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Virtuous or Vicious Circles?

A synopsis of two talks: the first concerning prospects for a Cyprus settlement given at London Metropolitan University, Holloway on 9 June 2008, and

the second to a joint meeting of Friends of Cyprus and the Association for Cypriot, Greek and Turkish Affairs at the House of Lords on 17 June 2008

(The text that follows includes answers to questions put publicly or privately after each talk.)

 I.
 Introduction:

Unfortunately commentaries on Cyprus are normally surface affairs, lacking long- term acquaintance with an admittedly complex problem that dates back to the 1950s.   Few have followed events more or less consistently since then.   Hence hopeless pessimism and uninformed optimism succeed one another in rapid succession.   There is a need for three things:  first, knowledge of the past record, on which a great deal of important historical work has been done;  second, consistent polling in the present to back up any analysis of acceptable outcomes (the successful precedent of continuous polling in Northern Ireland needs to be repeated in Cyprus);  third, an understanding of the limits set on individual politicians everywhere by national or sectional attitudes – e.g. on Barrack Obama by US political attitudes to the UN and the rule of law.

Commentaries on Turkey are usually far better informed than those on Cyprus but are, quite reasonably, hampered by the inevitable difficulty other Europeans have in understanding the very different, and to them strange, dynamics of Turkish political society, as also by a longstanding neglect of the relevance of the Cyprus problem to Turkey’s relationship with the EU and indeed the country’s long-term political development. 

II.  
Focus on Turkey:

There is no doubt Turkey, not Cyprus, has traditionally been the main focus of Western concern and that concern has currently reached one of its periodic peaks.

I shall try and cover three separate interlocking circles, all currently in unsynchronized movement:

-- Greco-Turkish Relations

-- European Union – Turkish relations 

-- the Cyprus problem, involving primarily Cyprus, the three guarantor powers, as also the UN and the EU

Let me set out my conclusions regarding Turkey before I begin a more detailed analysis:

(A) 
Greco-Turkish relations are still in a virtuous circle, a circle with impressive underlying impetus but moving forward at sufficiently low speed that it could conceivably be reversed, though it probably will not be.   This virtuous circle began in mid-1999 a little before the two earthquakes.   It was however dependent on policy changes in Athens in 1994-95 during a period of very bad relations between the two countries, which however created the necessary basis for the dramatic changes since 1999.

(B) 
EU-Turkish relations face increasingly serious problems and are indeed in a vicious circle which badly needs to be reversed if Turkey’s European vocation is to be rescued.   2009 is the last year covered by EU decisions taken after Ankara refused to honour its written commitment to allow Cyprus flag vessels to enter its ports in 2005.   Thus, in the course of 2009, the EU will have to decide its future stance towards Turkish accession, and this at a time when some important EU member states are opposed to Turkish membership at any date. 

(C) 
One of the crucial, though certainly not the only reason for (B), is the Cyprus problem.   Here the situation is the reverse of (A).   There is still a strong underlying negative impetus against a settlement but current developments are rapidly slowing the vicious circle that has been operative since 1954 and, with sufficient effort over the next year, might well reverse it.   Further progress on both (A) and (B) is likely to be critically influenced by any favourable developments on Cyprus, and to be negatively impacted if events in Cyprus take an unfavourable turn.   Thus the Cyprus problem will, over the next year at least, be critical to the future of Turkey also.

Note that, paradoxically perhaps, Greeks and Turks are doing best when on their own!

Now, for a more detailed look at the evolving situation.

(A)1. 
There was a previous virtuous circle in Greco-Turkish relations in the period 1944-1954 which Britain consciously and successfully set out to reverse as soon as Greece began to support Greek Cypriot political demands in 1954.   (see Robert Holland’s, “Britain and the Revolt in Cyprus 1954-1969”)

2.  
The deterioration after this decision, one of the most irresponsible in the history of British decolonization, was extremely rapid:

1954
Statement in House of Commons re Cyprus that some countries can never be fully independent.


First Greek appeal to UN unsuccessful.

1955
Opening of EOKA A’ campaign against Britain.   Anti-Greek pogrom in Istanbul.

1958
First serious intercommunal bloodshed between Greek Cypriots and Turkish Cypriots.

1959
Zurich-London agreements leave major constitutional uncertainties.

1960
Independence.

1963-64  Constitutional crisis and intercommunal conflict with considerable loss of life.

1974
Greek junta coup leads to first Turkish intervention.   Widespread loss of life and division of island follow the dramatic further advance of Turkish forces, in August.

(An interesting personal note is that over a two-week stay in Istanbul during 1969, I found the level of hostility to Greece to be so intense that I concluded a war between Turkey and Greece sometime in the next five years was almost inevitable.)

3.  
The road back has been far longer and harder than most people are aware.   Efforts at an improvement were initiated by businessmen in 1984, in which I was personally involved together with Sarik Tara   There was at that time a great deal of opposition both on a popular level and an official level.   By 1989 only $205-225 million in trade took place annually between the two countries.

4. 
The political move that served as the basis for more positive later developments was that by Yannos Kranidiotis in 1994-1995.   The fundamental alteration in Athens’ position he achieved was to place central emphasis on Cyprus’ EU accession, accepting that Ankara should in parallel draw closer to the EU, as indeed occurred with the Customs Union of 1995, in which Richard Holbrooke and Alain Juppe played an important role.

5.  
The irresponsible declarations by President Clinton and Prime Minister Blair as they announced the illegal bombardment of Serbia over Kosovo – when they had by contrast a reasonable case to intervene in Kosovo itself on humanitarian grounds – using the argument that otherwise Greece and Turkey might go to war, whereas in fact neither country had a major interest in Kosovo, led to the opening of exploratory contacts between Ismail Cem and George Papandreou even before the serious earthquakes in Turkey (August) and Athens (September).   These last however ensured enthusiastic popular support for rapprochement on both sides of the Aegean.   After the decisions taken at the EU’s Helsinki summit in December 1999, progress has been extremely rapid.   A dramatic example is the growth in the volume of trade between the two countries:


2000
$870-945 million


2006
$2.65 billion
Here is an instance where figures speak far louder than words.

6. 
The virtuous circle started slowing however in parallel with the slowing of the Turkish reform process that began as soon as it became clear that Turkey, partly as a result of the Erdogan government’s abrupt switch of Turkish policy to support for the Annan Plan in January 2004 and the two-thirds Turkish Cypriot “yes” vote in the April 2004 referendum that followed, was to receive an invitation to open EU accession negotiations.  Greek attitudes were from this point forward no longer central to Turkish policy considerations, which showed above all in the lack of progress in respect of the treatment of the Patriarchate of Constantinople. 

7.  
This in turn has had the effect of strengthening the marked split in Greek attitudes towards Turkey: 

(a) 
The business and educated elite are overwhelmingly friendly and favourable, supported by the leaderships of the two main political parties.

(b) 
A majority of the less wealthy and less well educated are also less friendly and clearly unfavourable to Turkish EU membership.   The previous Archbishop of Athens articulated this viewpoint and although his successor, Archbishop Ieronymos, represents a very different Orthodox tradition in his approach to political problems underlying popular attitudes have not yet changed.

8.  
Furthermore while trade figures are important and impressive and the National Bank of Greece’s acquisition of Finanzbank has so far worked outstandingly well, we must not forget that:

(a) 
the trade balance is overwhelmingly in Turkey’s favour,

(b) 
any renewed political discord could diminish both tourism flows and the number of mergers and joint ventures.

9.  
The major outstanding issues are non bilateral in both instances, which means that liberal Greeks and Turks face the entirely appropriate challenge of correcting injustices without demanding a countervailing concession.   Turkish opinion needs to appreciate that treating the Patriarchate of Constantinople as chiefly an internal Turkish institution is both inaccurate as to the facts and contrary to long-term Turkish interests.   The Patriarchate’s role is today overwhelmingly international as primus inter pares among Orthodox Christian ecclesiastical jurisdictions and thus the chief representative of the Orthodox Christian communion in ecumenical, inter-faith, environmental and other dialogues.   Its non-nationalist stance is an important corrective to the strong nation-church element in Orthodoxy and it can do Turkey nothing but good to encourage as many as possible Orthodox Christians to serve and receive their education in such an atmosphere.    

Greek public opinion too has to engage in a fundamental reconsideration of what have normally been considered by Greeks to be the Muslim or, alternatively, Muslim minorities in Western Thrace.   For one thing, although during the long period of intense Greco-Turkish hostility, refusing to accept a “Turkish” as opposed to a Muslim minority existed at all actually made the position of members of those minorities far easier, the change in the tone of Greco-Turkish relations and the recent ECHR decisions necessitate a reconsideration.   Those Greek citizens who wish to define themselves as ethnically Turkish should be permitted to do so.   For another, while in Turkey imams are certainly selected by the state authorities, it does not follow that Greece should automatically follow a retrograde Turkish practice.   Instead, the rationale for Greek state appointment of imams, namely their legal function as judges under Sharia law, should be re-examined with a view to abolishing both that function and the application of Sharia law itself as soon as legally possible, so that imams can then be elected.   I suspect this would substantially improve both the position of Muslim women in Western Thrace and Greco-Turkish relations.

Finally the Council of Europe has recently taken up the issue of the treatment of Greeks on Imvros, where they represented a large majority until 1964, but from which they have since been harried by the use of the full repressive power of the Turkish state.   Here is a classic instance where the European acquis creates a fundamental human rights challenge to government and where, at some point not too far into the future, a clear choice will have to be made.

10.  
Conclusion:  a basically virtuous circle is moving forward with underlying impetus but not yet with nearly enough speed across the board to ensure it cannot be reversed.

(B)1. 
Many Turks complain the EU is tougher on them than it has been on other applicant countries.   Their complaint is justified in so far as culturally Christian or culturally secular prejudices against Muslims are concerned.   The complaint is in other respects however inaccurate.   The UK’s accession application was rejected twice in the 1960s, because the UK was considered both too big and too different, yet it was smaller and far less different from the rest of Europe than is Turkey today.   This complaint also does not take into account the huge effort involved for the EU in assimilating the ten countries that joined in May 2004, which makes many countries chary of further enlargement.

2. 
The issue of bigness and difference is critical.   Nicholas Bethell, first Chairman and then President of Friends of Cyprus but also a MEP, told me:

In 1979, that Greece was seen in Brussels as: 

· culturally necessary for the EU,

· both requiring and deserving a consolation prize because of the Cyprus tragedy, where the EU could not challenge the US approach to the problem,

· administratively incompetent but small enough for the resulting collateral damage to be affordable.

In 1989, by contrast, that Turkey was seen in Brussels as:

· culturally difficult because there were so few good English speakers with whom to engage in political dialogue – he said not a word about Islam,

· bringing in problems with Caucasus, the Kurds and the Near East the EU had no desire to consider internal problems,

· administratively incompetent, but absolutely huge and therefore impossible to absorb unless the obvious problems had been resolved before accession.

3. 
In the early stages of the EU relationship with Turkey, other EU countries could hide behind Greece, which has outstanding issues with Ankara both of principle and national interest.

Since 1999, this has no longer been possible.   Greece now takes what can be described as the central EU member state position, that is “yes to Turkish accession, if Turkey fully fulfills European norms”.   Britain by contrast has sometimes seemed to veer off to a “yes, whatever …” attitude to Turkish accession while France and Germany increasingly veer to the prayer “may this cup pass from me” and the mantra “the EU can no longer expand”.   Legally, however, Croatia and Turkey are already confirmed exceptions to any such mantra:  accession negotiations have already been authorized and begun.   So EU member states opposed to Turkish accession can do little if Tayyip Erdogan or his potential successors consistently follow the line the AKP leadership took in early 2003.

At that time a very senior AKP party official explained at a private meeting that even if EU membership was a long way off, it was essential Turkey give overall priority to staying on the road towards EU accession because only in that way could foreign direct investment (FDI) be attracted in sufficient quantity to reduce the then extremely dangerous imbalance in per capita GDP of seven to one between the wealthier regions around the main western cities and the eastern regions with a per capita GDP of less than $1000.   

4. 
The AKP was indeed most successful in following this policy in its early years in office, as is shown by the following figures.

Between 1992 and 2002
Turkey received an average of $1m b/n FDI p.a.


   2006


     “           “


  $20 b/n FDI



   2007


     “
      “


  $22 b/n FDI

   2008 first 2 mos
     “           “


  $1.6 b/n compared with

  $8 b/n in 2007

In saying this, I am not arguing that the incipient decline in FDI in Turkey this year is the consequence of the Turkish political crisis.  This would not be true:  developments in the international markets during the second half of 2007 were quite sufficient to bring about such a result.   What I am arguing is, first, that without a sustainedly high level of FDI Turkey has little prospect of solving the huge social problem of the relative economic backwardness of the country’s eastern regions, and, second, that it will be much harder to again bring up the flow of FDI to the required level if the country is not seen by the markets as steadily, even if slowly, progressing towards EU accession.   

These two considerations can only be reinforced by the likely effects of any prolonged period of political uncertainty.   The challenge for Ankara is to ensure this uncertainty, undesirable in itself, should not impinge on the country’s European vocation.   For this to be achieved there is a need for a countervailing political success in EU terms.   Thus in a period of internal political strain such as would increase tensions in Turkey’s EU accession negotiations a settlement in Cyprus safeguarding  legitimate Turkish Cypriot interests would be one extremely favourable development for Turkey’s prospects of ultimately acceding to the EU.

5. 
We all know there is indeed currently a difficult political situation in Turkey and all eyes are now turned on the Constitutional Court.   Most Westerners initially consider the title to suggest a body of widely respected lawyers.   In fact it is closer to the Council of Guardians in Iran, except that it protects not a Shia regime but what is a near religion of secularism.   Its members are political appointees of past or present Presidents and their lack of political and legal even-handedness is well illustrated by their notorious 2007 decision requiring a two-thirds quorum of the Grand National Assembly for the Turkish Presidential election to be valid, as opposed to a two-thirds majority in that Assembly for a President’s actual election, which was, to almost every observer, the clear meaning of the Constitution.

A precedent such as this has led some observers to conclude that the Constitutional Court will take the toughest course available to it.   This is however by no means certain.   The Constitutional Court has no reason to make Turkey’s international position worse than it already is nor to create an even greater internal crisis of democratic legitimacy – the AKP and the Kurdish party (HAK-PAR) together obtained over 90% of the votes in the South-East at the 2007 elections – so long as it can achieve its fundamental aims by other means.   In fact the AKP’s increasing strength in the South-East is not just impressive in itself, as can be seen from the table below, but represents a notable contribution to the strengthening of Turkey’s unity:




AKP


AKP 


Election Date

National Vote

SE Turkey Vote
Difference

2002


35%


25%


 -10%

2004 local

42%


40%


--

2007


47%


60%


+13%

As seven votes out of eleven in the Constitutional Court are required to ban a party but only six to condemn and fine it there is an even chance the Constitutional Court will condemn but not ban either the Kurdish party or the AKP.   Furthermore members of the Court are aware that if the AKP were to be banned a new party would at once be formed to take its place and this would probably obtain over 40% of the national vote in subsequent elections, so the secular establishment would again have been defeated.   There would therefore be every logic from the Constitutional Court’s point of view in declaring the constitutional amendment on the headscarf invalid, in condemning but not banning either party and finally in banning specific political figures, including perhaps Mr Erdogan, from participation in electoral politics for five years.

6.
In politics logic by no means always prevails.   One thing is clear however.   Turkey is due certainly for a disturbed and possibly a turbulent period that will require great self-control internally and friendly persuasion externally to secure such substantive policy alterations as will enable the EU first to keep accession negotiations alive and then to provide them with new impetus.   Constitutional changes and a potential Cyprus settlement will provide the two most important opportunities.

7.
It is important to understand both sides of the headscarf issue.   Yes, the AKP is correct that for a young woman becoming a university student the right to wear a headscarf is a matter of human rights.   Equally, however, Turkey is a secular state whose population profess a religion that, in other countries, has been used to repress women, not least through the dress code applicable under various interpretations of Islamic custom and law.   Thus the least Mr  Gul and Mr Erdogan should have done, on the rough parallel of the Queen being Anglican in England and Presbyterian in Scotland, is for their wives not to have worn the headscarf on any official occasion.   This concession they were not prepared to make even though they could surely have done so, partly as an act of respect for the constitutional principle of a secular state but also as a reassurance to the substantial minority of Turkish citizens, such as the Alevis, who have endured a degree of repressive treatment from some Sunni Turks over the years.

8.
It is generally agreed Mr Erdogan also lost a major opportunity in not proceeding with a promised constitutional reform after the 2007 election and in introducing an inadequate amendment to Article 301 of the Penal Code while allowing other unacceptable provisions to stand.

9.
On Cyprus too, while accepting that in 2004 he was courageous in defying an important part of the military establishment (as evidenced by the NOCTA diaries) to move towards support of the Annan Plan, the triumphalism of his initial response to the publication of Annan 5 and his refusal to implement the agreement to allow Cyprus flag vessels to call at Turkish ports – which in no way implied diplomatic recognition – were unnecessary manifestations of a nationalist and arbitrary approach that are inconsistent with his own party’s early and sounder analysis of Turkey’s true needs.

Here then is the critical challenge for 2008-2009.   Can Britain, Turkey’s closest ally in the EU, with the help of other EU member states, persuade Mr Erdogan  and the rest of the AKP leadership, to return to the spirit of 2003 and 2004, both on Cyprus and on internal constitutional issues?   It is already apparent that it will represent a clear Turkish interest they should prove able to do so.

III. 
Focus on Cyprus:

Now as to Cyprus, let me again give you first my conclusion.   Chances of a settlement are today better than ever before for eight reasons.   Unfortunately there is still a marginally greater likelihood of failure than of success for four reasons and a failure this time would be more serious than was failure in respect of the Referendums on the Annan Plan because it would discredit parties who in principle should be capable of reaching a settlement.   Critical termini ante quos in the process will be the elections for the European Parliament in June 2009 and the EU Council of Ministers’ conclusions as to the future of Turkey’s EU accession negotiations before November 2009.

(A) 
Of the eight positive points, six concern the internal politics of Cyprus (1-5 and 8 below), while two (6-7 below) concern international developments:

1.
Greek Cypriot and Turkish Cypriot left wing parties have long and good personal contacts.   They are less similar politically than at first appears – the Republican People’s Party is more nationalist and less anti-Western than AKEL – but are united by some important shared political attitudes.   They started well in March, but everyone knows there will be many difficult moments ahead so the good personal rapport of Demetris Christofias and Mehmet Ali Talat will be crucial.  

2.
The Greek Cypriot left has the most appropriate mindset for a settlement of the three Greek Cypriot political blocks, though not exactly what some Western commentators have imagined, since it shared the general Greek Cypriot rejection of the Annan Plan chiefly with respect to security but also on human rights issues, such as property and residence .   It is also currently in an extremely strong political position because although Demetris Christofias gave cabinet seats to his second round supporters from DIKO and EDEK, he gave them no policy commitments whatever.   He has a clear popular mandate to achieve a settlement of the Cyprus problem within the parameters he himself articulated and believes the Greek Cypriot electorate would accept.   

In general, DISY has tended to bring together Greek nationalists with realists prepared to accept defeat and committed supporters of rapprochement in a coalition which, although forming a single party, actually represents the most variegated of the three dominant Greek Cypriot political groupings.   It is not surprising therefore that despite extremely capable negotiators it was a DISY Administration which ended close to an agreement on an Annan Plan that was subsequently rejected by an overwhelming majority of Greek Cypriots.   The very nature of the party makes its relationship with the broader Greek Cypriot electorate problematic.   

DIKO/EDEK combine a commitment to human rights and a legalist view of Cypriot sovereignty with a lack of political sympathy for Turkish Cypriots as a community.   They were proven to be the smallest of the three broad groupings both in the first round of the 1988 elections when President Kyprianou was defeated and again in the first round of the 2008 elections when President Papadopoulos was defeated despite an impressive economic record.   Most observers, but not the writer, were surprised at this result.  It speaks for itself that never after the death of President Makarios, the breadth of whose appeal among Greek Cypriots was incomparable, have they won a Presidential election without AKEL support.

AKEL combines transethnic progressive solidarity with a historically well-founded fear of the UK, the US and NATO involvement in Cyprus.   Thus it would prefer a settlement that would bring together Greek and Turkish Cypriots.   It was always an error of Western commentators however to believe that AKEL votes could simply be added to DISY votes in any prospective referendum.   For one thing, as most European politicians have since discovered to their cost, referenda campaigns seldom work in such a simple manner in any country.   For another, AKEL voters feel strongly on the issues of security and human rights.   In my personal view, the writing for the Annan Plan was already on the wall in March 2002 when in a public lecture in the US I first suggested the likelihood of its rejection by Greek Cypriots at a Referendum if the Plan, not yet then published, did not take adequately into account Greek Cypriot views on issues related to security and human rights.

3. 
The UN has done a good job both in preparing the ground and in withdrawing from centre stage.   This time, at last, the initiative rests with Cypriots.   They are well aware of their responsibilities and of the time constraints.   Both Greek Cypriot and Turkish Cypriot leaders speak of reaching an agreement by the end of 2008.   In practice they probably will need, and can safely use, perhaps three more months than that.

4. 
The opening of communication in 2003, though dramatic, had not had time to work its full effects by 2004 after 30 or 40 years of separation.   (40 years takes us back to 1964 but in fact 50% of Turkish Cypriots continued living amongst Greek Cypriots until 1974.)   Civil society has now had more time to reach its own conclusions, whereas in 2003-2004 the all too obvious US influence, and funding, created understandable, if regrettable, antagonism.

5. 
The implementation of EU member state citizen rights for Turkish Cypriots enables many of them to see it as possible and desirable to solve not just their problems as individual citizens (over 50,000 Turkish Cypriots now have Republic of Cyprus passports) but also their communal problems through a federal settlement within the EU and, quite as important, undesirable to lose EU member state individual citizens’ rights already gained.   

Thus, it was, contrary to mistaken gripes by some EU and British officials, a fundamentally correct decision to allow the Republic of Cyprus to accede to the EU before a settlement, on the formula set out by the late Robin Cook.   Apart from the above consideration, only in this way could Rauf Denktash’s long-standing political grip over the Turkish Cypriots have been loosened, while the spirit of mutual compromise within the parameters of the EU’s legal structures has already had a positive long-term effect on Greek Cypriot attitudes and has in addition already made them feel somewhat more secure.

6. 
The Kosovo precedent, though in itself disastrous for international relations, applies highly effective pressure both on Greek Cypriots and on Turkish Cypriots in very different ways.   On Greek Cypriots because it demonstrates that sometimes international recognition can be extended by many countries against international legal norms.   On Turkish Cypriots because it demonstrates that such recognition is of very limited value indeed if one is excluded from the UN and a whole range of international institutions.

7. 
Turkey’s EU accession is in difficulties chiefly because of Cyprus, both short term because of the refusal to honour its commitment to open Turkish ports to Cyprus flag vessels, and long term because Turkey retains occupation forces in Cyprus, an EU member state, contrary to unanimous UN General Assembly and Security Council Resolutions.   This is far more specific and far more dangerous for Turkish prospects, than the desire of EU member states to be certain such a large country such as Turkey can be absorbed without damage to European institutions and governance.   

Turkey’s accession difficulties deeply concern Britain, which enjoys great influence both in the EU and in Turkey.   This may, hopefully, lead Britain to itself make significant moves to facilitate a Cyprus settlement if Greek Cypriots and Turkish Cypriots seem to be making progress, as currently they certainly are.   For instance, Paris now wants something important from London in respect of EU security policy which in turn gives London the chance (a) to tie Turkey to the emergent EU security architecture and (b) to create the formulas by which such an EU security policy can be tied into a likely Cyprus settlement.

8. 
Tassos Papadopoulos’ economic success with the Republic of Cyprus entering the eurozone has cleared the important central bank and money supply issue out of the way in the negotiations, while the spontaneous death of the Turkish Cypriot property development boom and the major drought are sending clear signals both to Greek Cypriots and Turkish Cypriots that they can both only gain, economically and environmentally, from a settlement.   

Meanwhile debate on specific issues has (i) opened up issues like cross-voting and federal areas which can certainly assist both the process of reaching a settlement and, more important, its implementation;  (ii) clarified other critical issues, such as settlers and “virgin birth”;  (iii) clearly angled the security issue in favour of Turkish military withdrawal from the territory of the Republic, with the EU and UK to be called upon to assist so as to achieve such a result.  Turkish troop withdrawal has become a sine qua non for Turkey’s accession process, not just for ultimate accession itself as it has been in the past.   Undoubtedly, there remain some issues almost as difficult now as they were in 2004, namely arbitration procedures, residence and property.   On all three, however, compromises are conceivable.

(B) 
Of the four negative points, the first is hopefully less significant than the other three:

1. 
Possible US moves (direct or via Israel) against Iran before the US elections.   Chaos in the Near East is negative for settlement prospects in Cyprus.   It would be a tragedy if a potentially constructive involvement by any new Administration were undermined before it could begin.   

2. 
The Greek Cypriot left is profoundly, and understandably, suspicious both of Turkey and of the Western world, which may make it harder for them to accept some proposals that would otherwise be helpful, while Turkey, unlike the Western world, is not yet prepared to encourage the broad range of contacts between Turks and Greek Cypriots that are necessary to break down this deep mutual mistrust.   Both of these are dangers that must be carefully watched.

3. 
The inevitable difficulties along the way of any negotiation route could lead to a vicious circle through a Greek Cypriot/Turkish Cypriot blame game both internally in Cyprus and internationally.   There is a need to calm down to the degree possible disputes on intermediate issues, e.g. direct Turkish Cypriot trade with EU states (which would in any event tend to divide rather than unite Cyprus), while negotiations on a final settlement continue:  otherwise indignation, even justified, on a secondary complaint may impede progress on the primary desideratum, an overall settlement.   Equally however the EU and the Republic of Cyprus should be preparing for schemes that would allow participation of at least those Turkish Cypriots who have ROC passports in the 2009 elections for the European Parliament, with the consequent election of a Turkish Cypriot MEP perhaps even before a settlement, if a settlement had, despite the parties’ best efforts, not yet been achieved by that date.

4.  
Most serious is the internal Turkish situation already analyzed above and the danger this may lead Western countries such as Britain to take fewer initiatives rather than more, as the situation demands.    At the least there is in Turkey a serious danger of delay in taking necessary strategic decisions, or of international posturing in view of domestic tensions.   (The alleged decline of internal Turkish support for EU entry is, up to now however, a spurious argument.   A majority of Turkish citizens continue to support their country’s EU vocation.)   And the danger of a lack of Western input into security solutions that might prove acceptable, is also considerable.

C. 
Let us conclude with an analysis of the role Britain and British Cypriot public opinion can play.

1.
The British government should appreciate that whereas in the immediate future Turkish politicians will inevitably be concentrating on internal problems, it is not adequate simply to say to Demetris Christofias and Mehmet Ali Talat that they should first solve all other problems and that only afterwards will the guarantor powers look at the security issue.   That would indeed be logical but it would not be realistic.   For if there are no novel practical suggestions being considered on the security issue Ankara is unlikely to permit the Turkish Cypriots to reach the point of agreeing on other issues.   It is certainly true security and guarantees will be the final issue to be settled but the parameters within which they will need to be settled should begin to be discussed now.

2.
No settlement terms involving a continuation of a Turkish military presence in a reunited federal Cyprus under Turkish command after a settlement could enjoy a serious prospect whatever of obtaining majority Greek Cypriot support in a referendum unless these are combined with provisions under Chapter VII of the UN Charter covering not just arms supply but the early withdrawal of all such forces from the new federal republic within a short period of time.   This was emphatically not on offer in 2004.   Here is a major issue for Britain, the US and France to consider as soon as a new US Administration is elected in November.

3.
Similarly no guarantee arrangements that would allow Ankara to intervene legally in the future so as to partition Cyprus (i.e. the guarantee to apply only to the Turkish Cypriot federated state only) enjoys a chance of majority Greek Cypriot support in a referendum.

4.
In the medium-term, whatever short-term guarantees under Chapter VII are enunciated by the UN Security Council, the only arrangement that can provide an assurance of security for Greek Cypriots and Turkish Cypriots is the early replacement of Turkish forces under Turkish command by an EU force under EU command and with an EU guarantee, but with a Turkish contingent integrated into the EU force in Cyprus, and Turkey integrated into the emergent EU security structure.

5.
If Britain accepts such a position it would follow that London needs to support in principle but amend in detail President Sarkozy’s proposals for an EU security framework, using this as an opportunity to prepare the groundwork both for a Cyprus settlement and Turkish involvement in this new structure.

6.
Britain was not in 1960 a party to the Treaty of Alliance which permits the stationing of small Greek and Turkish contingents in the Republic of Cyprus.   Britain should perhaps consider becoming so as part of any forthcoming settlement.   This would permit small Greek and Turkish detachments to be stationed on UK sovereign territory but not in the ROC.   These small detachments would represent the first reinforcements available to an EU commander in the unlikely event of serious tension.   In parallel however the Treaty of Guarantee needs to be amended both so as to exclude any unilateral military intervention without the authority of the EU commanders and so as to permit constitutional amendments without the approval of the guarantor countries, provided of course both Greek Cypriots and Turkish Cypriots have legitimately given their approval.

(D) 1.
British Cypriot public opinion can assist by supporting Friends of Cyprus in our long-term commitment to cross-voting as an essential element in elections alike for the executive and legislature if a future united federal Republic of Cyprus is to be politically viable.

2.
Friends of Cyprus has not officially proposed federal areas but such a proposal was made by Birdlife International, Europa Nostra and WWF in 2004.   Such is the severity of the environmental crisis in Cyprus already today that the creation of such federal areas for monuments and for areas of importance in respect of nature conservation would represent a major contribution.

3.
Fortunately progress is being made on several of the major issues dividing Greek Cypriots and Turkish Cypriots:

(a)
The central bank and money supply issues no longer exist, as outlined above.   These issues will be handled by the ECB.

(b)
”Virgin Birth” sounded plausible when Cyprus was not yet an EU member.   It is utterly implausible with Cyprus not just in the EU but the Eurozone and with over 50,000 Turkish Cypriots already passport holders of the Republic of Cyprus.   Certainly however any internal laws of the existing Turkish Cypriot administration that are consistent with the EU acquis and the new federal Constitution may continue to apply within a future Turkish Cypriot federated state.   This is out of the question however for any agreement made with another country, which would run directly counter to the new federal state’s single sovereignty in foreign affairs.

(c)
The Turkish Cypriot RTP administration’s refusal to give political rights to more settlers has made it far easier for Greek Cypriots to accept that many of the existing settlers will remain after a settlement.   This might be achieved however in such a way as to safeguard both the Turkish Cypriot community through a parallel programme of encouraging the return of Turkish Cypriot emigrants and the Greek Cypriot community through setting identical maximum percentages for the proportion of Turkish Cypriots, including those originating from Turkey, in a future united federal republic and of Greek Cypriots who might ultimately become resident in the future Turkish Cypriot federated state.   There are young Cypriot political scientists who have been elaborating specific proposals in this regard and their studies suggest that even in the unlikely event all Greek Cypriot displaced persons opt to return under Turkish Cypriot administration their proportion will not exceed 25% of the overall population of Turkish Cypriots.   A whole range of suggestions put forward in these studies to make the return of displaced persons less contentious needs to be examined carefully in the next few months.

(d)
In the remaining areas of genuine difficulty Greek Cypriots must grasp the nettle of accepting as Turkish Cypriot involvement in all new policy decision-making as a necessary fundamental element in the future bicommunal federation, as agreed in 1977 and 1979, while the Turkish Cypriots must grasp the nettle of only temporary derogations to the free use of property and the acknowledgement of the priority of pre-1964 property rights except where displaced persons are concerned.

The prospects of a settlement are better than ever but far from assured.   It will require all the political skill and human goodwill of Demetris Christofias and Mehmet Ali Talat.   It will certainly require constructive diplomacy by Britain.   It will require Greece to recognize that Cyprus’ EU accession does not close Greece’s debt to Cyprus:  only a just and viable settlement can do that.   It will require the UN to assist and above all, to insist that the negotiators keep their ear close to the pulse of Greek Cypriot and Turkish Cypriot public opinion, through regular polling in order to avoid the unpleasant referendum surprises that have been all frequent in Europe in recent years.   It will, finally, require true statesmanship from Turkey, in the interests of Turkey itself as well as of the Turkish Cypriots, who will indeed act as Turkey’s best ambassadors once they are enabled to become active, together with their Greek Cypriot fellow citizens, within the EU. 

