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By Hugh Pope
The future of talks begun in 2008 to reunite the divided island of Cyprus hangs in the balance after presidential elections on 18 April 

2010 brought a dramatic change in the Turkish Cypriot leadership. 

Veteran nationalist Derviş Eroğlu became president after winning over 50 percent of the vote. His predecessor, Mehmet Ali Talat, 

who had done more than any predecessor to try to reunite the island, won less than 43 percent. Many voters thought his strategy 

of compromise had failed and the rising share of the population of Turkish origin firmly favoured the more nationalist candidate. 

Commentators ascribed the main reason as a bitter Turkish Cypriot reaction to Europe’s and the Greek Cypriots’ continued reluctance 

to reward them for their 65 percent approval of the Annan Plan for reunification in 2004 – a plan that the Greek Cypriots rejected 

with 76 percent of the vote. 

The international community would be well advised to engage in order to make sure the talks continue and reach a conclusion. Turkey 

immediately pledged its commitment to try to finish the talks this year, and has voiced its conviction that they will restart where they 

left off – a message that Eroğlu, whose government is paid for by Turkey, must clearly take into account. 

International and Turkish support might just be enough to sustain the most promising new dynamic of the past year: a series of 

initiatives from Turkey to reach out to Greek Cypriots, not just to reach a conclusion in the Cyprus talks but also to solve a problem 

that has blocked half its negotiating chapters with the EU.  The first two years of talks had quietly marked considerable progress, 

albeit mostly in the form of understandings rather than final agreements. In January 2010, the Turkish Cypriots, with Ankara’s 

blessing, accepted Nicosia’s demand for cross-voting in future elections for a united Cyprus leadership.  This was a nod to previous 

concessions by the Greek Cypriots, who had offered a rotating presidency for the Turkish community, which represents 20 percent of 

the island’s 1 million people, and Cypriot citizenship for 50,000 Turkish immigrants. 

 

In February, there was another breakthrough: direct contact between Turkish leaders and Greek Cypriots.  The Turkish Minister of 

Foreign Affairs, the Minister for EU Negotiations and the Prime Minister all met with Greek Cypriot civil society delegations.  They 

underlined that Turkey’s priority remains a reunified island, a withdrawal of almost all Turkish troops subject to the deal, and full 

integration of Turkish Cypriots into EU structures within a new Cypriot federal republic.  For the first time, the Turkish leaders also 

offered to allow an EU state, Spain, a role in bringing them together with Greek Cypriots.  If multi-party meetings are initiated and 

sustained, it will do much to dispel the mutual distrust that has plagued the talks for so many years, especially regarding the question 

of the 1960 Treaties of Guarantee and Alliance, involving Turkey, Greece, and the UK.

 

However, if this Turkish outreach to the Greek Cypriots comes to naught, and these two sides fail to bridge the crisis of trust between 

them, it is hard to see how the talks can reach a successful conclusion whoever the Turkish Cypriot leader is. Anything less than real 

momentum towards a settlement will leave Cyprus drifting even further toward indefinite partition; Turkey’s EU negotiations would 

enter a deep freeze; any hopes of EU-NATO convergence would be shelved; Greek Cypriots would forego the big economic boost of 

reunification; and the Turkish Cypriots would gradually scatter and their part of the island will be absorbed into Turkey.

Cyprus Talks Hang in the Balance
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By Katinka Barysch
Turkey is one of the most important countries that the EU deals with: Turkey is not only a country negotiating for EU accession, 

it is also one of the EU’s biggest trading partners, a key regional player, a potential hub for European energy supplies, and an 

indispensable partner in solving global issues from climate change to Iran’s nuclear program. Inevitably, the relationship between the 

EU and Turkey is complex. Yet there is a lot the EU could do to manage it better.

The day-to-day accession negotiations with Turkey are handled by the European Commission, or more precisely by the “Directorate 

General for Enlargement,” headed by Stefan Fule. Fule needs the consent of all 27 EU governments (usually through their Brussels-

based representatives) before starting negotiations on a particular area of EU law. On the Turkish side, accession negotiations are lead 

by Egemen Bağış, the country’s experienced chief negotiator, and his increasingly professional EU Secretariat General in Ankara. On 

some of the more political questions, such as rights for women or religious minorities, the Commission prefers to talk to the Turkish 

foreign ministry, often through its ambassador to the European Union based in Brussels. The accession process is, in theory, rather 

technical, with Fule’s and Bağış’ people expected to plough through the 35 “chapters” of EU law that Turkey needs to adopt and 

implement before it can join. Twelve of these chapters are already on the table; only one has been provisionally closed. 

In practice, EU enlargement has become highly politicized. Although all EU members gave the go-ahead for Turkey’s accession 

negotiations in 2005, some EU leaders are having second thoughts. Leadership will be required to prevent the accession process 

from grinding to a halt in 2010. Even the very pro-enlargement Spanish government, which holds the rotating presidency in the first 

half of 2010, will struggle to keep the negotiations going unless the political atmosphere improves. The rotating presidency is no 

longer in charge of the overall political relationship with Turkey (or other non-EU countries). With the ratification of the EU’s Lisbon 

Treaty, that job has gone to Cathy Ashton, the EU’s new high representative for foreign policy.

 

Ashton will not get involved much in the accession process. But she is now in charge of managing relations between the EU and 

third countries. Her predecessor, Javier Solana, had a more limited mandate, staff, and budget. Ashton will be assisted by a new EU 

diplomat corps: the External Action Service (EAS), which, once it is up and running, will have a dedicated Turkey desk. 

Ashton will handle the political dialogue with Turkey, in particular meetings with Foreign Minister Davutoğlu to discuss regional and 

international issues. Chief Negotiator Bağış and Commissioner Fule will continue managing the accession process. The two must be 

closely coordinated. Both are pragmatic, pro-enlargement and happy to acknowledge Turkey’s growing regional role. 

But they will not be able to escape the turf battles that are raging over the new EAS between the EU members and various bits of the 

EU machinery. Turkish diplomats are already moaning that they no longer know who to talk to in Brussels. The EU must simplify its 

internal structure regarding its foreign and enlargement policy, and quickly. The relationship with Turkey is difficult enough without 

bureaucratic infighting. 

Hello? Am I Speaking to the European Union?
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By Stephen Larrabee
Revitalizing U.S.-Turkish relations should be a top U.S. strategic priority. Turkey plays a critical role in four areas of increasing 

strategic importance to the United States: the Middle East, the Persian Gulf, the Caucasus and Central Asia, and Europe. While U.S.-

Turkish relations have recently begun to improve, a number of steps would further strengthen U.S.-Turkish security ties.

Northern Iraq

The United States should strongly support Turkey’s efforts to open a direct dialogue with the leadership of the KRG in northern Iraq. 

There can be no stability on Turkey’s southern border over the long term without a Turkish accommodation with the KRG. This does 

not mean that Turkey should recognize an independent Kurdish state, but for regional stability to exist, Turkey needs to work out a 

modus vivendi with the KRG. Ultimately, this can only be achieved through a direct dialogue with the KRG leadership. The Erdoğan 

government has taken important steps in this direction since late 2008. However, Turkey and the KRG appear to be moving by fits 

and starts toward rapprochement, which continues to need strong U.S. support.

Iran

The United States and Turkey need to develop a common approach to Iran, especially Iran’s desire to acquire nuclear capability. 

A nuclear-armed Iran could upset the strategic balance in the Middle East and Persian Gulf, sparking a highly dangerous regional 

nuclear arms race. It could also stimulate the beginnings of a nuclear debate in Turkey itself, which would arouse serious concerns 

among some of Turkey’s neighbors, especially Greece and Armenia. Turkey should be encouraged to use its good ties to the Iranian 

leadership to underscore the negative consequences a nuclear-armed Iran would have for Turkish and regional security. Turkey’s 

failure to support a tightening of sanctions against Iran if Tehran continues to refuse to comply with IAEA regulations would damage 

Turkey’s reputation and reinforce the perception in many Western capitals that Ankara was drifting further from the West.

   

Eurasia and the Caucasus

The United States should encourage and support recent Turkish efforts to promote an improvement in relations with Armenia, 

particularly the opening of the Turkish-Armenian border. The normalization of relations between Turkey and Armenia would 

significantly contribute to enhancing peace and stability in the Caucasus. It would also enable Armenia to reduce its economic and 

political dependence on Russia and Iran and open the possibility of involving Armenia in key regional energy projects from which it 

has been excluded to date. However, this process needs to take into consideration the legitimate security interests of Azerbaijan and 

should be complemented by an intensified effort to resolve the conflict over Nagorno-Karabakh. Failure to make progress in resolving 

the Nagorno-Karabakh conflict could not only jeopardize the normalization process between Turkey and Armenia but could result in 

renewed tensions between Azerbaijan and Armenia that could seriously undermine regional security in the Caucasus.

Turkish Membership in the European Union

The United States should strongly support Turkey’s membership in the EU. Turkey’s integration into the EU would strengthen the EU 

and help put to rest the claim that the West—especially Europe—is innately hostile to Muslims. This could have a salutary effect on 

the West’s relations with the Muslim world. Indeed, a moderate, democratic Turkey could act as an important bridge to the Middle 

East. On the other hand, rejection of Turkey’s candidacy could provoke an anti-Western backlash, strengthening those forces in Turkey 

that want to weaken Turkey’s ties to the West. Such a development is in the interest of neither the EU nor the United States. This 

support can be most effective, however, by sustained quiet diplomacy behind the scenes rather than public lecturing and badgering 

the EU.

Turkish-Greek Relations and Cyprus

The United States should intensify its support for recent efforts by Greece and Turkey to resolve their differences over the Aegean. 

Although Turkish-Greek relations have significantly improved since 1999, differences over the Aegean continue to mar bilateral 

relations and represent a threat to stability in the Eastern Mediterranean. Unless these differences are resolved, there is always a 

danger that some incident could escalate out of control and lead to armed conflict, as almost happened over the islets of Imia/Kardak 

Strengthening U.S.-Turkish Security Relations: An Agenda for Action
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Policy Recommendations

EU
 

H 	 Conduct relations with Turkey according to the principle of pacta sunt servanda, a central pillar of the European integration 

project. Furthermore, the EU should not shy from its well proven capacity to support democratic transformation in accession 

countries including Turkey. 

H  	A ppreciate Turkey’s role in helping to integrate its neighborhood, economically, socially and politically, into the global economy 

and view the Turkey’s liberal visa policy as serving these objectives.

H  	 Recognize that the current Customs Union with Turkey is plagued with problems disadvantaging Turkey. Address these problems 

and work toward the deepening of the Customs Union by finding a means for giving Turkey a say on decisions it is obliged to  

carry out.

H  	 Maximize, by taking advantage of the provisions of the Lisbon Treaty, areas of meaningful cooperation with Turkey beyond 

accession negotiations. These areas could include European CSDP, energy, asylum, and border control. 

US
H 	 Support Turkey’s EU membership through quiet diplomacy by encouraging Turkey’s reform efforts and indicating to its 

European partners that the notion of “privileged partnership” lacks credibility and undermines the letter and the spirit of the  

accession process. 

H	R ecognize that economic factors, the need for markets and for energy increasingly shape Turkish foreign policy. The downside 

may be that it induces Turkey to seek good relations with neighbors with whom the US has difficult relations with. Yet this is 

outweighed by that upside, whereby Turkey is compelled to pursue a policy of “zero problems with neighbors”, which benefits  

the West. 

H	R emain engaged in the Turkish-Armenian reconciliation process by pressing Turkey (and Armenia) to ratify the protocols, while 

concomitantly engaging in the Nagorno- Karabakh peace process both within the Minsk Group and beyond it. 

H	S tep up involvement in the Cyprus peace process. In view of the critical importance of a Cyprus settlement for Turkey’s EU 

membership prospects and the EU’s limited ability to engage as at third party actor, the United States should be more active.
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Transatlantic Academy Fellows (2009-2010)

Senior Fellows
Ahmet Evin is the founding dean of Faculty of Arts and Social Sciences at Sabanci University. As director of education of the Aga 

Khan Trust for Culture, a Geneva-based international development foundation, he coordinated the Aga Khan Program for Islamic 

Architecture at Harvard University and the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, and in cooperation with that US-based resource 

center assisted in the development of architectural education in Asia and Africa. Prof. Evin initiated, with the European Commission’s 

support, a policy dialogue on the future European architecture, EU’s eastward expansion, its Mediterranean policy, and the customs 

union agreement with Turkey. His research interests include theories of the State and elites; Turkish political development; and 

democracy and civil society. He currently works on current foreign policy issues related to the European enlargement, its significance 

for Turkey and the region as well as its effect on Transatlantic relations. He received his BA in English and Comparative Literature 

from Columbia University in 1966. That same year he was named William Mitchell Fellow at Columbia where he continued his 

graduate work and received his Ph.D. in Middle East Studies and Cultural History in 1973. Prior to his appointment at Sabanci 

University, Dr. Evin taught at New York University, Harvard University, Hacettepe University (Ankara), University of Pennsylvania 

(where he also served as director of the Middle East Center), University of Hamburg, and Bilkent University in Ankara (where he 

headed the Department of Political Science).

Kemal Kirişci is a professor at the Department of Political Science and International Relations at Boğaziçi University, Istanbul. 

He holds a Jean Monnet Chair in European Integration and was also the director of the Center for European Studies at the university 

between 2002 and June 2008. He received his Ph. D. at City University in London in 1986. He has been a Fulbright Scholar at 

the University of Minnesota and has also taught at Carleton University, Webster University in Geneva, the University of Michigan 

and the General Staff Armed Forces College, Istanbul. His areas of research interest include European integration, asylum, border 

management and immigration issues in the European Union, EU-Turkish relations, Turkish foreign policy, ethnic conflicts, and 

refugee movements. He has previously taught at universities in Britain, Switzerland and the United States. Kirisci has written 

numerous reports on immigration issues in EU-Turkish relations that can be accessed from www.carim.org. 

Ronald H. Linden is Professor of Political Science at the University of Pittsburgh. A Princeton Ph.D. (1976), Dr. Linden is the 

author of “Balkan Geometry: Turkish Accession and the International Relations of Southeast Europe” Orbis (Spring, 2007) and 

“EU Accession and the Role of International Actors,” in Sharon Wolchik and Jane Curry Central and East European Politics: From 

Communism to Democracy (Rowman and Littlefield, 2008). During 1984-89 and 1991-98 he was Director of the Center for Russian 

and East European Studies at Pitt. From 1989 to 1991 Dr. Linden served as Director of Research for Radio Free Europe in Munich, 

Germany. He is currently the Associate Editor of Problems of Post-Communism and in 2008 edited a special issue devoted to “The 

New Populism in Central and Southeast Europe.” Dr. Linden has received research grants from the National Council for Eurasian and 

East European Research and its predecessor, the National Council for Soviet and East European Research, and from the International 

Research and Exchanges Board. He has been a Fulbright Research Scholar, a Fulbright Distinguished Lecturer, a Research Scholar 

at the Kennan Institute for Advanced Russian Studies of the Woodrow Wilson Center, a Senior Fellow at the United States Institute 

of Peace under the Jennings Randolph Program on International Peace, and a Guest Scholar of the East European Studies Program 

of the Woodrow Wilson Center.

Nathalie Tocci is Senior Fellow at the Istituto Affari Internazionali, Rome, Associate Fellow at the Centre for European 

Policy Studies, Brussels and Associate Editor of The International Spectator. She has held previous research positions at CEPS 

(1999-2003) and the European University Institute, Florence (2003-2007). Her research interests include European foreign policy, 

conflict resolution, the European neighbourhood, with a particular focus on Turkey, Cyprus, the Middle East and the South Caucasus. 

Nathalie is the winner of the 2008 Anna Lindh award for the study of European foreign policy.
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Transatlantic Academy Fellows (2009-2010) Helmut Schmidt Fellow 
Thomas Straubhaar is the Director of the Hamburg Institute of International Economics (HWWI) and Professor of Economics at 

the University of Hamburg. Research Interests: International economic relations, governance, education and population economics. 

He is a member of the Expert Advisory Board for Integration and Migration (Sachverständigenrat deutscher Stiftungen für Integration 

und Migration). Straubhaar has the following affiliations: Policy Fellow at the Institute for the Study of Labor, Bonn, Member of the 

Council for Foreign Trade Theory and Policy at the Verein für Socialpolitik, Director at the Hamburg European College, an institute 

for integration research of the University of Hamburg, Member of the Council for Economic Policy at the Verein für Socialpolitik, Ph. 

D. Advisor at the Friedrich-Naumann Foundation, Member of the Council for Population Economics at the Verein für Socialpolitik, 

Member of the Academy of Sciences Hamburg, Responsible for programme planning of economics at the Bucerius Law School, 

Hamburg, President of the ARGE (Arbeitsgemeinschaft deutscher wirtschaftswissenschaftlicher Forschungsinstitute - Working Group 

of the German Economic Research Institutes); Executive board member of the ARGE, since 2001CEPR Research Fellow, Centre for 

Economic Policy Research, London. Straubhaar completed his PhD at the University of Berne, Switzerland. 

Post Doctoral Fellows
Joshua W. Walker is a PhD doctoral candidate in Politics and Public Policy at Princeton University focusing on international 

relations and security studies. Joshua’s dissertation focuses on the role of historical memories in post-imperial successor states’ 

domestic and foreign policies with particular focus on Turkey and Japan. Walker is a fellow of the Pacific Council on International 

Policy, a former fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, a graduate fellow at the Liechtenstein Institute on Self-Determination 
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