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The present editorial will argue for the significance and the profitability of studying
international relations in general and Greece-Israel-Cyprus relations in particular by
conceptualizing two focal points of study: firstly, the role of the national actor
(namely, the role played by a person when interacting with other persons who are
citizens of different nations) and, secondly, the role of the national character (namely,
the role played by the mental qualities and characteristics more or less common to a
group as a whole).

The particular aim of the perspective suggested in this editorial is to highlight and
analyze the integration of psychological and ethno-cultural data and concepts into a
theory of international relations and, particularly, into the study of Greece-Israel-
Cyprus relations and of the broader international relations in the Eastern
Mediterranean. From the point of view here presented, the study of international
relations should be particularly concerned with social processes, especially with those
social processes which relate to the role of the “national” (i.e., “citizen,” “subject,”
etc.) and to the rudiments and the ramifications of national character. In fact,
according to the aforementioned perspective, international relations can be understood
as the study of any situation of human behavior in which one or more subjects are
behaving as national actors and their character (i.e., the expressive apparatus of their
personality) is determined by a national culture.

Cultural Analysis

By the term “culture,” we refer to the human-made part of the environment, and it
comes in two parts: “objective culture” (sometimes called “civilization”) and
“subjective culture” (a reflective attitude toward the objective culture/civilization).
Objective culture consists of technologies and institutions. Subjective culture consists
of beliefs, values, and roles.
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Culture is not static, but dynamic. Thus, we can distinguish between traditional
cultures and modern cultures, by considering their relationship with time. Traditional
cultures exist with reference to eternity, whereas modern cultures exist with reference
to historical time.

Eternity is that infinite and absolute element which is immutable, and within which all
particular events take place. In other words, eternity is the context and the ontological
underpinning of time. As something infinite, eternity cannot be experienced directly,
but only indirectly, either through the intellect, as a concept, or through mysticism (in
the latter case, the experience of eternity is irreducible to logical conceptions). In
contrast to eternity, which constitutes the continuous substratum of the motion of
beings, time is the instrument by means of which the motion of beings is measured, it
is discontinuous, and it consists of segments that are infinitely divisible by
consciousness. By bearing in mind the study of time by Isaac Newton, Immanuel
Kant, Albert Einstein, and Jean Piaget, we arrive at the conclusion that time is both a
dimension of the physical reality and a measuring instrument in the service of
consciousness whenever the latter tries to determine its own reality.

Traditional cultures are slower to change and strongly related to mythological
narratives. Modern cultures are faster to change and strongly related to historicity.
Thus, a major existential risk and structural problem of traditional cultures is their
difficulty in integrating themselves into history in an efficient and creative way,
whereas a major existential risk and structural problem of modern cultures is that
often they may exhibit a lack of reflection (it is one thing to be “progressing,” and it is
a totally different thing to reflect on progress and be fully aware of that state toward
which one is progressing—“progressing” to what?).

Regarding cultural analysis, let us, firstly, consider the scientific work done by Geert
Hofstede (who was a Dutch social psychologist, IBM employee, and Professor
Emeritus of Organizational Anthropology and International Management at
Maastricht University in the Netherlands). According to Hofstede, cultural analysis is
concerned with the analysis of the four dimensions of culture, which are the following:
1. Power Distance: the respect and adherence shown according to status.
2. Uncertainty Avoidance: the emphasis put on planning (which implies rationalism)
and stability.
3. Individualism versus Collectivism: whether one’s identity is primarily based on the
ego, or on the group (and the manner in which one pursues and manifests an
equilibrium between these two forces).
4. Masculinity versus Femininity: whether it is primarily important to achieve goals
(“masculine”), or independent harmony (“feminine”) (e.g., Japan is “masculine,”
whereas Sweden is “feminine”).
Furthermore, Harry Triandis (who was a Greek-American pioneer of cross-cultural

psychology and a Professor Emeritus at the Department of Psychology of
the University of Illinois at Urbana–Champaign) has analyzed the three major
“cultural syndromes”:
1. Cultural Complexity: the extent to which eternity and religion or time and history
are important.
2. Individualism versus Collectivism (similar to Hofstede’s analysis).
3. Tight versus Loose: whether one sticks to the norms, or is allowed to deviate (e.g.,
Japan and Switzerland are “tight,” whereas Thailand and Kosovo are “loose”).
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Personified Representations

Let us consider an individual X. The behavior of X vis-à-vis another person is based
on X’s expectations of the communicative value that X’s behavior has to the other
person. Those expectations, in turn, are based on X’s mental image of what the other
person is like. These mental images may be called “personified representations.”
Moreover, X will have a mental image of himself/herself, a personified representation
of himself/herself, intertwined with expectations of his/her own behavior. Therefore,
interactions (whether in terms of role or personality) are mediated by the personified
representations held by the persons who are behaving. The extent to which the
personified representations used by the actors in a situation coincide with the real
behavior of the corresponding actors will determine the extent to which the purposes
of the interaction will be realized. This is also the case when one plays the role of a
national actor (see, for instance: A. H. Stanton and S. E. Perry, eds, Personality and
Political Crisis, Free Press, 1951; G. Lindzey, ed., Handbook of Social Psychology,
Addison-Wesley, 1954; and J. Watson and R. Lippitt, Learning Across Cultures,
University of Michigan Press, 1955).

The Case of Greece-Israel-Cyprus Relations

In view of the foregoing, the development of Greece-Israel relations as well as the
development of Cyprus-Israel relations during the first three decades of the 21st
century, often precipitated by particular geopolitical and economic calculations, is a
complex process, and its complexity has to be explicitly addressed and methodically
studied. In particular, the factors that underpin and increase the complexity of the
dynamical (geo)political system of Greece-Israel-Cyprus are the following:

First of all, in contrast to advanced modern nation-states, neither the State of Israel
nor the Hellenic Republic (nor, by extension, Cyprus) has a foundational, constitutive
social event; rather their foundational, constitutive narrative is based on ethnic and
religious myths and visions, and it was manipulated by the Great Powers of the
international system in the context of the Eastern Question and the World Wars. For
instance, the Greek Revolution of 1821 and the victory of the Zionist Movement in
1948 are substantially different from the French Revolution of 1789: the latter carries
and promotes a clear proposal regarding the type of society toward which it is directed,
whereas the former are mainly constrained to ethnic and religious myths and
nationalist pursuits.

Thus, for instance, given the existence of contradictions regarding the exact socio-
political model that should be pursued among the Greek nationalist movement, the
Greeks lapsed into a civil war in the second year of the Greek Revolution, and the
Hellenic Republic is marked by several contradictions and ambiguities regarding the
four dimensions of culture mentioned and analyzed by Hofstede and the three major
“cultural syndromes” mentioned and analyzed by Triandis; and, similarly, given the
existence of contradictions regarding the exact socio-political model that should be
pursued among the Hebrew/Jewish nationalist movement, the State of Israel is marked
by several contradictions and ambiguities regarding the four dimensions of culture
mentioned and analyzed by Hofstede and the three major “cultural syndromes”
mentioned and analyzed by Triandis (thus, for instance, the Israeli Declaration of
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Independence in 1948 called for a constitution to be written by October 1, 1948, but
this was not fulfilled due to disagreements among the founders; and still the State of
Israel does not have secular family law for matters of marriage and divorce, as these
are governed by religious courts, not civil law).

Secondly, the personified representations (according to the terminology that I defined
above) that characterize and motivate the political behavior of Greece, Israel, and
Cyprus are often superficial and dictated by a mixture of existential insecurity, ethnic
dreaming, geostrategic and economic wishes, as well as a sense of emergency, rather
than by the principle of reality and a clear-cut, genuine strategic vision. Furthermore,
“policy planning” reduces to the projection of familiar problems into the future,
political innovation is discouraged or explicitly (and occasionally violently) impeded
(let us consider, for instance, the dictatorships that have occurred in Greece, the
assassination of the Israeli Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin, and the roles of far-right
and religious lobbies in both Greece and Israel), and the predominant perception of
strategic excellence refers primarily to the ability of performing the familiar and
possible, rather to genuine political innovation and creativity. Finally, emotionalism
and ephemeral speculation, manifested in various ways in these countries, often
undermine the articulation and pursuit of strategic excellence, even though strategic
excellence is often invoked by several political actors in Greece, Israel, and Cyprus.

Having said the above, I should recognize the existence of significant modernizing
forces in Greece, Israel, and Cyprus, and I should admit that Greece and Israel
have a significant potential to act as robust modernizing forces in the Eastern
Mediterranean, provided that each of them builds a robust (specifically, consistent
and creative) self smoothly integrated into the historical world. This is the reason
why, after all, I have emphasized the understanding of international relations as the
study of any situation of human behavior in which one or more subjects are behaving
as national actors and their character (i.e., the expressive apparatus of their personality)
is determined by a national culture, and I have called for a cultural reorganization of
Greece, Israel, and Cyprus.


