the stance of the Turkish Cypriot leadership, when coupled with the
unilateral formation of the ‘Federated Turkish State’, towards a solution

under federation. By this time, the physical separation of the two

%% UN Security Council Resolutions 353 (1974), 357 (1974), 367 (1975); UN General Assembly Resolution
3212 (1974).

255 Nejatigil, Our Republic in Perspective, pp. 24-25.

26 polivios G. Polyviou, Cyprus Conflict and Negotiation 1960-1980 (London: Duckworth, 1980), pp. 105-
115.
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communities was realized through the population exchange agreement
signed in Vienna in 1975.257 Given the division of the island, the Greek
Cypriot leadership had to abide, what Christofias has claimed as the biggest
Greek Cypriot concession to date, to a federal solution, as was formally signed
in the 1977 High-Level Agreement between Denktas and Makarios. It was
declared in the agreement that the sides were seeking a “bi-communal
federal republic” in which each community would administer its own
territory - a principle that would later be accepted as ‘bizonality’.258 In 1979,
a further High-Level Agreement was signed between Denktas and (following
the death of Makarios) Kyprianou, which reconfirmed the federal
framework.25? However, what was still envisioned by the United Nations (and
likewise by the Greek Cypriot leadership) was an ‘evolution’ of the Republic
of Cyprus into a federal state, which was found unacceptable by the Turkish
Cypriot leadership, arguing that it would imply the continuation of the
Republic of Cyprus ‘hijacked’ by the Greek Cypriots in 1963 and demanding
instead ‘a federation by evolution” with “two equal political entities joining
their resources in a federal administration on a basis of equality,” - a demand
that in essence gave birth to the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus.260
Ever since, the Turkish Cypriot stance has been premised on this demand, 261

which challenged the UN during drafting the Annan Plan as late as in 2002 to

57 |nterim Report of the Secretary-General Pursuant to the Security Council Resolution 370 (1975), /11789
(5 August 1975). Also see Michael, Resolving the Cyprus Conflict: Negotiating History, p. 52.

258 For 4 Points High-Level Agreement in 1977, see Report of the Secretary-General Pursuant to Paragraph
6 of Security Council Resolution 401, S/12323 (30 April 1977), p. 2.

% For 10 Points High Level Agreement in 1979, see Report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations
Operation in Cyprus, S/13369 (31 May 1979), p. 13.

260 Report of the Secretary-General Pursuant to Paragraph 6 of Security Council Resolution 401, p. 3.

281 \With the exception of the period between 1998 and 2004, when the Turkish Cypriot leadership officially
sought confederation — a proposal that had nevertheless fortified its idea of a new partnership state, short of
the Republic of Cyprus.
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flirt with the idea of a ‘virgin birth’ that would imply neither the continuation
of the Republic of Cyprus, nor the establishment of a (con)federation by two

equal states.262

The overall framework of a Cypriot solution was provided, however, with the
Ghali Set of Ideas introduced in 1992,263 which articulated the basic
parameters of a solution that have ever since formed the basis of the UN good
offices mission mandated to help the two sides in their search for a

comprehensive settlement:

A Cyprus settlement must be based on a State of Cyprus with a single
sovereignty and international personality and a single citizenship,
with its independence and territorial integrity safeguarded, and
comprising two politically equal communities as described in the
relevant Security Council resolutions, in a bi-communal and bi-zonal
federation, and that such a settlement must exclude union in whole or
in part with any other country or any form of partition or secession.264

Although rejected by the Turkish Cypriot leadership, the Ghali Set of Ideas
was the first detailed account of a would-be settlement, which also for the
first time defined what was meant by the principles of ‘bicommunality’,

‘bizonality’ and ‘political equality’. However, it was evident from the very

%2 The idea of ‘virgin birth’ was rejected by the Greek Cypriot leadership. Nevertheless, the UN drafted the
final version of the Annan Plan in such a way as to ensure a level of ‘constructive ambiguity’ for both sides to
be able to interpret however they like in relation to the source of the new state of affairs. Although Talat
accepted the notion of constructive ambiguity in the ensuing negotiating period, Christofias continued to
insist on the evolution of a federation from the Republic of Cyprus, which has been the internationally
recognized government of Cyprus since 1960 and a member of the EU since 2004. See Report of the
Secretary-General on His Mission of Good Offices in Cyprus, S/2003/398 (1 April 2003), p. 15.

263 Report of the Secretary General on His Mission of Good Offices in Cyprus, $/23780 (3 April 1992), pp. 5-
8.

264 UN Security Council Resolution 750 (10 April 1992), which was reiterated in subsequent resolutions 774
(1992), 939 (1994), 1092 (1996), 1117 (1997), 1146 (1997), 1179 (1998), 1217 (1998), 1251 (1999). After
1999, every UN Security Council resolution referred to the resolution 1251 in terms of the overall framework
of the settlement.
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beginning that what the sides understood from these principles were
different as black and white, and, not surprisingly, derived from the diagnosis
problem, with its roots still to be found in their respective perceptions of
‘tragedy’. Despite the continuous attempts on behalf of the UN to adapt the
basic features and principles of a solution to the changing conditions and in
line with the proposals of both sides, the uniformity of the political
discourses vis-a-vis the basics of a solution remained intact. Hence, looking in
retrospection, one can easily recognize the persisting philosophies and
uniform discourses that have been naturalized in the historical course of

negotiations, albeit with different jargons.

For the Turkish Cypriot side, physical separation had always been an
essential feature of a solution that has evolved in time to encompass a
separation in terms of political practices as well. In 1968, the Turkish Cypriot
leadership proposed the creation of ‘autonomous areas’ within the
constitutional framework of the Republic of Cyprus. The idea of ‘autonomous
areas’ was later re-formulated with the acceptance of federation as
‘territories under the administration of each community’ in 1979 and as two
zones, namely ‘bizonality’, in 1992. With the unilateral confederation
proposal of the Turkish Cypriot side, however, these ‘two zones’ were
envisaged as ‘two states’ in equal status. The principles of bicommunality and
political equality had also been subjected to transformation in the like
manner as bizonality. The Turkish Cypriot side had made proposals evolving
the status of Turkish Cypriots from one of ‘community’ to a ‘people’, with

implications over their ascending political rights within a settlement.265

265 Report of the Secretary-General on His Mission of Good Offices, $/24830 (19 November 1992), p. 13;
Report of the Secretary-General on His Mission of Good Offices in Cyprus, S/2003/398 (1 April 2003), p. 5.
See also Denktas, “The Crux of the Cyprus Problem,” p. 8.
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For the Greek Cypriot side, on the other hand, the unitary character of the
state, with single sovereignty and single citizenship, and through an
emphasis on the workability of the constitution, has played the utmost role in
terms of their policies vis-a-vis the negotiations.26¢ For that matter, from the
Greek Cypriot point of view, neither bizonality necessitated a clear majority
(but rather a more fluid one) of each community over a territorial area, nor
the principles of bicommunality and political equality necessitated the
acknowledgment of two distinct identities reflected in a clear numerical

balance between the two communities in the state organs.2¢7

It will not be an over-generalization to contend, then, that as the basic
philosophy and the underlying logic of the political discourses had not
changed per se, the Cyprus problem resisted to sustained efforts towards a
comprehensive settlement and to the detriment of inter-communal relations.
That is to say, the official conduct of negotiations in the period between 1968
and 2004 had been largely dominated by the fatalist logic on both sides,
leaving no room for the mitigator logic, let alone the transcender one. One
way or another, every single aspect of the negotiations had come to be tied
up to the security paradox frozen in time, and, consequentially, to the
security aspect of the Cyprus problem. These basic philosophies and logics of
fatalism have greatly contributed to the practical construction of the security
paradox in various ways, yet most prominently in relation to the future of the
guarantees, from where societal insecurities are mainly deriving from. As the

Turkish Cypriot political discourse necessitated a solution that would not be

%65 Report of the Secretary-General on His Mission of Good Offices, $/24830, pp. 11-13; Report of the
Secretary-General on His Mission of Good Offices in Cyprus, S/2003/398, p. 5. See also Polivios G.
Polyviou, Cyprus Conflict and Negotiation 1960-1980 (London: Duckworth, 1980), pp. 25-30.

27 Michael, Resolving the Cyprus Conflict: Negotiating History, pp. 59-60.
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a repetition of 1963, the continuation of the guarantee system has become a
sine qua non of any settlement. On the contrary, as the Greek Cypriot political
discourse required a solution that would not be a repetition of 1974, the
abolishment of these treaties has likewise become a sine qua non of any
settlement. This fatalist tradition on exclusionary policies that has been
henceforth built into the security considerations in Cyprus points to a
perception of security as an ‘absolute quality’ or ‘complete security’, which
blocks any flexibility on part of the sides for an effective compromise. 268 In
practical terms, the security paradox over the future of guarantees had

proven to be a continuous one.

Furthermore, the consequences of the fatalist logic on sustaining the societal
insecurities during the period had been grave, as the first comprehensive
settlement plan that was put to separate simultaneous referenda for the first
time in the long history of the Cyprus problem failed due to the rejection of
the Greek Cypriots with an overwhelming ‘no’. The Greek Cypriot fatalist
logic in the epitome of Papadopoulos had played a leading role in the
rejection of the plan, yet the exit polls during the day of the referendum in the
south showed that the 3/4 of those Greek Cypriots who voted ‘no’ cited
security concerns as the most important reason for their rejection of the
plan.26? This was also acknowledged by the then UN Secretary General as that

“fears regarding security and implementation appear to be the prominent

268 For security as an ‘absolute quality’ rather than a ‘relative quality’, see McSweeney, Security, Identity and
Interests, p. 3. For ‘common security’, See Jerry Sommer, “Security in Cyprus: Threat Perceptions, Possible
Compromises and the Role of the EU.” Bonn International Center for Conversion, Paper No. 44 (2005), p. 24
and Hubert Faustmann, “The Cyprus Question Still Unresolved: Security Concerns and the Failure of the
Annan Plan,” Siidosteuropa-Mitteilungen, Issue 6 (2004), p. 46.

28 For the poll which was conducted by the Greek Cypriot TV channel, Mega, see Hubert Faustmann, “The
Role of Security: Perceptions of Advantage and Diasdvantage,” in Varnava and Faustmann, eds., Reunifying
Cyprus: The Annan Plan and Beyond (London and New York: I.B. Tauris, 2009).
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among Greek Cypriots based, to a significant extent, on historic distrust of
Turkish intentions.”?’0 On the part of the Turkish Cypriots, the Annan Plan,
which provided for the continuation of guarantees, was sufficient enough to
make their ‘leap’ forward and was accepted by a vast majority (65%), despite
a massive, yet unreceptive campaign of the fatalists against the plan. In fact,
the episode of the Annan Plan has clearly shown that without addressing the
societal insecurities, any future solution is unlikely to be realized. As the
fatalism feeds both the political discourses and the societal insecurities,
resolving the security paradox over the security concerns needs a ‘leap’
effective on both sides of the island. The next chapter indeed attempts to
open up the doors for such a mutual ‘leap’, when the negotiations were
reinitiated in 2008 with the presence for the first time in the history of the
Cyprus negotiations of two left-wing and pro-federal solution leaders, who
based their election campaigns on a clear mandate to solve the long-overdue
Cyprus problem. These leaps, when coupled with the practice of security
dilemma sensibility, enabled a rethinking of the Cyprus problem as the

relationship had eased from essentially being a paradox into a dilemma.

270 Report of the Secretary-General on His Mission of Good Offices in Cyprus, $/2004/437 (28 May 2004), p.
21.
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CHAPTER 5

THE CYPRUS PROBLEM: TRANSCENDING OR MITIGATING THE
DILEMMA?

The year 2004 marked a series of fundamental transformations in relation to
the socio-political life of the Turkish Cypriot community. Far-reaching
implications of the introduction of the Annan Plan in 2002 carried Turkish
Cypriots to an unprecedented social and political level where they effectively
questioned the Turkish Cypriot political discourse, which, over the history of
the Cyprus problem, shaped their polity and society and led to the
construction of a Turkish Cypriot cultural and political identity characterized
by an exclusionary nationalism and secessionism based on a mistrust of

Greek Cypriots.

Weary of the traditional practices of the long incumbent regime in the north,
the long-held isolation that depressingly reflected on every aspect of Turkish
Cypriot life, economical hardships ensuing a banking crisis in 2000, latent
social problems and the promise of the EU did all contribute to this dramatic
shift in the political orientation of the Turkish Cypriots in various ways, but
nevertheless it could not be reduced to any one of them. Hence, on a more
upper layer, the leading drives that led Turkish Cypriots to embody such a
shift essentially point to their “disenchantment” with the failing policies and

practices of their state and the subsequent aspiration for “reintegrating with
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the international community” at a time when their Greek Cypriot co-islanders

were entering into the EU.271

In fact, this unique period was also emblematic in terms of the role played by
the regional actors, including the motherlands Turkey and Greece, as well as
the international actors, such as the US and the UK and, far more importantly,
organizations such as the EU and the UN. Hence, along with other drivers, the
EU membership, which came to the fore by the opening of the accession
negotiations with the Greek Cypriot side in 1998 and through its infamous
‘catalyst effect’ vis-a-vis the prospects for the reunification of the island, had
created such a socio-political environment that it had effectively put the
mechanisms for the transformation of the Turkish Cypriot society into
play.272 When coupled with the introduction of the first version of the Annan
Plan in 2002, the EU membership, by creating the channels for the UN to
bring about a ‘new state of affairs’, provided Turkish Cypriots with a concrete
tool in aspiring for a change of its regressive political structures, which was
clearly seen to be realized simultaneously through a federal solution and the
EU membership. Coincidentally, with the change of the political leadership in
Turkey, which fundamentally shifted the Turkish foreign policy as regards
the perception of Cyprus as a ‘national cause’ and adopted a very articulate
stance in favour of a solution under federation, the Turkish Cypriot society

had nevertheless forced upon its leadership that continued to blatantly resist

211 | acher and Kaymak, “Transforming Identities: Beyond the Politics of Non-Settlement in North Cyprus,”
p. 149; Erol Kaymak, “The Turkish Cypriot Views on Annan V” in Varnava and Faustmann, eds., Reunifying
Cyprus, pp. 149-150.

22 For a discussion on the ‘catalyst effect’” of EU membership, see Nathalie Tocci, “Towards Peace in
Cyprus: Incentives and Disincentives,” Brown Journal of World Affairs, Vol. 10, No. 1 (2003) and Thomas
Diez, “Last Exit to Paradise? The European Union, the Cyprus Conflict and the Problematic ‘Catalytic
Effect’,” in ibid., ed., The European Union and the Cyprus Conflict: Modern Conflict and Postmodern Union
(Manchester and New York: Manchester University Press, 2002).
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the efforts for reunification a dramatic change in terms of the latter’s fatalist
policies. As a result of the occurrence of a series of popular demonstrations
for a peaceful settlement of the Cyprus problem and the EU membership, the
Denktas leadership, as a first step, had to abandon its long-held position of
‘no contact’ between the two communities.2’2 However, on the negotiating
table, the fatalist policies of the Turkish Cypriot leadership were still in effect.
Moreover, the Greek Cypriot leadership, despite the rift with a restless
Greece vis-a-vis the Annan Plan, capitalizing on the EU membership to
legitimize its own political claims, continued to rely on its fatalist

discourses.274

As well as the drivers, the consequences of this transformation were
nevertheless proved to be manifold for the Turkish Cypriot side. It not only
resulted in problematizing the fatalist political discourses of nationalism and
separatism, but it also effectively galvanized Turkish Cypriots in changing
them. The results of the parliamentary elections of December 2003 were

highly instrumental in this sense. Turkish Cypriots, who had exposed over

2% Nevertheless, the discourse of recognition continued to prevail on both sides at the expense of the highly
emotional environment. On briefing the press for the first time about the opening of the crossings, the then
Turkish Cypriot President Rauf R. Denktas said: “Each state takes the necessary decisions and arrangements
as regards to its relations with its neighbours. This may change according to that day’s conditions. It can be
put to a test. If it’s seen harmful or if it doesn’t function properly, then the measures taken will be re-
examined. Every state has such right and it is under its jurisdiction.” See Tiirk Ajansi Kibris, 22 April 2003.
The ‘state’ emphasis of Denktag had found a quick response. The then Greek Cypriot Presidential
Spokesperson Kypros Chrisostomides said: “This decision is illegal, it is an attempt to divert the attention of
the international community from the negative stance of the Turkish side with regard to the UN peace effort
to find a negotiated settlement. It aims to impress... We have always advocated unhindered movement
throughout Cyprus and any arrangements in place now are there because of the continuing illegal
occupation... Any decisions made by the occupation regime are illegal, on the basis of international law, the
United Nations Security Council resolutions and the international judiciary decisions, which underline that
the administration in the occupied areas of Cyprus is only a local subordinate administration to the occupying
power, Turkey, which continues to violate flagrantly the international norms through the continuing presence
of the occupying troops in Cyprus.” See Cyprus News Agency, 22 April 2003.

274 Neill Nugent, “Cyprus and the European Union: The Significance of its Smallness, Both as an Applicant
and a Member,” European Integration, Vol. 28, No. 1 (2006), pp. 55-56.
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decades a tradition of casting votes in favour of right-wing political parties
with traditional pro-taksim policies, brought the Republican Turkish Party
(hereafter will be referred to as CTP) to power, having almost half of the
seats in the parliament.?2’> The symbolic value of ascendancy of the CTP
derives mainly from the fact that although firming its place in the political
system of the TRNC as the leading left-wing opposition party throughout its
electoral history, it had nevertheless been marginalized by the
predominantly pro-separation Turkish Cypriot polity and society due to its
long tradition of bringing an end to the division of the island and solving the
Cyprus problem through a federation.2’¢ When the leader of CTP, Mehmet Ali
Talat, became Prime Minister in January 2004, the pro-solution public
attitude was so deterministic that Denktas, who was highly agnostic about
and openly campaigning against the Annan Plan, had to abandon his long-
held status of the main Turkish Cypriot counterpart in front of various Greek
Cypriot leaders on the negotiating table and to surrender his negotiating
powers as the leader of the Turkish Cypriot community to the newly elected
government under Talat.2’’ Indeed, it was the Turkish Cypriot delegation led
by Talat, which went to the Burgenstock Summit in Switzerland in March
2004 to finalize the negotiations over the Annan Plan leading up to the
referenda in the island.2’8 Despite the setback of the Annan Plan, the social

shift continued to shape the polity in the north and ascended Talat to the

275 For an analysis of December 2003 elections, see Ali Carkoglu and Ahmet Sézen, “The Turkish Cypriot
General Elections of December 2003: Setting the Stage for Resolving the Cyprus Conflict?” South European
Society and Politics, V