Chapter 3

The Missed Opportunity to Promote Reunification in Cyprus
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EU INTERESTS AND OBJECTIVES IN THE CYPRUS CONFLICT

EU interests in the Cyprus conflict are defined in relation to its wider concerns for peace and stability in the Eastern Mediterranean. Peace and stability in the region are valued both because of the Eastern Mediterranean’s proximity to the Union, particularly since Greece’s accession in 1981, and because of its closeness to the turbulent and strategic Middle East. A solution in Cyprus would also encourage peace between NATO ally and EU candidate Turkey and member state Greece. 

Moving beyond these general interests, some member states have more specific concerns than others (Tocci 2004b: 32-8). Greece is the member state whose national interest has been most closely associated with the conflict. This is because of Greece’s ties with its kin-Greek Cypriot community, its historical role in the conflict, and because of the salience of Cyprus in the wider Greek-Turkish dispute. While no longer advocating union with Cyprus (enosis), Greece has continued to support the Greek Cypriot cause. Taking the cue from the Greek Cypriot community since 1974, it has thus promoted the reunification of the island through a tight federal (or unitary) structure, significant territorial readjustments, the liberalization of rights and freedoms, and a much reduced (preferably absent) Turkish role in Cyprus’ security arrangements. Greek support took different forms at different times. While in the late 1970s, Constantine Karamanlis’ Nea Democratia (ND) government retreated to the backstage on the Cyprus dossier, Andreas Papandreou’s Pannelion Socialistikon Kinima (PASOK) in the 1980s XE "Karamanlis, Costas" 

 XE "New Democracy (ND)"  and 1990s took a more hands-on approach. Particularly under PASOK rule, Greece contributed to the mobilization of the international community – including the EU – in support of the Greek Cypriot cause. 

The United Kingdom (UK) is the second member state with close interests in Cyprus. British interests are motivated by its colonial past, by its two sovereign military bases on the island (of key importance given their proximity to the Middle East), by its post-1960 role as ‘guarantor power’, by its permanent seat on the UN Security Council (UNSC) and by its interests in close relations with Turkey. In addition, since the eruption of violence in Cyprus in 1963-4, and particularly in the aftermath of the 1974 partition, the UK has hosted large Greek Cypriot and Turkish Cypriot communities. Since 1974, the UK has supported the good offices of the UN Secretary General (UNSG) and its attempts to promote a bi-zonal and bi-communal federation. British interests in Cyprus have been pursued both through bilateral relations with the conflict parties (e.g., through the British Special Representative or the High Commissioner in Cyprus), or through the UN. While supporting Cyprus’ EU accession, the UK has adamantly resisted an EU involvement in the conflict. 

Other member states have paid sporadic attention to the conflict. France XE "France" , as a permanent UNSC member, and Germany XE "Germany" , in view of its strong ties to Turkey and large Turkish immigrant community, have paid occasional attention to the conflict. However like the UK, when they turned to Cyprus they did so outside the confines of the EU. No other member state has ever pressed for an active EU involvement in the conflict. Some considered the conflict as an internal dispute between its two communities, which only called for the independent involvement of member states Greece and Britain. Others focussed on Turkey’s prime role in the conflict, and considered that meddling in it would imperil relations with geostrategic partner Turkey. Moreover, neither did the seemingly frozen conflict pose serious and immediate threats to stability in the Eastern Mediterranean, nor did the member states wish to jeopardize their relations with the parties by attempting to untie the Gordian knots bedevilling the island. Indeed, with the partial exception of European Political Cooperation’s (EPC) attempts to encourage a ceasefire in July 1974, the EU has never developed a specific and independent policy towards the conflict. After 1974, the member states downgraded the conflict from the EPC XE "European Political Cooperation"  agenda, limiting themselves to supporting the UNSG’s good offices. A Council Working Group dealing with Cyprus was established, but the problem was never the subject of high-level political discussions. 

In turn, the Union never proposed a solution to the conflict, and only supported the UNSC resolutions and the Secretary General’s mediation efforts in Cyprus. Indeed, e XE "Association Agreement:with Cyprus" ach and every EPC declaration on Cyprus merely affirmed the Community’s commitment to the independence, sovereignty and territorial integrity of the island, and called for reunification in accordance with UN resolutions. The advent of Cyprus’ accession process in the 1990s did not alter this fact. It only strengthened the EU’s existing aversion to a two-state solution, which would have complicated the task of EU accession. The member states were keen to see a settlement prior to membership, given their reluctance to import a bitter ethno-political conflict into the Union. Furthermore, a settlement would have strengthened the EU’s image as a community of peace and security. But while EU rhetoric emphasized the desirability of a solution and raised the expectation that the accession process would act as a catalyst for this purpose, neither did EU actors articulate what kind of solution they had in mind, nor did they operationalize and implement this ‘catalytic effect’. EU officials simply claimed there was a ‘division of labour’ between the Commission and the UN. While the former negotiated accession, the latter mediated inter-communal negotiations.
 

The EU’s retreat to the backstage does not entail that the Union has no views on a solution in Cyprus. Precisely because of its commitment to UN mediation, the EU supported the increasingly precise plans for a federal settlement elaborated by the UNSG and endorsed by the Security Council. Hence in 1975, the Community backed UNSC resolution 367 proposing a solution based on an independent, sovereign, bi-communal and bi-zonal federation. In the late 1980s and early 1990s, the EC/EU supported UNSG Pérez de Cuéllar and UNSG Boutros Ghali’s good offices, which culminated in the 1992 ‘Set of Ideas’, endorsed in UNSC resolution 750. The Union also strongly, unreservedly and unambiguously backed UNSG Annan’s efforts to mediate a settlement prior to Cyprus’ EU accession, which culminated in the successive versions of the comprehensive ‘Annan Plan’ (Council 2004b). The Union supported the Plan to the extent of being willing to accommodate its provisions (in some cases not fully compatible with the acquis communautaire) into Cyprus’ Treaty of Accession. Since Cyprus entered the Union, partly because of the lack of new UN initiatives, and partly because of the EU’s reluctance to interfere in the internal affairs of its member states, the Union has not expressed its views on the conflict, beyond sporadically expressing its desire to see the island reunified within the European fold.

THE EVOLUTION OF THE CYPRUS CONFLICT

Turning to Cyprus itself, the following sections briefly review the emergence and evolution of the conflict, focussing on whether, when and how the decades-old conflict has neared resolution along the lines proposed by the UN and supported by the EU. 

The Emergence and Consolidation of Conflict

The potential for inter-communal conflict in Cyprus dates back to the period of Ottoman rule and the emergence of separate Greek-speaking Orthodox and Turkish-speaking Muslim communities on the island. Yet the seeds of the modern dispute were sown during the years of British colonial domination in the early twentieth century. In the 1920s, the Greek Cypriot community became increasingly dissatisfied with British rule. But unlike other twentieth century decolonization movements, desire for freedom did not imply a demand for independence. Instead, viewing themselves as one people with mainland Greeks, the Greek Cypriots called for enosis, or union with Greece. By the mid-1950s, the Greek Cypriot community (backed by Greece) launched an armed struggle against the British, conducted by the EOKA guerrilla movement (Ethniki Organosis Kyprion Agoniston). Initially, the British reacted through force and repression, and mobilized the Turkish Cypriot community (18 per cent of the population) and Turkey in support of its anti-enosis struggle. As Turkish and Turkish Cypriot resistance against enosis grew, their positions crystallized into the diametrically opposite claims to taksim, or partition of the island into Greek and Turkish Cypriot zones. Turkish Cypriot goals were also pursued by armed resistance, through the Türk Mukavemet Teşkilatı.

By the late 1950s, the parties were at loggerheads with each other, triggering a cycle of escalating violence. The path for compromise was cleared with a shift in the British position in support for Cyprus’ independence. In 1959 and 1960, Greece, Turkey and the UK, together with representatives from the two communities, reached agreements in Zurich and London, outlining the framework for a independent Republic of Cyprus (RoC). The treaties explicitly ruled out both enosis and taksim, provided for two sovereign British military bases, 950 Greek troops and 650 Turkish troops on the island, and entrusted guarantor status to Greece, Turkey and the UK in Cyprus.
 The basic structure of the Republic was laid down in the 1960 Constitution, which established a bi-communal partnership state, i.e., a hybrid consociational set-up with elements of extra-territorial communal autonomy. Rather than through territorial separation, bi-communality was enshrined in community representation and power-sharing at the centre, and communal autonomy within the five largest municipalities. 

Many Greek Cypriots expressed their dissatisfaction with these agreements from the outset, regarding them as a betrayal of the enosis cause. Most importantly, they contested what they believed to be the over-generous concessions granted to the Turkish Cypriot community relative to its size, which had been imposed on them by outside powers in view of Turkey’s strategic significance. By November 1963, the first president of the Republic, Archbishop Makarios presented a proposal for amending the Constitution, amendments which in essence transformed the republic from a bi-communal partnership to a Greek Cypriot unitary state with Turkish Cypriot minority rights. The Turkish Cypriot leadership, backed by Ankara, rejected the proposal, triggering a collapse of the constitutional order (with the departure of all Turkish Cypriot officials from public institutions) and a renewed round of inter-communal fighting, which caused many deaths and the forced displacement of over 30,000 Turkish Cypriots into enclaves. The problem intensified with Greece’s efforts to destabilize Makarios’ government after the advent of military dictatorship in 1967. Greek interference in Cyprus culminated in the 15 July 1974 coup, which ousted the Archbishop’s regime and extended the Greek military dictatorship to the island. 

In response, Turkey invaded Cyprus on 20 July 1974, invoking its rights under the Treaty of Guarantee. The army initially took control of a narrow strip of coastline around Kyrenia, but after the failed attempt to broker a ceasefire, Turkey attacked a second time and occupying 37 per cent of the island’s territory. Thereafter, Turkish troops remained in Cyprus and the 1960 constitutional order was not restored. A radically different order emerged instead. The military intervention and the ensuing 1975 Vienna agreements led to the displacement of 140-160,000 Greek Cypriots from the north and 60,000 Turkish Cypriots from the south. Both areas were almost entirely ethnically-cleansed. Furthermore, Turkey encouraged mainland immigration to northern Cyprus (Hatay 2005). Property formerly belonging to Greek Cypriots was nationalized and distributed to Turkish Cypriots on the basis of properties lost in the south as well as to Turkish immigrants. The return and/or compensation of property and the fate of the Turkish ‘settlers’ became amongst the major sticking points on the conflict settlement agenda. 

The island was thus divided into two zones, separated by the impenetrable ‘green-line’. In the north, the Turkish Cypriots first declared the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus in 1975, and in 1983 they unilaterally declared the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus. The international community – excluding Turkey – condemned this as a secessionist act against the spirit of conflict resolution.
 In the south, the Greek Cypriots retained the title of the RoC and since 1964 the international community has recognized the Republic as the only legitimate authority on the island despite the absence of Turkish Cypriots there. Human and political separation also had dire economic effects. While in the post-1974 era, the Greek Cypriot economy in the south underwent a vigorous recovery leading to economic prosperity, the Turkish Cypriot economy in the north stagnated. Tourism has been under-exploited mainly owing to the lack of international air links. Trade and investment have been hindered by restrictions largely caused by non-recognition, an uncompetitive environment and the uncertain legal status of land and property. The economy became dominated by an inefficient public sector, leading to serious fiscal imbalances. And dependence on Turkey meant that northern Cyprus has inherited Turkey’s macroeconomic ills; further hampering trade, investment and overall growth. 
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The History of Negotiations and Attempted Solutions

Successive rounds of negotiations since 1974 have amounted to little more than a few superficial and inconsequential successes and a myriad of failures. The parties, at different times and to different degrees, rejected international proposals, refusing to alter their underlying negotiating positions. Yet at the same time, the UN became increasingly precise as to what the contours of a settlement could look like. Over time, proposals did not deviate significantly from one another, but rather built on each other and remained grounded on the principles underpinning the 1960 agreements. 

The only concrete steps forward came shortly after partition. UNSC resolution 367 of 1975 proposed a solution based on an independent, sovereign, bi-communal and bi-zonal federation. A federation would take into account the post-1974 situation, while respecting the independence of Cyprus. Resolution 367 was essentially endorsed by the two communities and paved the way for the high-level agreements of 1977 between Rauf Denktaş and Archbishop Makarios and 1979 between Denktaş and Spyros Kyprianou. The agreements advocated the establishment of an independent, bi-communal and non-aligned federation, which included territorial readjustments XE "territorial readjustments"  between the Turkish Cypriot north and the Greek Cypriot south, and solutions to the refugee problem and to the liberalization of the ‘three freedoms XE "three freedoms" ’ of movement, settlement and property XE "Varosha" 

 XE "Famagusta" . 

Yet once the parties entered discussions on what these general guidelines entailed, negotiations went through an unending series of failures. UNSR Hugo Gobbi mediated in Cyprus between 1980 and 1983, leaving office when the RoC secured UN General Assembly resolution 37/253 in favour of the immediate withdrawal of Turkish forces, and the Turkish Cypriots unilaterally declared independence, triggering a walkout of the Greek Cypriot negotiating team. Talks resumed in Vienna in 1984, and in 1986 UNSG Javier Pérez de Cuéllar drafted three proposals for a federation consisting of two provinces and compromise arrangements on territory, the ‘three freedoms’, the withdrawal of Turkish troops, the resettlement of the former tourist resort town of Varosha and the reopening of the Nicosia airport. The Turkish Cypriot side accepted the first and third draft agreements, but both Andreas Papandreou and Spyros Kyprianou rejected them. 

There was a greater sense of optimism when talks were re-launched in 1988 between Denktaş and the newly elected and moderate Greek Cypriot president George Vassiliou. In 1989, Pérez de Cuellar presented his ideas for a settlement, based on the principles of political equality, bi-zonality and bi-communality. Negotiations on the basis of the UNSG’s ideas ultimately failed when in 1990 Denktaş demanded the right of separate self-determination and was turned down by Vassiliou. The UN’s efforts persisted unabated. In 1991, UNSC resolution 716 reaffirmed the principle of a single Cyprus based on the political equality of the two communities. In 1992, UNSG Boutros Boutros Ghali picked up the Cyprus dossier from where his predecessor had left it. The process culminated in the ‘Set of Ideas’, which fleshed out in greater detail previous UN proposals for a bi-zonal and bi-communal federation. Vassiliou accepted it as a basis for negotiation and Denktaş endorsed 91 points of the 100-point proposal. Yet the talks collapsed in November 1992 with Boutros Ghali concluding that the peace process suffered from a deep crisis of confidence. 

Immediately afterwards, the positions of both parties hardened, reducing the prospects for an agreement (Tocci 2004b: 69-82). In 1993, Glafcos Clerides XE "Clerides, Glafcos" 

 XE "Democratic Rally (DISY)"  won over incumbent Vassiliou XE "Vassiliou, George" , running his presidential campaign on a nationalist pledge to significantly alter the Set of Ideas XE "Set of Ideas"  and upgrade Greek Cypriot defence policy. Internal political changes in Nicosia dovetailed those in Athens, with the return to power of Andreas Papandreou XE "Papandreou, Andreas" 

 XE "PASOK" 

 XE "Mitsokakis, Constantine" . Papandreou immediately strengthened Greek ties with the RoC, most notably in the field of defence through the Joint Defence Doctrine XE "Joint Defence Doctrine" . Greece and the Greek Cypriots also began exerting greater pressure in European legal forums for a condemnation of Turkey and the Turkish Cypriots. The first key case was the 1994 Anastasiou case XE "Anastasiou case"  in the European Court of Justice (ECJ) XE "European Court of Justice (ECJ)" , which ended preferential Turkish Cypriot exports to EU markets, damaging significantly the already weak and isolated northern Cypriot economy. The second critical case was that of Titina Loizidou in 1996 at the ECtHR XE "Loizidou case" , which opened the way to an unending string of Greek Cypriot cases against Turkey, aiming to secure the return of Greek Cypriot property in the north through arbitration rather than negotiation. The Turkish Cypriot side instead moved towards greater de facto integration of northern Cyprus into Turkey. 
Unsurprisingly, when inter-communal negotiations were re-launched in Troutbeck and Glion in 1997 they had little chance of success. In that context, the UNSG tabled a proposal which, like the Set of Ideas, proposed a federal state with single sovereignty emanating equally from the two communities, with single international personality and citizenship, and composed of two federated states with identical powers. But the talks were short-lived and ended with a Turkish Cypriot walkout and Denktaş’s refusal to participate in further negotiations. Thereafter, the Turkish Cypriot position hardened considerably. The Turkish Cypriots first demanded that future negotiations be conducted between two sovereign equals, and then called for the establishment of a confederation between two sovereign states XE "Denktaş, Rauf" . In southern Cyprus, nationalistic defence policies persisted, culminating in the incident, which almost triggered a Greek-Turkish war in 1997-98, over the Greek Cypriot acquisition of S-300 missiles from Russia to be stationed on the island. 

To break the impasse in 1999 caused by Denktaş’s preconditions, the UNSC called for proximity talks.
 The talks made little headway towards opening direct negotiations, let alone a settlement, and were later defined by the UNSG as a process of ‘procedural wrangling’, ‘verbal gymnastics’ and ‘shadow boxing’ (UNSG 2003a, paragraph 23). In December 2000 the Turkish Cypriot side unilaterally abandoned the talks, and the peace process once again plunged into deadlock. Alongside, Turkish-Turkish Cypriot efforts towards integration persisted, and were exacerbated by Turkish threats to annex northern Cyprus (Cyprus News 2001).
Direct negotiations were re-launched in early 2002, with a turn-around in the Turkish Cypriot position, and culminated in the publication of the first version of the ‘Annan Plan’ in November 2002. Constitutionally, the Plan adopted several aspects of the Swiss and Belgian federal constitutions, providing for the sharing of sovereignty between the two communities both in terms of representation and decision-making within the thin federal level, and between the two constituent states in northern and southern Cyprus respectively. The Plan foresaw a reduction of the northern zone to 28.5 per cent of the land. This would have allowed a majority of Greek Cypriot refugees to return to their properties under Greek Cypriot rule. The remaining refugees who wished to return, would be able to do so under specified rules and regulations that would ensure a continued Turkish Cypriot majority in the north. In terms of military security, in addition to the continuation of the Treaty of Guarantee, there would be an equal number of Greek and Turkish troops, which would be progressively scaled back to the levels stipulated in the original 1960 accords, with the objective of complete demilitarization. 
Despite the publication of three successive versions of the Plan in late 2002 and early 2003, the parties failed to reach an agreement in December 2002 (at the Copenhagen European Council), in February and in March 2003. These failures were largely due to the Turkish and Turkish Cypriot rejection of the Annan Plan. Both Turkish and Turkish Cypriot politics at the time were in a state of deep upheaval, and in early 2003 the political changes underway had not consolidated yet into a policy shift in favour of a settlement. In Turkey, the November 2002 general elections saw the rise to power of the reformist Adalet ve Kalkınma Partisi (AKP) XE "Justice and Development Party (AKP)" 

 XE "Erdoğan, Tayyıp" . Yet while immediately leading to a change of rhetoric on Cyprus, a substantive policy shift occurred gradually over the course of 2003 and 2004. In northern Cyprus, an even deeper political upheaval – verging on regime change – was underway. Beginning with the mass demonstrations in December 2002 and early 2003, the Turkish Cypriot centre-left and liberal camps, backed by large segments of civil society, mobilized to overturn the political system, dominated since 1974 by nationalist parties (in particular by Rauf Denktaş) together with nationalist and conservative circles in Ankara. 

Real political change in Turkish Cypriot politics and policy began in late 2003. By then, the AKP had succeeded in altering Turkey’s historical stance on the conflict (i.e., that a solution had been achieved in 1974), consolidating its support for the Annan Plan. In northern Cyprus, the December 2003 parliamentary elections saw the rise of the moderate Cumhuriyetci Türk Partisi (CTP) and the nomination of its leader Mehmet Ali Talat as prime minister. Hence, while in 2002 and early 2003, the Turkish Cypriots rejected the Annan Plan, one year later they undertook the initiative to re-launch the peace process on the basis of the same Plan. Negotiations restarted in February 2004, leading to two further revisions of the Plan and separate referenda in northern and southern Cyprus in April 2004. In the referendum in northern Cyprus, 64 per cent of the public accepted the Annan Plan.

Yet while Turkey and the Turkish Cypriots were shifting towards moderation in 2003-04, the Greek Cypriots turned to nationalism and intransigence. During the last years of Clerides’ presidency in 2002, the former Greek Cypriot leader and his party Democraticos Synagermos (DISY) had displayed far greater moderation compared to his early years in office. When the Annan Plan was first presented, Clerides accepted it as a basis for negotiation and ultimately hinted at his willingness to accept the Plan if no agreed revisions to it were possible (UNSG 2003a). Eighty-three-year-old Clerides’ decision in early January 2003 to stand for re-election with a limited mandate to conclude negotiations also indicated his willingness to seal a deal. Yet Clerides lost the elections to Tassos Papadopoulos XE "Papadopoulos, Tassos"  in February 2003. In the early months of Papadopolous’ presidency, there was no stark shift in the Greek Cypriot position, not least because Denktaş’s rejection of the Annan Plan overshadowed all other obstacles to the peace process. The salience of the Greek Cypriot political shift emerged in full force in 2003-04, and most critically when following the re-launch of the peace process in February 2004, Papadopolous failed to negotiate in good faith and ultimately called his people to reject the Plan with a strong ‘no’ (UNSG 2004). In his rejection, the President was backed by his own party Democratico Komma (DIKO), by the socialist party Enie Democratiki Enosis Kyprou (EDEK), by the leftist Anorthotikon Komma Ergazomenou Laou (AKEL), as well as by large segments of civil society, the media and the Orthodox Church XE "Papadopoulos, Tassos" . The positions of the leadership were reflected in popular opinion. While a mere 24 per cent of the Greek Cypriots voted in favour of the Plan, an overwhelming 76 per cent rejected it XE "referendum" .

The referenda earthquake did not trigger fundamental political changes in Cyprus. In northern Cyprus, the political turnover away from nationalism consolidated. The February 2005 parliamentary elections saw a further rise of the CTP, and the April 2005 presidential elections led to the replacement of Denktaş by Mehmet Ali Talat. However, the rise of the CTP came at the expense of the left and liberal camps, rather than the nationalists, leading to an unchanged overall balance between nationalist and moderate forces between 2003 and 2005. The only visible change in the north has been the end of the acute polarization of positions over the Annan Plan and the emergence of a middle ‘neo-official position’ (embodied by Talat himself), which while favouring a solution based on the Annan Plan also cultivates close relations with Ankara (Kaymak and Vural 2006). In the south, day-to-day politics has taken precedence over the conflict and Papadopolous, backed by a majority of the population, has discarded the Annan Plan and focussed on other strategies to strengthen the Greek Cypriot position. This has shifted trends away from reunification on the basis of a loose federation and towards radically different orders, which are far removed from the EU’s declared objectives.

One possible trend would see a solution along the revealed tenets held by the Greek Cypriot leadership. This would imply abandoning the basic philosophy and approach of the Annan Plan (and indeed of all negotiations since 1974) and seeking to rebuild an empowered central state in which majority decision-making would prevail and all Greek Cypriots would be able to return to the north, diluting if not eliminating the bi-zonal aspects of an agreement. Under this scenario, there would be a faster and more extensive withdrawal of Turkish troops and settlers, stronger international guarantees, and a weaker (or absent) Turkish role in Cyprus’ security arrangements. To achieve this goal, the Greek Cypriot government has been fostering the conditions for the re-emergence of bi-communality in the south, or osmosis, as put by Papadopolous in his address at the UN General Assembly in September 2005. The RoC has in fact granted citizenship, jobs, education and healthcare services to individual Turkish Cypriots, without the accompanying political rights foreseen in the 1960 Constitution. 

Turkey and the Turkish Cypriots are unlikely to bend to this solution. If they succeed in resisting it, an alternative solution, equally removed from the philosophy of the Annan Plan, is that of a creeping recognition of the TRNC. The Turkish Cypriots while remaining committed to a federal settlement, have clearly displayed their frustration with the peace process and their disillusionment with their Greek Cypriot neighbours. The results of an opinion poll conducted in the north two months after the referenda were striking.
 The majority of respondents supported the promotion of the TRNC (70 per cent) and the lifting of its isolation (73 per cent). Only a minority backed a second Greek Cypriot referendum (25 per cent) and the renegotiation of the Annan Plan (14 per cent). 

The position of the international community is far more complex. International perceptions of the Cyprus conflict have changed since April 2004. While between 1974 and 2004, the Turkish Cypriot side was viewed as the primary obstacle to a solution, justifying the continued recognition of the Greek Cypriot RoC, the referenda eroded this logic. The Greek Cypriots are now regarded as the intransigent side perpetuating the status quo. This does not entail necessarily a future international recognition of the TRNC. As far as the EU is concerned, the RoC government wields veto power, and the principle of intra-EU solidarity makes it very difficult for other member states to recognize the TRNC. However, even when official EU policy is determined by the interests of one member state, the bilateral dealings of individual members may take different forms.
 Fewer restrictions apply to other countries, including the US. Moreover, even without formal recognition, a government can acquire most of the trappings of statehood (e.g., Taiwan). 

ASSESSING EU IMPACT ON THE CYPRUS CONFLICT

The 1990s witnessed a progressive distancing in the positions of the conflict parties, reducing the prospects of a federal settlement along the lines proposed by the UN. Between 2002 and 2004, there was a window of opportunity to reach an agreement on the basis of the Annan Plan. Yet by the time the Turkish and Turkish Cypriot sides converged to support the Plan, the Greek Cypriots had turned against it. Events since then have not been encouraging. Prospects for a federal agreement are withering away, overtaken by oscillating trends towards the diametrically opposite scenarios of Greek Cypriot domination and Turkish Cypriot secession. 

The evolution of the Cyprus conflict has been largely determined by the actions of and developments within the parties involved. In the early and mid-1990s, the positions of the two leaderships hardened due to domestic developments. The replacement of Vassiliou by Clerides in 1993, coupled with the re-election of Papandreou in Greece, ushered a rise in Greek Cypriot nationalism. The hardening of Turkish Cypriot positions in the late 1990s was fuelled by the persisting isolation of the north, and the mutually reinforcing nationalist positions of Denktaş in Nicosia and Bülent Ecevit in Ankara. Greek-Turkish brinkmanship, particularly in 1996-98 also hindered efforts to broker peace in Cyprus. 

The window of opportunity in 2002-04 was opened by key developments in Cyprus, Turkey and Greece. The Greek-Turkish rapprochement over the course of 1999, institutionalized after the August-September earthquakes, provided a propitious atmosphere for reconciliation in Cyprus. In the north, the turnover in Turkish Cypriot politics since 2002 was generated by severe economic decline, exacerbated in 1999 by the International Monetary Fund (IMF) austerity package in Turkey and in 2001 by the financial crises there. The opening of the green line in April 2003 invalidated many of the dire consequences resulting from inter-communal contact which Turkish Cypriot nationalists had often warned about. In Turkey, the 2002 electoral results were largely explained by the public’s disenchantment with the former political class, particularly in the wake of the 1999 earthquakes and the 2001 economic crisis. 

These positive domestic and regional trends were overshadowed by opposite domestic trends in southern Cyprus. In view of Cyprus’ colonial history and the humiliation of 1974, the Greek Cypriot ‘Όχι’ (No) to the Annan Plan was viewed as a courageous attempt to resist foreign control. The fact that almost every provision in the Pan had come from proposals made by local negotiators did not resonate amongst the public. This was not least because the idea of compromise had been denigrated for decades by local leaders (both in the south and in the north), backed by an uncritical education system and media. But unlike northern Cyprus, in 2004 the Greek Cypriot public could (or felt they could) turn down a compromise agreement and wait for a better deal in future, particularly one which would account for their security concerns vis-à-vis Turkey (Lordos 2006). Hence in the words of UNSG Annan, many Greek Cypriots saw in the Plan ‘very little to gain, and quite a lot of inconvenience and risk’ (UNSG 2004, paragraph 85).

Notwithstanding the importance of these domestic factors, the EU has acted as a principal external determinant of the Cyprus conflict since it initiated and conducted its accession process with the RoC. The importance of the EU’s role is precisely due to the way in which it has interacted with domestic and regional factors. The following sections assess the EU’s impact on the conflict, drawing-out the principal threads of these interactions. 
The Value of the EU Benefit: Accession…for Whom and When?

The first key determinant of the EU’s impact is the real and perceived value of EU relations with the conflict parties. In the case of Cyprus, the Union offered the most valuable benefit at its disposal, that of full membership. However, the manner and time gap with which this benefit was promised hindered its potential positive impact and generated unexpected disincentives.

The objective value of accession

The EU’s potential to influence the Cyprus conflict grew considerably with the accession process, launched when the RoC applied for membership in 1990. This immediately upgraded the basis for contractual ties previously grounded on the 1972 association agreement. After 1993, Cyprus’ accession course gathered steam. At the 1994 Corfu European Council, the Union decided to include Cyprus in its next round of enlargement. In 1995, the General Affairs Council decided to open accession negotiations with Cyprus six months after the completion of the 1996 Intergovernmental Conference (IGC). The sixteenth EU-Cyprus Association Council launched a structured dialogue for Cyprus’ familiarization with the acquis, its inclusion in several Community programmes, and the disbursement of €136m in pre-accession aid. The December 1997 Luxembourg European Council decided to start accession talks. Negotiations began in March 1998 and ended at the December 2002 Copenhagen European Council, when Cyprus was invited to enter the Union. By the turn of the century, the rise in value that came with Cyprus’ accession process and the clear EU preference for a solution prior to membership induced the former Greek Cypriot leadership to seek an agreement. In November 2000, proximity talks had not ended out of Greek Cypriot will. When in December 2001, Denktaş XE "Denktaş, Rauf"  invited Clerides XE "Clerides, Glafcos"  for direct talks, the latter readily accepted, and throughout 2002 the Greek Cypriot team never hinted at abandoning the process. With the failure of the talks, the UN XE "United Nations:Secretary General" SG praised the Greek Cypriot team for its constructive positions (UNSG 2003a, paragraphs 35 and 136). 

Yet in those years the problem rested primarily on the other side, not least because of the EU’s inability to offer sufficiently valuable benefits to the Turkish Cypriots and Turkey. Cyprus’ accession process was launched and conducted by the Greek Cypriot RoC. The Turkish Cypriots were excluded from the process and did not witness any objective rise in value in their relations to the Union. Admittedly, before the launch of accession negotiations, the European Council persuaded Clerides to invite his counterpart Denktaş to the talks. But the terms of participation were not specified, providing the reluctant Turkish Cypriot leader with an argument (or excuse) to reject the proposal. Not only were the Turkish Cypriots excluded from the accession process. Even the benefits of association progressively disappeared. Whereas the 1977 first financial protocol accorded 20 per cent of its funds to the Turkish Cypriots, the 1984 protocol granted a mere 3 per cent to them, and in the fourth and fifth protocols, the only EU funds allocated to the north came from the bi-communal Nicosia master plan project (Biçak 1997). Moreover, EU institutions unwittingly harmed the Turkish Cypriots. The 1994 ECJ Anastasiou case is the most evident case in point. At the time of the ECJ judgement, 74 per cent of Turkish Cypriot exports were directed to the EU. Two years later, Turkish Cypriot exports to the EU fell to 35 per cent because of the end of preferential treatment (Brewin 2000: 196-9). 

Another key variable which reduced the value of EU ties for the Turkish Cypriots and Turkey was the late start and uncertainty of Turkey’s own accession process. As opposed to Cyprus, Turkey’s path to Europe has been long, tortuous and uncertain. Turkey applied for membership in 1987, but it was turned down by the Community in 1989. In 1995, EU-Turkey relations were upgraded through the customs union agreement. But this was hardly comparable to Cyprus-EU relations, which were concomitantly upgraded to the stage of accession negotiations. Moreover, while Cyprus accession talks were opened, EU-Turkey ties plunged to their lowest ebb when the 1997 Luxembourg European Council denied Turkey EU candidacy. 

A categorical shift in gear took place at the December 1999 European Council, i.e., almost a decade after the initiation of Cyprus’ accession process. In Helsinki, the European Council recognized Turkey’s candidacy. However, the Helsinki decision retained a gap between Turkey and the other candidates, including Cyprus. While all candidates launched or proceeded with accession negotiations, Turkey was kept in a category of its own because of its deficiencies in the field of human rights and democracy. Moreover, the Helsinki euphoria was short-lived, as new problems surfaced on the EU-Turkey political agenda, ranging from the French recognition of the Armenian genocide to the dispute concerning Turkey’s participation in the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP). Turkey’s accession prospects became more tangible at and after the December 2002 Copenhagen European Council, when a rendezvous date was set to examine the possibility of opening Turkey’s accession talks. Demonstrating the importance of the value of EU ties was that fact that only after the Copenhagen European Council, Turkey and the Turkish Cypriots began converging in support for the Annan Plan. All Turkish Cypriot and Turkish interlocutors agree that the mass mobilization in northern Cyprus and the policy shift in Ankara which took place between late 2002 and April 2004 would not have occurred without the rising momentum in Turkey’s accession process in those years.
 

Yet in December 2002, the European Council also invited a divided Cyprus to join the Union. Thereafter, all the necessary steps were taken to proceed with Cyprus’ entry (the signature of the Accession Treaty in April 2003, and the process of ratification between then and May 2004). As Cyprus entered the Union and thus the EU benefit was delivered to the Greek Cypriot side, the EU’s influence on the south dissipated. This occurred precisely when the value of EU-Turkey ties was rising, increasing considerably the appeal of membership also to the Turkish Cypriots, including the more nationalist and conservative segments of public opinion. In other words, the EU failure to offer the parties sufficiently valuable benefits in a coordinated fashion and at the same time reduced its scope to influence positively the conflict.

The EU’s negative impact on the conflict increased after Cyprus’ accession. The benefits of membership have been used by the Greek Cypriot side to strengthen its negotiating position at the expense of the Turkish Cypriots. The government has blocked all EU attempts to lift the economic isolation on the north through aid and in particular trade measures. It has attempted to re-formulate the conflict as one between the RoC and Turkey, hoping to exert leverage on Turkey within the EU context to obtain Turkey’s recognition of the RoC. This would entail a re-writing of the Turkish historical narrative of the conflict and its non-recognition of the northern Cypriot de facto state.
 Greek Cypriot leverage was exerted most visibly in the run-up to the opening of Turkey’s accession negotiations in October 2005, when it insisted that Turkey should normalize its relations with the RoC. The issue has remained on the agenda since then and has been associated with the question of the de jure and de facto extension of the EU-Turkey customs union to member state Cyprus. The RoC’s strategy of osmosis in the south and pressure on Turkey at EU level has distracted attention from inter-communal negotiations aimed at reaching a federal agreement.

Since Cyprus’ EU entry, the Union has done little for the Turkish Cypriots. Despite its promise on the eve of enlargement to lift their isolation, the EU has failed to deliver. The Commission initially drafted two proposals. The first provided for the disbursement of €259m to the north and the second for re-establishing direct preferential trade between the north and the EU (halted since the 1994 ECJ judgement). These two draft directives, which were only modest steps to support Turkish Cypriot development, remain unimplemented. The trade directive has been flatly turned down by member state Cyprus, arguing that it would entail an implicit recognition of the TRNC. €120m provided for in the aid directive were lost due to the time lag in the approval by the Council of Ministers. Although the remaining €139m were approved in February 2006, disputes persist on the modalities of disbursement. 

There is also a distinct possibility that, far from supporting Turkish Cypriot development, EU actions may be hindering it further. In December 2004, upon Cyprus’ insistence, the European Council demanded that Turkey sign the protocol extending its customs union with the EU to the new member states (including Cyprus) before its accession negotiations could begin. In the autumn of 2005, Turkey fulfilled this request, yet it refrained from implementing the protocol. At the insistence of the RoC, the implementation of the protocol was pinpointed as a priority in the 2005 Turkey Accession Partnership document, and EU pressure on Turkey on this question mounted in 2006. 

In the event that Turkey extends the customs union to southern Cyprus without an EU initiative to include northern Cyprus in the EU customs union, the psychological impact on the north could be harmful.
 It would represent yet another instance of the Turkish Cypriots being left out of the loop of European integration. It is in this context that Turkey, through an ‘Action Plan’ presented to the UNSG in January 2006, called for the inclusion of the Turkish Cypriots in the EU customs union together with its implementation of the customs union protocol. Despite an initially warm reception by the Commission and member states Italy, Spain and the UK, the Turkish Action Plan has remained dead letter largely due to Greek Cypriot objections. In turn, the Union’s unkept promises to the Turkish Cypriots and the unmaterialized value of EU ties for the Turkish Cypriots have fed public disillusionment in the north. Hence, Talat’s shift towards the centre and the absence of new peace initiatives by the Turkish Cypriots and Turkey.
 
The subjective value of accession 

To fully understanding the significance of membership for all conflict parties in Cyprus, and thus its impact on the conflict, it is necessary to delve deeper into the perceptions and value of the Union in the region.  

The Greek Cypriots came to value highly the prospects of membership. While initially reluctant to embark on the accession course, over the 1990s EU membership became the cornerstone and principal objective of Greek Cypriot foreign policy. This ambition was not unrelated to the conflict. On the contrary, both Greece and the Greek Cypriots valued Cyprus’ accession precisely because of the effects they anticipated this to have on the conflict. By the late 1980s and early 1990s, the Greek Cypriot side felt disenchanted by the UN’s approach, viewing it as powerless in influencing Turkey and willing to accommodate maximalist Turkish Cypriot demands. Pursuing EU membership was viewed as a means to reverse these trends. Accession would bolster the RoC XE "Republic of Cyprus:legitimacy" ’s status as the only legitimate government on the island, discredit further the TRNC and provide the RoC with an additional forum in which to present its case. It would also increase Greek Cypriot leverage on Turkey in view of Turkey’s own membership ambitions. EU accession would also bring critical security gains to the Greek Cypriots, because of the unlikelihood of a Turkish attack on an EU member state. Finally, Cyprus’ membership would create a framework for the liberalization of the three freedoms XE "three freedoms"  with the implementation of the EU’s acquis. XE "acquis communautaire" 
The value ascribed to the Union had contrasting effects on the Greek Cypriot political elite and public, which emerged in diametrically opposite ways over the years. Former President Clerides appeared far more open to compromise in 2002-03 than he had been in 1992-3, when he ran for and won his first presidency on a bid to reject the Set of Ideas. A key factor explaining this shift is the perceived value of EU accession. EU membership, which was increasingly within reach, imbued the Greek Cypriots with an enhanced sense of security and induced the former leadership to accept hitherto unthinkable concessions (like Turkey’s role in Cyprus’ security). 

Yet as accession approached in 2003 (and was finally realized in 2004), the perceived value of EU membership served to harden the stance of the next Greek Cypriot leadership. This was because of its belief that a compromise agreement could be improved significantly post accession. So, as Papadopoulos put it, why should the Greek Cypriots ‘do away with our internationally recognized state exactly at the very moment it strengthens its political weight, with its accession to the EU?’ (UNSG 2004, paragraph 65). More precisely, Greek Cypriot nationalists/maximalists came to value EU accession over and above a loose federal settlement. As put by one interlocutor ‘it is better to be in the EU without a settlement than to accept a bad settlement’.
 To the extent that the Annan Plan was viewed as a ‘bad’ settlement, the leadership, backed by the public, concentrated on EU accession instead.  XE "federation" 

 XE "Clerides, Glafcos"  

Turning to the Turkish Cypriots, the EU accession process was viewed as a threat up until late 2001. This was true both for the public at large and for the nationalist elites in power at the time. The main incentive offered by the EU to the Turkish Cypriots was economic (Bahceli 2001). But in a context of international isolation, economic incentives were branded a ‘bribe’ to lure the Turkish Cypriots into compromising on their collective security and identity.
 Furthermore, until late 2001, the Turkish Cypriots believed (without being credibly rebuked by EU officials) that Cyprus’ membership would necessitate a strongly centralized state, that it would eliminate bi-zonality through the application of the acquis, and that it would cut vital links to Ankara. Hence, many supported EU membership only after a settlement and/or after Turkey’s accession. A loose federal settlement would mitigate the threats from EU accession, while Cypriot membership alongside that of Turkey would provide additional guarantees. To the most nationalist forces, the accession of a divided island was actually seen as a blessing in disguise, justifying a de jure settlement on the basis of partition. In other words, until late 2001 perceptions of the Union in northern Cyprus reduced Turkish Cypriot incentives to reach an agreement. 
The U-turn in the Turkish Cypriot position in 2002-04 partly rests in their re-evaluation of EU membership. While former President Denktaş continued to dismiss EU economic incentives, the appeal of membership gained hold amongst the public, contributing to the overhaul in Turkish Cypriot politics. Economic gains rose in value because of the deterioration of the Turkish Cypriot economy since the mid-1990s and particularly since 2001. This generated Turkish Cypriot fears of the unsustainability of their status as a self-governing community in northern Cyprus. Another consequence of isolation was the increasing dependence on Turkey, which led to a growing sense among the Turkish Cypriots that, far from democratically governing themselves, they were being controlled by Ankara. By 2002 EU accession was no longer viewed as a threat, but rather as the necessary condition for Turkish Cypriot communal survival and prosperity. 

The Turkish Cypriot shift was also critically linked to that in Ankara, which came when domestic political change led to a reassessment of the value of Turkey’s own accession process. Under the former Turkish coalition government, Turkey’s accession process failed to generate sufficient political will to support a federal settlement in Cyprus not least because accession was not genuinely supported by all the relevant forces within the Turkish establishment. For those who were sceptical of if not opposed to membership, stalemate in Cyprus was covertly viewed as a convenient excuse to block the accession process. This largely remained the case until the November 2002 elections. The election of the AKP, coupled with the approaching prospect of opening EU-Turkey accession negotiations, enhanced the collectively perceived value of EU accession. This was manifested both by an unprecedented commitment to pursuing democratic reforms and by the U-turn in Turkish policy towards Cyprus. By the time this occurred however, incentives on the Greek Cypriot side had turned against a federal agreement. 
The Credibility of the Obligations

The time gap between the offer of membership to Cyprus and to Turkey goes far in explaining the EU’s missed opportunity to reunify the conflict-ridden island. Yet this explanation needs to be complemented by an analysis of the obligations embedded (or not) in EU relations with the conflict parties. 

The asymmetric use of conditionality 

When the EU launched Cyprus’ accession process, the understanding was that a settlement was a precondition of accession. The 1993 Commission’s XE "Commission:Opinion on Cyprus"  Opinion on Cyprus unequivocally stated that accession negotiations would begin ‘as soon as the prospect of settlement is surer’, and that ‘Cyprus’ integration with the community implies a peaceful, balanced and lasting settlement of the Cyprus question’ (Commission 1993, paragraphs 48 and 47). Alone, this formulation would have presented a strong form of conditionality on the Greek Cypriot side (who had applied for membership), without an accompanying message to the Turkish Cypriots and Turkey (whose own accession process was not on the horizon at the time). Hence, the Opinion added that ‘should this (a failure of inter-communal negotiations) eventuality arise, the Commission feels that the situation should be reassessed in view of the positions adopted by each party in the talks and that the question of Cyprus’ accession to the Community should be reconsidered in January 1995’ (Commission 1993, paragraph 51). In other words, if inter-communal negotiations failed due to Turkish Cypriot intransigence, accession negotiations without a settlement could take place. 

The balance struck in 1993 was then progressively abandoned. On the one hand, conditionality on the Greek Cypriot side was dropped. The Commission’s 1997 Agenda 2000 suggested that accession negotiations with Cyprus could begin without a settlement being a precondition. Two years later, the European Council in Helsinki concluded that a settlement would not be a condition for Cyprus’ actual accession. To this, the European Council – adamant not to give the impression that Cyprus’ accession was automatic – added that it would ‘take into account all relevant factors’ (European Council 1999b, paragraph 9b). But the persisting conflict was not viewed as a sufficiently ‘relevant factor’ when in 2002 the European Council in Copenhagen invited Cyprus to enter the Union, when in 2003 the RoC signed the Accession Treaty, or when in 2004 the divided island became an EU member state. 

On the other hand, conditionality on Turkey was strengthened after the launch of Turkey’s accession process. Turkey’s  XE "Commission:Progress Reports" 2001 Accession Partnership stated that Turkey should ‘…strongly support the UN Secretary General’s efforts to bring to a successful conclusion the process of finding a comprehensive settlement of the Cyprus problem…’ (Council 2001b: 13). Moreover, EU institutions waved their stick to Ankara by lifting conditionality on the Greek Cypriot side and thus opening the prospect of Cyprus’ accession as a divided island. The problems entailed by this were made painfully explicit by the Commission XE "Commission:Progress Reports"  in 2003, when it stated that the conflict posed a ‘serious obstacle’ to Turkey’s accession path (Commission 2003d: 16). 

The abandonment of conditionality on the Greek Cypriot side did not reduce the incentives of the former Greek Cypriot leadership to clinch an agreement. Up until late 2002, the Clerides leadership never considered accession as being automatic (at least at the level of public discourse).
 Even when Cyprus was invited to enter the Union, the former President appeared committed to reach an agreement. The approaching deadline of accession and the awareness that the international momentum generated in 2002-04 would have dissipated thereafter raised Clerides’ incentives to reach an early agreement. However, lifting conditionality on the Greek Cypriots eliminated all constraints from the next Greek Cypriot leadership to bluntly turn down the Annan Plan by the time the referendum was held. Having secured EU membership, Papadopolous felt unconstrained in rejecting the Annan Plan despite the strong criticisms and accusations of his EU partners. In other words, once accession was guaranteed, the potential effectiveness of conditionality came to an end, and the conflict party was once again free to pursue its interests as it saw fit.

Turning to Turkey, the progressive strengthening of conditionality on Ankara began having its desired effects after 2002. Until late 2001, the Turkish establishment simply did not believe (or did not want to believe) that the EU would accept a divided island into its fold. Turkey failed to understand why the Union would accept a problematic conflict-ridden island and ‘give up’ Turkey ‘for the sake of’ Cyprus. Many in Ankara failed to appreciate that by 1999, the European choice was not between Turkey and Cyprus, but rather between Turkey and the fifth enlargement, whose importance went way beyond Cyprus and Turkey combined. By the autumn of 2001, the Turkish establishment understood that Cyprus’ EU accession had become inevitable. This was indeed a key factor motivating the re-launch of direct talks in January 2002. But some of those who did appreciate the credibility of EU conditionality were not motivated to find a settlement both because they viewed Cyprus as an imperative national security issue and because of their lack of commitment to Turkey’s EU accession. It was only when the AKP government genuinely prioritized Turkey’s accession course, and was backed by the liberal media, academia and key actors within different institutions, that the credibility of EU conditionality contributed to the Turkish U-turn on Cyprus. 

The unexpected twists in the mechanisms of passive enforcement

The reasons underlying the EU’s missed opportunity in Cyprus are also linked to the perverse impact of passive enforcement in a context in which the Union had not spelt out its conditions and obligations regarding a settlement. 

When the 1993 Commission Opinion formulated its approach towards Cyprus, the logic on which it rested was that of passive enforcement rather than political conditionality. The Commission stated that the rights and freedoms embedded in the acquis ‘ XE "Commission:Opinion on Cyprus" would have to be guaranteed as part of a comprehensive settlement…’ (Commission 1993, paragraph 10). This statement was used to justify the need for a settlement prior to accession. As put by the Opinion, XE "conditionality"  in the absence of a settlement, Cyprus would be unable to  XE "acquis communautaire" ‘participate normally in the decision-making process of the EC…’ and ensure ‘…the correct application of Community law throughout the island’ (Commission 1993, paragraph 47). EU institutions thus rested on the bedrock of EU law when justifying the imperative of a settlement in Cyprus before accession. 

As conditionality was lifted on the Greek Cypriot side, these same mechanisms of passive enforcement had a perverse effect. They provided the Greek Cypriot side a strong argument to oppose UN proposals, which provided for a limited liberalization of the three freedoms. Whereas in the past uncompromising positions were couched in the language of human rights and majoritarian democracy, the accession process allowed the far more specific and binding language of the acquis to legitimize Greek Cypriot inflexibility. Hence, in October 2000, the RoC House of Representatives rebuked UNSG Annan’s proposals on the grounds that ‘it is a basic and fundamental principle of the talks that any proposals or ideas should be fully in line with the acquis communautaire’ (Republic of Cyprus 2000). After 2002, the proposed restrictions to the three freedoms in the Annan Plan were rejected by the Greek Cypriot side because they entailed derogations to the EU acquis (Friends of Cyprus 2003: 3). The acquis also became a principal argument used by the former Turkish Cypriot leadership to oppose a settlement within the EU.  XE "acquis communautaire" Even following the change of leadership in the north, the Turkish Cypriots remained concerned with the implications of the acquis. Their fear was that the restrictions to the full application of the acquis provided for in the Annan Plan would be undermined by individual Greek Cypriot cases brought to the ECJ and the ECtHR. 

The EU, with its laws as well as its realities, could have accommodated the terms of a settlement providing for some restrictions to the full liberalization of the three freedoms. This is often the case in both old and new member states (Toccib 2004: 157-9). However, the lack of clarity on what kind of solution the EU supported in Cyprus allowed the most intransigent voices on both sides to use EU mechanisms of passive enforcement to hinder an agreement. Until mid-2001, EU statements did nothing to alter the view that accession would have set the guidelines for a settlement in favour of the Greek Cypriot side. Only at the  XE "Denktaş, Rauf" 

 XE "Verheugen, Gunter" June 2002 Seville European Council the Union officially mentioned the possibility of exemptions from the acquis in Cyprus.
 But the vagueness of these statements together with their late arrival failed to mitigate the damage done by the discourse of the acquis over the decade-long process of Cyprus’ accession. 

The scope for social learning

The impact of the accession process through conditionality and passive enforcement on the Cyprus conflict has been largely negative. Yet in the long-term, social learning could support the reunification of the island, so long as alternative trends of domination or secession have not consolidated instead. 

Greece is the most evident case of a conflict party influenced by social learning inherent in contact with (and participation in) the EU. Since Greece acceded to the Community in 1981, it has changed significantly both as a state and polity, and in its pursued policies (Tsakaloyannis 1996). EU membership has induced much of this transformation, particularly under the PASOK governments, both in terms of discourse and mode of operation (e.g., increasingly moderating its positions and accepting multilateral decision-making), as well in terms of interest formulation. Through participation and learning, the EU has affected Greece’s stance on the conflict as well as on Turkey, by raising the Greek sense of security, which gradually enabled Greek policy-makers to reassess the country’s interests and reformulate its strategies.
 

As Greek governments appreciated the economic and security gains inherent in EU membership, they began lobbying for Cyprus’ inclusion in the bloc. Greek Cypriot security concerns could be resolved within the European security community, just like Greece itself was experiencing. So the PASOK governments assiduously worked first to persuade the Greek Cypriot government to apply for membership in 1988-90, and then to sway its sceptical European partners to accept Cyprus’ EU accession.

Moreover, Greek foreign policy towards Turkey performed a radical U-turn in 1999. From epitomizing in the 1980s the most critical obstacle to closer EC-Turkey ties, Greece, under the PASOK government of Costas Simitis became the most vocal advocate of Ankara’s European cause two decades later. EU membership allowed Greece to gradually understand that a ‘European Turkey’ would represent Greece’s strongest security guarantee.  XE "Turkey:europeanization" In this context, the pending conflict in Cyprus represented a Damoclean sword hanging over both Turkey’s EU accession and its rapprochement with Greece. This goes far in explaining the support of the Simitis government for the Annan Plan.  XE "rapprochement" 
Greece’s transformation coupled with Cyprus’ own accession process also had a moderating impact on the former Greek Cypriot leadership. The transformation of Greek foreign policy altered the meaning of what Greek Cypriot nationalism entailed. Clerides had campaigned in 1993 on an overtly Greek Cypriot nationalist platform. He continued to flag his ties to kin-state Greece throughout his two presidencies, for example by pursuing the Joint Defence Doctrine. Yet this did not prevent him from moderating his views in 2002-03. On the contrary, the Greek government’s support for the Annan Plan allowed Clerides to endorse the Plan while maintaining a degree of ideological continuity. Contact with EU institutions also led to a growing appreciation by the Clerides leadership of the security assets entailed in membership. This persuaded the former president to pursue more actively a settlement within the EU. It is perhaps not surprising that the most adamant supporters of the Annan Plan in the south were Clerides – president in 1993-2003 – and George Vassiliou – former president and Cyprus’ chief EU negotiator, i.e., precisely those who led Cyprus into the EU in the 1990s and who had had most contact with the institutions. 

This is not to say that the change of Greek foreign policy and less still that of Cyprus is unanimous or complete. In Greece, the shift owes much to the previous government and in particular to former Foreign Minister George Papandreou XE "Papandreou, George" . The ND XE "New Democracy (ND)"  government elected in March 2003 has been far more cautious. The rapprochement with Turkey persists but has made few steps forward. Support for Turkey’s accession also continues, but it has been far weaker and more conditional compared to that of the former government. Moreover, the government’s attitudes towards Cyprus are considerably more detached. In the context of Papadopolous’ rise to power, this has meant an uncritical support for the rejectionist stance of the RoC government.
Less still has contact with the EU had a moderating impact on the current RoC government, or indeed on the wider public. The RoC government, much like Greece in the 1980s, has viewed the Union as a platform from which to exert pressure on Turkey and the Turkish Cypriots. There is a distinct difference between learning, which entails a genuine transformation of perceived interests and strategies, and the (ab)use of an EU discourse to legitimize unchanged (if not hardened) positions. The pleas of the Greek Cypriot leadership for a ‘European solution’ in accordance with EU values and the acquis, appear simply to use a new and more appealing language to persuade the international community and fellow member states of the desirability of its (unchanged) preferred solution (Richmond 2006: 157). 

In northern Cyprus, there has been a profound transformation of the political system and polity. But this is predominantly due to domestic changes coupled with the hard-nosed messages of EU conditionality, rather than through a voluntary process of EU-induced learning. An interesting example of this is the Turkish Cypriot response to the ECtHR cases, compliance with which has been a key EU condition on Turkey (Gürel and Özersay 2006). Initially Turkey and the Turkish Cypriots flatly rejected the ECtHR’s judgements on the return of Greek Cypriot property in the north. Yet in view of mounting EU pressure on Turkey, of Ankara’s ultimate compliance in paying the hefty fine to Ms Loizidou, and of the string of cases mounting at the ECtHR, the Turkish Cypriots modified their response. They did so aiming to account for the substantive objections raised by the ECtHR to their legal defence. In August 2003 the Turkish Cypriot established an ‘Appraisal and Compensation Board’ to which Greek Cypriots could turn to prior to the ECtHR. The Board was not recognized by the ECtHR as an effective domestic remedy in the April 2005 Arestis-Xenidis case. This was mainly because of its denied option of return and restitution. In response, in December 2005 the Turkish Cypriots revised their property board, providing for a (limited) element of reinstatement. It remains to be seen whether the ECtHR will accept the revised board as an effective domestic remedy. 

Learning processes have thus taken place in northern Cyprus but through pressure and punishment rather than through institutional contact and ‘socialization’. This is because of the extremely limited contact between EU actors and the Turkish Cypriots, in view of the unrecognized status of the TRNC. Given the EU’s non-involvement in mediation, the Union has been excessively cautious in dealing with Turkish Cypriot authorities, for fear that this could constitute or be interpreted as an act of recognition. This has eliminated all scope for change through learning in northern Cyprus. Indeed, throughout the accession process, Turkish Cypriot civil servants bitterly complained about the absence of adequate information from EU officials, which led to the manipulation of the accession process by those unwilling to see an agreement.
 The Commission did establish contact with Turkish Cypriot civil society and with the Chamber of Commerce in particular in 2002-04. This influenced profoundly the Chamber, in terms of its views on a settlement and EU accession. However, the exclusive focus on non-governmental organizations (NGOs) also polarized Turkish Cypriot society, and was denigrated by the former leadership as an imperial ‘divide and rule’ tactic. 

Paradoxically, post-accession the scope for social learning in the north has reduced further. Turkish Cypriot individuals with RoC citizenship can travel and live freely throughout the Union and are thus exposed to and influenced by such contact. However, institutional contact with Turkish Cypriot authorities has diminished. The Commission delegation in Cyprus is now run by that member state’s officials, i.e., by Greek Cypriots. Furthermore, while the Commission Enlargement Directorate General (DG) has retained a small unit dealing with northern Cyprus, contact is impeded by the objections raised by member state Cyprus. 

Finally, a slow process of learning is underway in Turkey, particularly as its own accession course has gathered steam. The shift in the AKP government’s Cyprus policy was crucially linked to the EU’s increasingly stringent conditionality coupled with a more credible accession process. However, many policy-makers appear to have genuinely revised their strategies towards Cyprus. This is not to say that the change is unanimously held; less still that it is irreversible. But there does appears to be a narrow majority in Turkey who since 2004 has come to believe that aside from conditionality, a Cyprus settlement within the EU is in Turkey’s best interests. In this respect, observing how Greece’s membership became an asset for Turkey’s EU bid, has partly altered Turkish views on the desirability of a reunited Cyprus in the Union.

The Political Management of Cyprus’ EU Accession

The Copenhagen criteria for EU entry include the stability of institutions and the respect for democracy, rights and law, as well as good neighbourly relations. Yet a divided Cyprus – where UN peacekeepers have been stationed since 1964, and where the recognized government violates its constitution, does not represent a quarter of the population, does not control a third of the territory, and is in open conflict with one neighbour – has been accepted into the Union. How did this occur? Behind an empty rhetoric, Cyprus’ accession process was politically driven  XE "catalytic effect" by EU interests that had little to do with the alleged aim of reunifying the island within the Union. 

Greece was the only member states with strong and clear interests in Cyprus. To pursue its aims, Greece was helped by the success of the RoC in pursing accession and portraying itself as the compromising party, as well as by the internationally condemned intransigence of the former Turkish Cypriot leader. However, Greece was primarily successful because it raised its arguments in EU forums in conjunction with its applied pressure that touched on unrelated EU interests. At times, as during the March 1995 General Affairs Council or the December 1999 Helsinki European Council, Greece made its consent to deepened ties with Turkey (through the customs union in 1995 and EU candidacy in 1999) conditional on the progressive lifting of conditionality on the Greek Cypriots. At other times it threatened to veto enlargement (to the north in 1994 and to the east in 1997-2004) lest Cyprus be excluded from the Union. In other words, Greece relied on other EU interests to persuade the member states to include Cyprus in the EU. 

The UK, was the only other member state with strong interests in Cyprus. Yet it accepted the island’s unconditional entry in the EU. Allegedly this was because it believed that Cyprus’ accession process would create new incentives for a solution. However, the UK supported accession also because of the RoC government’s agreement that this would not jeopardize the status of the British bases on the island XE "United Kingdom:bases" . Indeed, when in 2004 Cyprus entered the Union, the two military bases remained extra-EU territory. 

The other member states only paid sporadic attention to Cyprus over the course of the accession process. Without strong interests and an accompanying strategy to settle the conflict through accession, they gradually accepted Greek demands. Particularly when other interests such as the success of the eastern enlargement were at stake, Cyprus, divided or not, paled into insignificance for most member states and EU institutions. The member states’ ambivalent attitudes towards Turkey also played an important role. On the one hand, the imperative to seek strong ties to Turkey, advocated also by the US, was successfully used by Greece to obtain the progressive lifting of conditionality on the RoC. On the other hand, the pending conflict in Cyprus provided a convenient shield for the reluctance of some member states to proceed with Turkey’s accession. Just like member states in the 1980s and 1990s hid behind Greece when keeping Turkey at arm’s length, particularly since 2004 several member states have raised Cyprus as a reason to re-evaluate Turkey’s EU accession course. 

Despite the potential of the accession process to catalyse a settlement in Cyprus, the political management of both Cyprus’ and Turkey’s accession course impeded the much acclaimed catalytic effect from working in practice. It can only be hoped that, as Turkey proceeds with accession, as the Union finds ways to lift the isolation of the Turkish Cypriots and as the Greek Cypriots come to reassess their interests much as Greece did over the course its membership, EU accession may nonetheless contribute to the reunification of Cyprus in the years to come.
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� Interview with Commission official, London, May 2002. 


� Article 4 of the Treaty of Guarantee gave the three powers unilateral ‘right to take action with the sole aim of re-establishing the state of affairs established by the Treaty’.


� UN General Assembly resolution 5412 (1983), UN Security Council resolutions 541 (1983) and 550 (1984) and Council of Europe resolution 1056 (1987).


� Proximity talks are a process in which, rather than negotiating with each other, the parties present and discuss their positions with a third-party mediator, e.g., the UNSR.


� These results were presented by Kudret Akay at a Wilton Park Conference held on 10-11 February 2005 in Larnaca.


� Macedonia for example, is recognized as ‘The Republic of Macedonia’ by more than half of the EU's member states for the purposes of bilateral relations, even though for EU declarations it remains FYROM (the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia).


� Interviews in north Nicosia and Ankara, July 2003.


� Interview with Greek Cypriot journalist, Nicosia, April 2005.


� This fear was frequently raised during interviews in northern Cyprus in April 2005. 


� Interview with Turkish Cypriot political analyst, Nicosia, February 2005.


� Interview with Greek Cypriot journalist, Nicosia, March 2002. The same argument was raised by other interlocutors, including politicians, academics and civil servants in southern Cyprus, April 2002. 


� Interview in February 2002, Nicosia. 


� For example, as late as January 2002, Clerides stated that ‘the behaviour of the Greek Cypriot side will have to be such as to actually prove that we fervently desire the finding of a solution’. Quoted in Christou (2002).


� European Council (2002) paragraph 24 states that the Union ‘would accommodate the terms of … a comprehensive settlement in the Treaty of Accession in line with the principles on which the EU is founded’.


� Foreign Minister George Papandreou at a speech in Vouliagmeni, Athens on 8 September 2002. The same argument was made in interviews with Greek Foreign Ministry officials, Athens, March 2002.


� Interviews with the author 2002-04, Nicosia. 
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