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RÉSUMÉ 

Cer arricle teint· d'érahlir le l ien entre les dépenses m i l i ra i rt·s rury ucs de 1 983 à 
2000 L't les relations i;rern-rurques pcndam ccm: 111ê111e période. Cerre période a 
Ltré choisie rnmprc rcnu de données deraillécs di.�ponihles Sllf le� dépenses m i liraircs 
turLJUCS. li convient de sou l ii;ncr yue les études cm piriL)UCS récen tes sur cc rhème ne 
sonr p;1s cond uan rcs. l .'aurcur consrarc yuc certai ns focteurs rcvèlcnr yuc la  prise de 
décision de déhourser des sommes i mporranrcs pour la défense nationale turque 

provien t d'un cnscmhlc de mcn :ices pcn;ucs, en rien arrrihuahlcs à la C rècc. 
D':iurn:s focrcurs t:rudiés n'indiyuent pas tju'il )' a un lien d irect entre les dcpenscs 
rurLJUCs d'armement cr les situations de conflit ou d'harmonie ohscrvées dans les 
relations c n m: b C rècc cr la Turyuic. 

ABSTRACT 

Th is arti ck nrtcm prs ro fi nd our whcrhcr Turkish dcfcnsc cxpenditurcs durini; 
1 983-2000 nnd relations wirh Crcccc in the s:imc pcriod have a common pattern. 
The choicc of the pcriod of nnnlysis is hnscd on avai lahil i l)' of dcrnilcd dnra o n  
Turk ish dcfcnse expcndirurcs. Rcccnt cmpiricnl l i rcr:uurc o n  a loni;-run arms r:icc 
hctwccn Tu rkcy and Crcccc is i n condusivc. \Y.le find rhar with somc i n di carors, 
Tu rk i sh dcfcnsc spcnding dccisions rcact rn n con t inuum of pcrccivcd th rcars, nor 
a rrr ihurahlc at ail ro rhosc from Creccc . The parrnns o f  othcr i n dicarnrs ofTurkish 
dcfcnsc cxpcndiru n:s arc for from provi d i ni; supporrini; cvidcncc for n:::1cno11:1ry 
rcspons<.:s m whcthcr conflicr or hnrmonr prcvai ls in hilarcral rdations. 

1. Introduction 

The relarionships berween G reece and Turkey i n  the lasr rwo 
decades have swung becween the extremes: from rhe brink of war to 
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rushing to rescue each other's earthquake victims. The ups and clowns 
of the bilateral relations do not follow a smoorh p;.mern; a severe con­
flicr might succeed a friendly acr and vice versa in subsequenr years or 
even in the same year. Norwithsranding rhis indeterminate state of 
affairs, the whole package o f  confl i cnd issues between the two coun­
rries would seem to justif)' arms race expecrarions berween rhem. 
However, recent research with economerric modelling of rhe arms race 
berween Tu rkey and G reece, using annual data, is inconclusive i n  
idenrif),ing such a long-run relationship, when o n e  single year, 1 974, 
is lefr out.1 Similarly, using a game-rheory approach, Sm ith et af.2 fi nd 
thar there is not a murual dependence of mil irary expendirures and 
rherefore i nternai political or bureaucratie inertia rarher rhan exrernal 
factors might be shaping decisions. We should also add rhar srrucrur­
al changes in the exrernal polirical and economic environments over 
the pasr 50 years and the arming decisions in response have been 
severe and rherefore pose challenges to quantitative analysis. 

This article attempts ro find om wherher Tu rkish d efènse expendi­
rnres during 1 983-2000 and relations with G reece in rhe same period 
have a common pattern. The period of analysis is chosen on rhe basis 
of availability of detailed data on Turkish defense expendirnres. 
Significant rnrning poinrs i n  the bilateral relations are defined fro m an 
economist's perspective. The analysis is l imired to rhe Turkish budget 
responses, if any, to conflict and harmony with G reece, rherefore does 
not closely follow the established arms race approach. The rarher 
short span of rime resrricrs the analysis to descriptive rools. The main 
data sources are the publicarions of rhe Turkish Ministry of Finance. 

The paper is o rganized as follows: the next section involves an analy­
sis of trends in Turkish defense expenditures during 1 980s and l 990s. 
Observations regarding the ups and clowns of G reek-Turkish relations 
are oudined in the third section. The outcomes of preced ing sections 
are combined in rhe fourrh section to see ifTurkish defense spending 
is reactiona1y. The final section involves an assessmenr o f  findings, 
challenges and prospects for forure research. 
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2. An overview of Turkish defense expenditures during the 1980s 
and 1990s 

Turkey's in iriarion of a modernizarion program in 1 985 ro updare irs 
arms base is a cum i ng poinr in rhe counrry's long-sranding arming 
srraregy characrerized by excended and scrong dependence on US pro­
visions. The major componenr of chis modernizarion program is rhe 
esrabl ishmenr of a domesric arms induscry. This long rime aspirarion 
was voiced loudly unril 1 978, following the US embargo rriggered by 
Turkey's Cyprm operation of  1 974, bur was posrponed due ro eco­
nomic borrlenecks unri l  che mi l icary coup of 1 980. One consensus 
issue between rhe mi lirary and che bureaucracy during mil irary rule 
(Seprember 1 980- 1 9 83) was long-rerm planning ro ser up a domestic 
arms indusrry. This is ironie because the mi l irary governmenr also 
served ro mainra in order and d iscipl ine during rhe implemenrarion of 
a major change in Turkey's developmenr scraregy which rnay be con­
sidered another rurning poinr: The imporr subsriwrion srraregy of the 
pasr rhree decades based on plan ning was abandoned and an outward­
looki ng l iberal srraregr was i nrroduced i n  rhe early 1 980. 

When begu n, rhe modernizarion program i nvolved a 1 0-year hori­
zon and a $ 1 0- 1 2  bill ion budget. 1 n 1 996, the scope was revised ro 
involve a 30-year horizon unri l  roughly 2025, wirh a roral budget of 
$ 1 50 bill ion. A fi..irrher revision in l ighr of  economic borrlenecks i n  
early 2000 involved a 1 0-year and $20 b i l l ion bi l l  :is the füsr phase of 
the program. This program along with ready purchases is parrially 
financed by the defense budget and parrially by exrra-budger sources, 
rhe Defense lndu.my Supporr Fund (DISF) being rheir main body.; 

The defense budger of Turkey in monerary rerms ( in  constant 
prices) stagnated in 1 980s bur increased steadily from 1 989 onwards. 
The amount spenr on defense i n  2000 was 2 .7 rimes char spenr in  
1 983.  This  sready rrend could be  inrerprered as  Turkey's derermina­
rion to improve irs mil i rary capab i l i ries, given the conr inuity of per­
ceived threats from ail d i rections, nor only G reece. Alrernarively, pos­
sible reflecrions of rhe Turkish defense policy on rhe governmenr bud­
get in  the last decades can be tracked by means of  several i nd icarors: 
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shares i n  rhe general budget, shares i n  the primary budger, growth 
rares, performance of budget forecasrs of defense expendirures and 
growrh of DlSF expendirures. 

We observe an almosr a conrinuously decl in ing trend for percenrage 
shares of defense (D) expendirures i n  the general budget (B). As 
shown in Figure 1 ,  rhe share was highest, around 1 5  %> unr i l  1 986, bur 
rhen decreased as far as 9 %> i n  2000. 

Ir would be misleading and contradicrory ro conclude rh:n defense 
is losing significance in favour of other budget funcrions, because 
another characrerisric of rhe last rwo decades is rhe expamion of rhe 
overall budger due ro rhe i ncreas ing burden of i n reresr paymenrs on 
debr,  in rurn due ro huge budget deficirs. Percemage shares in  rhe pri­
mary budger, (PB); i.e., budget nerred of i n reresr paymenrs relis a d i f­
f-èrenr srory. l n  facr, defense has rerained irs posi r ion in  r ime, varying 
in range 1 4 cYcJ- l 8P ;i .  Irs share was around l 7c:<i i n  1 983 and also i n  
2000 . '  Once again rhese figures supporr a contin u um of perceived 
rh rears hence concern in rhe lasr rwo decades. 

On the orher hand, growrh rares of rhe Turkish defense budget in 
r ime as depicred in Figure 1 follow a rarher flucruaring pattern. The 
conrracrions basically co ï ncide wirh the borrlenecks in rhe economy, 
when rhe primary budget also had ro conrracr. However, rhe rares of 
increase in 1 989- 1 990, 1 992, 1 996-97 and 1 999-2000 are out stan­
d ing, hence call for  a check in rhe Turkish-Greek relations conrexr. 
The rares, especially in 1 989,  1 992 and 2000, deserve arrenrion, as 
rhey were exceprionally above the growrh rates of the primary budget 
in rhese years. Ir .should be nored rhar d uring 1 987 and 1 989- 1 993 ,  
personnel expend i ru res conrribrned almosr rorally ro  rhe growrh of  rhe 
defense budger, whereas spending on equipmenr became the major 
cn1se from 1 994 onwards.; 

The routine of rhe budgering process in Turkey i nvolves purring 
i nro effècr rhe budger allocarions for year r, i n  rerms of forecasted val­
ues in rhe fall of year r- 1 .  Though magnitudes d iffer, for ail rhe bud­
get irems, deviarions frorn rhese forecasts in  rhe subsequenr year are 
rypical, nor amiburable ro a specifîc cause l ike unexpecred i n flat ion or 
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elecrions." Ar rhis .srage, one mighr inrroduce rhe Greece-Turkey rela­
rions facror and focus on rhe forecasring errors for defense expendi­
rure.s and equipmenr expendirures in  rhe defense budger.- Related dara 
will be presented subsequendy, here we will only draw attenrion ro 
cerrain fearnres. 

Defense expenditures (personnel, equipmenr, investmem, uansfers) 
were systematically overesri mated during 1 983- 1 988 ,  as were defense 
equipmenr expenditures during 1 983- 1 99 1 .  l n  orher words, in rhese 
year.s the in i rial allocations were not spenr fullr in rhe year a.ssigned. 
However, borh items demanded sysremarically more funds rhan in i­
rially allocaœd later on, defense expenditures from 1 989 onwards and 

Figure 1 

l.'1> % % 

Year DIB D/PB growrh D 

1 983 1 5  1 7  

1 984 1 5  1 7  -3 

1 98 5  1 5  1 8  -6 

1 986 1 5 1 8  9 

1 987 1 3  1 5  - 1  
1 988 1 2  1 5  -8 

1 989 1 3  1 7  1 5  
1 990 1 3  1 7  20 
1 99 1  1 2  1 5  4 

1 992 1 4  1 6  16 
1 993 1 1 1 4  5 

1 994 1 2  1 8  -3 

1 995 1 2  1 8  2 

1 996 1 0  1 6  10 

1 997 1 1 1 5  20 
1 998 1 0  1 7  3 

1 999 1 0  1 6  16 

2000 9 1 7  1 1  
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Figure 1 . Turkish Defense Expenditures: Shares and Growth rates, % 
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equipmenr spending from 1 992 onwards, rhat is forecasring errors 
became positive. Borh items had again negarive forecasring errors i n  
1 998. 

Finally, the growrh rares of DISF  expendirures on borh di rect pur­
chases and modernizarion projecrs mighr be considered as an indica­
ror of Turkey's reacrions ro perceived threars. The pattern is  far from 
being sysremaric, can be better characrerized as unsrable in d i rections 
and d ramaric in magnitudes. To cire an example, the growrh rare was 
2 2 1  % i n  1 988, but - 36 % (contraction) in 1 997. 

Ir should also be nored rhat the ind icators we have discussed do nor 
have a common pattern or correlarion among rhemselves. The on ly 
exception is the srarisrically sign i ficanr correlarion coefficient of 0.72 
berween forecasring errors of the Defense Budget and Defense equip­
ment, which would nor be surprising. Having highlighred the defense 
budger-relared trends i n  rime, we now turn co the pattern of relarion­
ships berween Turkey and Greece. 

3. An Overview ofTurkish-Greek Relations during the 1980s 
and 1990s 

Turkey's relations wirh G reece more rhan any orher neighbour have 
been l eading in the international agenda mosr of the rime. We will  
neirher d iscuss the reasons, nor the issues bur anempt co assess sign if­
icant rurning points in  the b i lareral relations from an economist's per­
spective, in rhe contexr of their possible reflecrions on Turkey's defense 
expendirures. Table 1 ,  obviously nor comprehensive, and not in per­
fect chronological order wirhin a year, i s  organized co serve rhis pur­
pose o nly.R We denote rhose evenrs which improve relations or reduce 
tensions by the plw sign, rherefore expecr a reverse effecr on Turkish 
defense expendi rures in the year of the evenr and/or in the subsequenr 
years". On the orher hand, dereriorarion of relations, ind icared by the 
minus sign, might be expecred co induce increases in the Turkish 
defense expendimres. 
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Table 1 .  List of recent events reflecting ups ( +) and downs (-) 
of relations between Turkey and Greece. 

1 982 

l <J83 

1 984 

1 98'l 

1 98(1 

1 ')87 
l <Jn 

1 ')');1 

l <J94 

1 995 

+ 

+ 

C:ontlicr in the :\cg.c.rn 11\'cr ,,cisrni<.: explor.1tion l"' C R  (j.111.) 

Ag.recmt·nt hy CR & TR m rc·fr.1i11 frorn prornrntions (Jund 

l ndep.:ndc1Ke of rhc ' 1t 1rk ish Repu hl ic of Norchcrn C\'prus ckdarcd 

C:onflicr over NATO 111ilitary opcrations in rhe Aegean 

C:onflicr ovcr arming of l .crnnos h�· ( ;  R 

TR iniri.trcd modcrnisarion prug1�1111 for rht· TR Anncd h>rn�s 
CR offo:ially dcdan:d ne'• dcfcnc·c- do<.:rrinc: prim:ipal thrcat frorn Til: mon-d 
fo1n·s ro TR honlcrs 

fmnricr incident hcrwecn hcmlcr p.1rrols 

C:onflicr ovcr oil cxploi�nion in rhc Acgcan . 

J\osnian war, C R  supporrs lklgrndc. Tll supports Sarajl'\'O 

The l\l:u:k Sc;1 h:onomie C:oopn.1tion launehcd 

c ; R  dedarcd c; R-C:yprus Joint Defrnsc Donrinc 

cxrcnsion of territorial warers to 1 2  rniles: UNC:LOS in cffecr 
CR )';1rliamem appro\'cd UN C l .OS 

TR J>arliamcnt dc•darcd "�1rning on TR riglm in rh<' Acgc.1n 

C R  dcc·ided w populace remotc Acgc.1n isl.1nds 

CR in iriarcd "srratcgi<.: parrncrship" wirh Darnascus 

+ C R  lifrcd irs veto :1gaimt Tirs an:cssion ro the Cusroms Union 

1996 l mia/K;miak .:risis 

C rec<:c-Armcnia dcfcnsc n>opcrat ion 

TR-lsracl milirary coupcration agreement 

C R  :11111ounœd moderni:wtion prog1�1111 for rhc C R  Armed Forces 

Clashes on the C rccnlinc· herwc..:n TRNC and Repuhl ic· of C:yprus 

1 997 C ll vcrocd Tirs hid Îor cligihility for FU nwmhcrship 

1 ')')8 

1 '>')9 

+ 
+ 

C:onfli.:r on imcndt.'<l prncurc1m·nt 1 if S-300 rnissilcs in !lep. of C:yprus 

C:onflin on intendcd procurcment of S-300 missiles i n  Rq>. of C :yprus 

LLI hcg.111 a<.:ccs� ion r.ilk.' wirh rll<' R..:puhl i<.: of C :yprus. 

LIS emlcd forcign aid programL m horh C R  and TR (end of 7: 1 0  dispurc·s). 

:\1adrid Dcdar.ttion on pcaœful ,oJutions for UNC:LOS issues 

Ck.ilan shclrcrcd in C R  cmha5'�· in Kcllra (Jan.-Fch.) 

+ Sirnitis affirmcd C lrs opposiri1rn ro rcrruris111 (:'vlarch) 

+ C R  cndcd offià1l rcsrrinions oil .1sscrrions of'l t1rkish cthlliciry in wcsrcrn 
Th1�1<.:e (July) 

+ Earthl)uakcs in TR (Aug.) and CR (Scpr.) 

+ C R  lifrcd vero oil '][1rkev's c1ndidac)' for F.U 111cmhership 

+ S-300 projc<.:r callccllcd (rr.1nsfcrrcd ro Crcre) 
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Obviously, ai l  rhe evenrs lisred would nor have equal weighr in i nflu­
enci ng Tu rk i sh defènse spend i ng. 1 n fact, there are only four  ro flve 
severe i ncidences which can be associared wirh a risk of war.10 'IX'e 
expand our conrexr ro majo r cl irnare changes in  search of reflecrions 
in  borh d i rections, if any. 

Severa! f-èarures are revealed in Table 1 :  Firsr, ups and downs are 
observed i n  rhe same year, l ike 1 98 2  and 1 992, as a son of neurraliz.­
ing effècr on the relat ion. Of course rhe best example is rhe year 1 999,  
the big negative was cancelled our by even bigger p luses, conveying 
rhe posit ive winds ro rhe presenr days . 1 1  Second,  rhere are rimes when 
no s igni  flcrnr i ncidenr is observed, 1 i ke 1 988- 1 99 J ,  al rhough suc­
ceed i ng a rroubled year, 1 987. Finally, 1 983- 1 987, 1 993-1 994 �111d 
1 996-1 997 sub-periods are clearly one of rroubles (downs); rhe resr, 
1 99 2, 1 995 ,  1 998-2000 are weak in downs, wirh more weighr of rhe 
i mprovemenrs (ups) i n  rhe relations, except rhe Ocalan issue in 1 999.  
An assessmenr of whether rhis parrern is reflecred on rhe Turkish 
defense budgering behaviour is made in the nexr section. 

4. Is there a reaction? 

The obvious expecration or hyporhesis is that in  response ro con­
A icrs with G reece, Turkey increased i rs defense expend i rures i n  rhe lasr 
two decades. ln rhe case of a long-term concept l ike defense, ir would 
not be rea l istic ro expecr :l conrraction when the waters :lre sr i l l ,  how­
ever rhere would be less signirlcanr increases, as orher prioriries i n  rhe 
budget would overrake. 

The find i ngs and i nd icarors of rhe previous rwo sections are surn­
rmriz.ed in Table 2. l n  rhe l ighr of rhe developed hypothesis, one 
would expecr a consisrenrly incre:lsing defense budget for Turkey dur­
i ng 1 983- 1 987, which corresponds ro  dominance o f  confl icrs wirh 
Greece. This expecrarion i s  conrradicred wirh Table 2 .  Forecasring 
errors are negarive. Besicles, the defense budget, co nrracted q u ire sig­
n i fican rly in rhis period, u nr i l  ir recovered the 1 983 level only in 1 989,  
with outstand i ngly h igh i ncreases i n  publ ic  wages, defense i nclusive. 
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Table 2. Turkish-Greek Relations and Turkish Defence Spending 
Policy Indicators 

Crowth Fo rccasti ng 

TR-CR of l'orccasting Frror for Crowth of 
rdarions Dcfr·rK<: Error for Dcfencc DI Sr 

Budget Defcnce cquiprncnt Expendir 
YLar  ''o Oo o · . o 0 . . o 

- -- -- -- ·- ·- - ·- - -·· .. .. -· ·-··-· ..... -· ·-··- ···- ··----· - -·-- ·- -····- -

1 983 - 1 7. 9  -20.7 
1 984 -3.5 - 1 0.4 - 1 5.8 

1 985 - 5 . 7  - 1 3.0 - 1 8 . 1  

1 98(> 9.3 - 1 4 .9 - 1 9 . 2  

1 987 - 1 .3 - 1 4 . 5  -20.9 28.2 

1 988 -8.4 -(i . 1  - 1 0.7  22 1 .4 
1 989 1 4 .8 1 7.(i -.'\.O -7.2 

1 990 20. 1  3.() -(i.4 1 32.8 

1 99 1  4.3 1 (i .9 � ..,  -.'1 . - -29.3 
1 992 1 (i .5 9.(> 0 .2  78.8 

1 9')3 4.') 8 . 1  3 .5  -22.3 

1 994 -.'>.O 1 5 .3 ').3 - 1 7 .8 

1 9')5 + 1 .7 1 1 .3 1 5 .7 4 1 .7 

1 ')')(, 9.7 3.(> .'\ . ! 2') . 1  
1 ')')7 1 ').(, 1 4 .7  1 2 . 5  -.% . !  
1 ')')8 + 3.4 -0.5 - 1 .0 - 1 5.9 

! ')')') + 1 'i.(l 
2000 + 1 1 .0  

The second phase wi th Turkey-Greece relations is 1 988- 1 992,  dur­
ing which no signiftcanr i ncidence i s  observed. Aga in ,  contrary ro rhe 
expectations, Turkish defense budget i ncreased , but note basically d ue 
ro personnel expend i tures in  this period. Forecasting errors for the 
defense budget are positive and large, indeed more was spenr th an 
i nrended, however not due ro defense equipmenr spend ing, as those 
forecasting errors are negative. Expendirures of the DISF increased 
remarkably i n  1 988 ,  however gradually they either grew at a slower 
rate or conrracted. 
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The pattern ofGreek-Turkish relarions during 1 993-1 998, as a sub­
period, might be perceived as a trou bled one if the clowns in 1 99 5  and 
1 998 are perceived as dominating the ups. Alternatively, if  ups are 
thought to be dominating in chese years, the pattern becomes rather 
indeterminate, and th us a reactionary response of the Turkish defense 
budget would be an overstatement. 

Let us cake the first route and also ignore the year 1 994 (a serious 
economic crisis year) . The conAicts during 1 993- 1 998 then corre­
spond with Turkish defense budget i ncreases, speculatively reac­
tiona1y. Forecasring errors for both the defense budget and equipmenr 
are positive and large, except in 1 998.  As mentioned above, defense 
equipment spending conrributed dominantly to the growth of rhe 
budget growth in this period. A contradictory evidence, however, is 
chat the DISF spending contracted most of the rime in rhis period, so 
chat the 1 998 level in monetary cerms is only 63 % of the level in  
1 992.  Even if  1 998 i s  inrerpreted as  a troubled year with G reece, i c  is 
obvious chat no reaction is observed in this year, in terms of Turkish 
budget defense indicarors: they are either low or  negative. Then, only 
the sub period of 1 995-1 997 stand out for a possible reaccionary 
Turkish defense spending. There are reservations, however. One can­
not argue, on the basis ofTable l chat the con fl icrs during I 995- 1 997 
were much more serious chan chose encouncered in the resr of the lasc 
cwo decades. 

We have l imited data for 1 999-2000, and what we have is concra­
dictory to the reaction expeccacions, chat is, the growrh rate of the 
defense budget was high ar a c ime when relations wich G reece 
improved a lot. The remarks above do nor change d irection if one pre­
sumes chat rhe Turkish budget responds wich a rime lag due ro redef­
in i tion o f  rhe security concept focusing only on Greece. Considering 
also one-, rwo-, rhree- and four-year lags, we again ftnd chat decerio­
ration and improvemenc in the relarionship in year t i s  nor reflecred 
on the Turkish budget indicators in years r +  /, t+2, t+3 and t+4." 
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S. Concluding remarks 

Adv:rnced empirical work on rhe long-run bi-direcrional arrm race 
berween Turkey and G reece and our budget ind icarors analysis on one 
d i recrional reacrion ofTurkey againsr G reece during l 980's and 1 990\ 
can be reconciled in rheir very final conclusion thar rhe issue is i ncon­
clusive. We mighr rake rhis as a final sratemenr, thus conclude rhar 
rhere is  nor any reacrion from Turkey's perspective. This is  q uire plau­
sible, in  view of rhe facr rhar Turkey's security concept in rhis period 
is nor l imired ro perceived threats from Greece only. A continuum of 
perceived threats, borh internai and excernal, �dong with the stare o f  
rhe economy, rnighr b e  shaping Turkey's arming and rherefore defense 
spending decisions, while Greece's main concern mighr be perceived 
rhrears from Turkey and rhus arms racies in reacrion. 1 '  Ir would be 
i n reresring ro test wherher rhis sratemenr is supporred on the basis of  
reacrions of the Greek defense budget. 

1 n facr, rhere is a need ro consider the ca paci ry of the measu res used 
so far. The production of security has speed ily become more rechno­
logical and thus more capital i n tensive. Arms procurement remains 
rhe crucial issue in decision-making in defense pol icy. Therefore 
defense expend i rures, regard less of counrry, are i ncurred parrly co 
upgrade rhe arms base. l n  this respect, more ins ight in ro arms racing, 
in l i terai terms, would be gained if the patterns in arms imports, arms 
transfers and arms modernizarion programs of both G reece and 
Turkey are analyzed in a comparative conrexr. Here are several related, 
but conrrad icrory points: 

l .  Both Turkey and Greece have benetlred frorn the "cascad i ng'' 
process, which began with the sign ing of the creaty on Convenrional 
Forces in  Europe. As excess equipmenr in  the i nvenrories of  norrh­
ern All ies has been rransferred sourh ro replace older equipmenr i n  
service rhere, borh counrries have acq uired e.g. rhe same rype of 
ranks. 1 '  

2. Syrn rnerry is also o bserved in  the equ i pmenr modern izario n pro­
grarns of both counrries i n  1 990\, i nvolving mosr notably main bar­
rie tanks, helicoprers and a ircrafr. Noring rhe case of Lockheed 
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Marr in ,  which helped both countries bui ld a i rcraft overhaul and 
production capabi l i ty," one would specubte char borh counrries 
compere for idenrical or  \'ery s imi lar  arms, hence rhere is an  arms 
race. Alrernatively, ''The modernization activities u nderway i n  
Turkey a n d  G reece underscore borh nations' re.solve ro rernain rni l i ­
rary s igniflcanr members of the NATO all i: rnce. " 1 "  These rwo points 
do  not leave much space for expecting an arrns race. 

3. ''Greece and Turkey have i ncreased their equ ipmenr expendirure 
srrongly i n  the posr-cold war period" . 1 - This observation, however, 
arouses suspicions for an arms race. 

Norwirhsrand ing problems wirh consisrency of comparable dara, e\'en 
for rhe lasr decade, a fürure agenda arises for borh counrries for empiri­
cal and analyrical research. There is a need ro focus more on a broader 
rarher rhan a bi lareral conrexr, rhar is on rhe inrern:nional conrexr in  
gener:il and on l inks with the i n ternational arms market i n  parricular, as 
armi ng decisiom, regard ing both costs and types, a re hardly purely 
national .  
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NOTES 

1 .  See Dun ne et al "An Econometric Analysis o f  the Arms Race . . .  " in  
"The Economerrics o f  Arms Races". 
Smith et al "The Econometrics of Arms Races''. 

2. Smith et al. "The Prisoner's Dilemma" .  

3. Gunluk-Senesen , "Turkey's G l obalisation i n  Arms". 
G unluk-Senesen, "Turkey: The Arms l ndusrry Modernization". 

4. G unluk-Senesen, "Budgetary Tradeoffa" 
Gun luk-Senesen, " Measuring the Extenr" shows thar defense has used 
up funds in an i ncreasing trend i f  expendirures of rhe Defense 
I ndusny Support Fund for the modernizarion program is also 
accounted for. 

5 .  Gun luk-Senesen , "Budgerary Tradeoffi;". 

6. Gunluk-Senesen ,  "Butce Baslangic Odemelerin in" Related data are 
available for 1 983- 1 998. 

7. Forecasting error = 1 OO * (Realised spending - I n it ia l  Allocation) / 
I nitial Al location. A positive forecasring error i mplies more was spent 
in year t than was a l locared for year t, in year t-1. Therefore, rhe expen-
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d irure in year r was underestimared i n  year t-1. Simi larly, a negarive 
fo recasring error implies less was spenr i n  year t rhan \Vas allocared for 
year t, in year t-1. Therefore, rhe exp end i rure in  year t was overeHi­
mared in year t-1. 

8. Major d iplomacy conracrs (e.g. Davos meetings) a re lefr our of rhe 
l isr, due co rheir high frequency and less s ignificanr ourcomes. 

9. The rable was compiled from various sources: 
Athanassiou and Kollias, "Mi li rary Tension" .  
Bahcheli, ''Turkish Policy coward C reece". 
Kol l ias and Makrydakis, '' l s  chere a G reek-Turkish Arms Race?" 
Koll i as ,  ''The C reek-Turkish Conflicc". 
Sonmezoglu, Turkiye ve Y11nauista1t !fiskileri, pp. 245-350. 
Thanks are d ue co C. Ayman and F. Sonmezoglu for guidance. Al i  
errors are mi ne. 

1 O. Arhanassiou and Kollias, "Mi l irary Tension'', p.99, l isrs 1 986, 
1 987,  1 994, 1 996- 1 998 as serious rension periods. See also 
Arhanassiou and Kollias, ''The Effecrs of G reek-Turkish Rivalry", p.8.  

1 1 . M any s imi lar  i ncidences can be q uored, we wil l  suffice here wirh 
one of  rhem: In spring 1 999, rhe Isranbul University Sen;ne banned 
bilarer;1I academic relations wirh Creece, d ue to rhe Ocalan crisis. l n  
fall 1 999, the Min i srer o f  Foreign Affairs o f  Greece M r. George 
Papand reou del ivered the honorary open ing speech on the occasion of 
the new academic year in Istanbul Universi ty. 

1 2 . The rather shorr r ime span l imi ts sraristical tools ro be used. 
However, for each of the 4 indicarors, using the data in  Table 2, arirh­
meric means were compared using r resrs, for both routes and for none 
as well as several lagged responses, to see if average behaviour on the 
Turkish sicle d i ffered with respect ro conflict and harmony. Al i  of rhe 
resu l rs were srarisrically insigni flcant, ind i c:ui ng no alrernarion in 
response to ups and downs. For example, consider rhe case rhat 1 995 ,  
1 998 and 1 999 are taken a s  harmony years. The reader would be  puz­
z.led ro find rhar, for 1 year lag response, average growrh rare ( 1 2. 1  t:;>) 
of the defence budget following harmony rimes is acrually much l a rg-
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er rhan rhat ( 1 .3 %) for conflict rimes. A s imi lar ourcome will be 
found if 1 99 5 ,  1 998 and 1 999 are raken as conflicr years, also if s im­
i lar exercise is  carried fo r  forecasring errors of rhe def-ènce budget or 
equipment. The d ifferences i n  means are almost negligible for ail vari­
ables for longer l ags. Ali rhese of course conrradict the a priori expec­
rarion rhar rhe opposite should hold crue. 

1 3 . Andreou and Zombanakis, "Financial versus Human Resources" 
Chrisros Kollias, "The Greek-Turkish Conflicr" p .225.  

14 .  Fioren2a, ''Somhern Flank Focus" p.68 
B:ihcheli, ''Turkish Policy roward Greece", p. 1 49 .  

1 5. Fiorema, "Sourhern Flank Focus" p.68. 

1 6 . Fioren2a, ·'Southern Flank Focus" p. 70. 

1 7. S!PR/ Yearbook 2001, p.230. Data on p.326 show char Turkish 
rotai arms i mporcs for 1 996-2000 exceed rhar of G reece br 55 %. 
This is lower chan one would expect. The racio is s imilar for average 
mil i rary expend icures during 1 99 1 -2000. However, it i ncreases co 
67% for 2000 (daca on pp.277-282). Final ly, in  cerms of  S I  PR! clas­
siflcacion of defence equipmenc, the average racio for rhe same period 
is 200% (data on pp.292-294). The ratio is  surprisingly higher for 
2000: Tu rkey's expendi ru re is chree (3) cimes rhac o f  Greece. 
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