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(1)

U.S. POLICY IN THE EASTERN
MEDITERRANEAN: MANAGING THE GREECE,

TURKEY, CYPRUS TRIANGLE

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 13, 2001

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EUROPE,

COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 1:40 p.m. in Room
2172, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Elton Gallegly [Chair-
man of the Subcommittee] presiding.

Mr. GALLEGLY. I call to order the Subcommittee on Europe.
Today the Subcommittee holds a hearing on the Aegean and East-
ern Mediterranean. This is an area of critical importance, but one
often overlooked when compared to the whole of Europe, Russia
and the Balkans. Located at the crossroads of three of most volatile
regions in the world, the Balkans, the Caucasus and the Middle
East, Greece and Turkey provide the strategic anchor for south-
eastern Europe and the Eastern Mediterranean security and eco-
nomic development.

The United States interests in the region with respect to the Bal-
kans, the energy corridor, Iran and Iraq, and the southern flank of
NATO requires an active and supportive foreign policy which en-
sures the friendship and cooperation of Greece and the stability of
Turkey. U.S. Policy must promote a strong partnership with both
countries and between both nations. The U.S. Should develop a
stronger relationship with Greece. We fully appreciate Greece’s role
in the Balkans and the current attempts to improve Greek-Turkish
relations.

The recent visit of Foreign Minister Papandreou to the Congress
was, despite some Greek press assessments, a success precisely be-
cause the minister spent time discussing those very issues. The
U.S. Should continue to promote Turkey’s emergence as a fully
democratic state able to complete the EU accession process and to
fully participate in the economic opportunities of the region. We ap-
preciate Turkey’s commitment to NATO and their help in the Mid-
dle East. U.S. Policy must also serve to help remove the Aegean
and Cyprus flashpoints between Greece and Turkey which muddy
the new rapprochement taking place between the two critical allies
and our friends.

Finally, a word on Cyprus. The status quo on instruments is to-
tally unacceptable. The presence of a large third party military on
the islands is not helpful. We support U.N.-sponsored negotiations
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to help facilitate a settlement and are disappointed that talks have
not been rescheduled. Both sides must get back to the negotiation
table as soon as possible. We also recognize that no solution can
be imposed from the outside. It must come from within.

To that end, we are disappointed that a solution has been so elu-
sive. This is an especially important time to settle this issue be-
cause should Cyprus be welcomed into the EU, a decision many in
this country support, not all Cypriots may stand to benefit. It is ur-
gent that both sides put their past differences aside and work hard-
er to reach a resolution of this matter. On this issue both Greece
and Turkey must be more supportive and helpful.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Gallegly follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE ELTON GALLEGLY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AND CHAIRMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE ON
EUROPE

Today, the Subcommittee holds a hearing on the Aegean and Eastern Mediterra-
nean. This is an area of critical importance but one often overlooked when compared
to the whole of Europe, Russia or the Balkans.

Located at the crossroads of three of the most volatile regions in the world—the
Balkans, the Caucasus and the Middle East—Greece and Turkey provide the stra-
tegic anchor for southeastern Europe and Eastern Mediterranean security and eco-
nomic development.

United States interests in the region, with respect to the Balkans, the energy cor-
ridor, Iran and Iraq, and the southern flank of NATO requires an active and sup-
portive foreign policy which ensures the friendship and cooperation of Greece and
the stability of Turkey.

U.S. policy must promote a strong partnership with both countries and between
both nations.

The U.S. should develop a stronger relationship with Greece. We fully appreciate
Greece’s role in the Balkans and the current attempts to improve Greek-Turkish re-
lations. The recent visit of Foreign Minister Papandreou to the Congress was, de-
spite some Greek press assessments, a success precisely because the Minister spent
time discussing those very issues.

The U.S. should continue to promote Turkey’s emergence as a fully democratic
state able to complete the EU accession process and to fully participate in the eco-
nomic opportunities of the region. We appreciate Turkey’s commitment to NATO
and their help in the Middle East.

U.S. policy must also serve to help remove the Aegean and Cyprus as flashpoints
between Greece and Turkey which muddy the new rapprochement taking place be-
tween these two critical allies and friends.

Finally, a word on Cyprus. The status quo on Cyprus is unacceptable. The pres-
ence of a large, 3rd-party military force on the island is not helpful. We support
U.N-sponsored negotiations to help facilitate a settlement and are disappointed that
no new talks have been scheduled.. Both sides must get back to the negotiation
table.

We also recognize that no solution can be imposed from the outside. It must come
from within. To that end, we are disappointed that a solution has been so elusive.
This is an especially important time to settle this issue because should Cyprus be
welcomed into the European Union, a decision many in this country support, not
all Cypriots may stand to benefit.

It is urgent that both sides put their past differences aside and work harder to
reach a resolution of this matter. On this issue both Greece and Turkey must be
supportive and helpful.

Today, we welcome our panel of experts who will share with the Subcommittee
some of their insights into the importance of the region, the issues involved and how
U.S. policy should be conducted

Mr. GALLEGLY. Today we welcome our panel of experts who will
share with the Subcommittee Members some of their insights into
the importance of the region and the issues involved, and on how
U.S. policy should be conducted. Before we go to the witnesses, I
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would like to defer to my good friend, the Ranking Member from
Florida, Mr. Alcee Hastings.

Mr. HASTINGS. Thank you very much Mr. Chairman. Thank you
for holding this very timely hearing. Let me also welcome our dis-
tinguished panel who are joining us today. Welcome to all of you,
and I very much look forward to your testimony. As you have al-
ready noted, Mr. Chairman, the Eastern Mediterranean is one of
most vital to United States national security interest. Our relation-
ships with each of the three nations that make up this region is
important individually, and maybe more to the point collectively.

Over the course of my holding tenure in office within the Organi-
zation for Security and Cooperation in Europe, I have had the
pleasure of meeting with parliamentarians from all of the countries
we are dealing with today. Let me tell you, to the one, they are
committed to a peaceful region. The United States must continue
to be a leader in this regard. I join, as you do, Mr. Chairman, the
scores of Congress Members that have been disappointed with the
seeming stagnation within all sides in resolving issues with ref-
erence to Cyprus. There are truly legitimate concerns that need to
be addressed before further positive movement might be achieved.

Let me not get bogged down with that one issue, though Mr.
Chairman, as you know, I was recently in Prague to address the
50th anniversary of Radio Free Europe, and during a question-and-
answer period, a journalist from the Aegean region asked me about
the Balkans and how that could affect stability in what we are call-
ing the Triangle at today’s hearing. I could not have been more
candid, and I would like to repeat some of my thoughts to this au-
dience. The thrust of my remarks were this: If we, meaning the
West, the United States, NATO, the European Union do not more
aggressively engage in the Balkans, our friends in and around the
southeastern Mediterranean will become less stable.

Mr. Chairman, there is real concern in Greece, as well there
should be, about the spiralling violence in Macedonia. As was
pointed out to Members of this Subcommittee recently, Skopje,
Macedonia is only about 100 miles from the Greek border. Albania
also borders Greece. If there is an incursion by guerillas into
Greece, the probability that Greece, Turkey and Cyprus become in-
volved in this quagmire seems unquestionable.

While there are a variety of issues that need to be discussed, and
I am sure they will, including Cypress’s accession to the EU, status
of U.S. Forces in Greece, human rights issue in Turkey, continued
cooperation to combat terrorist activities in Greece and the con-
tinuing financial crisis in Turkey.

I will close my formal remarks here, however, in the interest of
time. I look forward to hearing from our witnesses and I thank you
so very much, Mr. Chairman, for having this hearing.

Mr. GALLEGLY. Thank you very much, Mr. Hastings.
Mr. Sherman, do you have an opening remark?
Mr. SHERMAN. Yes, I do.
Mr. GALLEGLY. My neighbor and friend from California, Mr.

Sherman.
Mr. SHERMAN. The senior member of the Ventura County delega-

tion who should be thanked for holding these hearings on what
may be the most contentious area of all areas that come under the
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jurisdiction of this Subcommittee. One thing that is a bit odd with
the way the Subcommittee structure has been put together is that
our Subcommittee deals with Greece and Cyprus with you, but as
a technical matter, Turkey is set on the Middle East Sub-
committee. I sit on both Subcommittees. This is not an effort for
me to prefer one to the other.

Mr. GALLEGLY. Would the gentleman yield. Just for the record
this Committee now has full jurisdiction over Turkey as well.

Mr. SHERMAN. Great minds think alike and we have achieved
something very important here.

Mr. HASTINGS. Pretty soon you will have the electricity problem
solved in California.

Mr. SHERMAN. We are looking to Elton’s leadership on that. But
that is an outstanding announcement, I think, brings under one
roof dealing with not only the Turkish, Turkey-Greece-Cyprus
issue, but perhaps the other triangle, the Turkey-Armenia-Azer-
baijan issue, all under one roof and I think that is a good develop-
ment.

I think that we in the United States should be encouraging Cy-
prus to become part of the European Union. I think it is borderline
outrageous that the Turkish side would try to block something that
is obviously in the interests of the people of Cyprus, and I think
that even those of Turkish ethnicity who live on Cyprus, if honestly
asked to give their opinion, would favor joining the European
Union. I don’t know whether this will be really focused on these
hearings, but an environmental issue that is important is the Bos-
porus. We are going to see more and more oil going through there.
And long before the invention of even the oil tanker, international
law established that every country has a right to move its ships
through the Bosporus.

I don’t think it would be a terrible departure from international
law if United States led the way to say yes, but you have to hire
a local Turkish pilot to make sure you don’t dump a bunch of oil.
The freedom of the seas also means responsible use of the seas,
particularly those dangerous straits. I commend the Chairman of
the Committee for pointing out that we do have a foreign army sta-
tioned in Cyprus, and that we could go a long way toward peace,
really get to peace there if the Cypriots solved the problem them-
selves and all foreign military forces were withdrawn.

I look forward to a bizonal federation under a single national
government in Cyprus. I want to comment and urge the Adminis-
tration, which I expect is represented here, to move forward toward
having a special envoy for peace in Cyprus and between Turkey
and Greece. I know there is a special coordinator in the State De-
partment, but I think it would mean something to all parties to
have a personal representative of President Bush give a very high
profile toward solving this problem.

So I look forward to this issue getting the attention it deserves,
both in the Administration and here in Congress. I commend my
colleague for holding these hearings to make sure it gets the atten-
tion of this Subcommittee and I look forward to the kind of peace
and prosperity that could exist in this region if some of these issues
were resolved. I yield back.
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Mr. GALLEGLY. I thank the gentleman. Before we begin I would
ask unanimous consent to insert into the record statements made
by Representative Burton, Representative Bilirakis, Representative
Maloney, Mr. Johnny Economy, President of AHEPA, and Mr. Eu-
gene Rossides from the American Hellenic Institute. Without objec-
tion that will be the order.

[The statements of Mr. Burton, Mr. Bilirakis, and Mrs. Maloney
follow:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE DAN BURTON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF INDIANA

Mr. Chairman, I would like to commend you for holding this hearing today. I
would also like to wish you the best of luck in your role as the new Chairman of
this subcommittee. You certainly will not be lacking in the number of problems that
you will have to confront in the region.

Mr. Chairman, as you know, the ‘‘Cyprus issue’’ is one that the United States
Congress has taken an active interest in for almost three decades. Many Members
of Congress hold a deep concern for the welfare of either the Turkish Cypriots or
the Greek Cypriots and would like to see a resolution of the many issues that now
divide the island. Despite these good intentions, however, I do enter today’s hearing
with a lot of trepidation. In the past, the Congress has not dealt with ‘‘Cyprus issue’’
in an even-handed manner. Hearings have been less concerned about finding a bal-
anced, long-term political solutions and more concerned about denouncing Turkish
Cypriots, demonizing Rauf Denktas, and pressuring Turkey to stop providing secu-
rity for Turkish Cypriots on the northern part of Cyprus.

Mr. Chairman, when I first looked at the list of witnesses who you have invited
to testify here today, it immediately struck me as a very balanced group with a lot
of experience on the ‘‘Cyprus issue.’’ Mr. Chairman, I would like to commend you
for your efforts in this area.

Nevertheless, while, I am cautiously optimistic that today’s hearing will not follow
the negative course of so many hearings in the past, I would like to make a few
points that I hope all of today’s participants will keep in mind as we approach the
‘‘Cyprus issue’’ today and in the future.

First, I want to emphasize that the division of Cyprus was not caused by Turkey
or the Turkish Cypriots, it was caused by Greece and Greek Cypriots. Prior to the
Turkish intervention on Cyprus in 1974, Turkish Cypriots had been forcibly expelled
from their own government, and Turkish Cypriots were being slaughtered in tre-
mendous numbers. It was to save lives and protect Turkish Cypriots from further
slaughter that the Turkish military intervened on Cyprus.

How bad was the slaughter of Turkish Cypriots? Over the last several years, I
have heard the word ‘‘genocide’’ thrown around loosely in the Congress and attached
to a lot of tragedies that I do not believe merit the use of this term. With respect
to Armenian suffering under the former Ottoman Empire, I have vigorously opposed
the use of the word ‘‘genocide.’’ However, for those Members of Congress who are
inclined to attach the ‘‘genocide’’ term to Armenian suffering, I might suggest that
you also consider applying this same term to the suffering experienced by Turkish
Cypriots at the hands of Greeks and Greek Cypriots. That is how bad Turkish Cyp-
riot suffering was prior to the Turkish military intervention.

Mr. Chairman, the second point that I would like to make is that today there is
peace on Cyprus. There are probably more deaths in any major American city on
any given day than there are deaths, resulting from ethnic conflict, in Cyprus dur-
ing an entire year. Perhaps it is time to contemplate whether it might not be better
to leave Cyprus divided, instead of trying to force people who do not like each other,
do not trust each other, and do not want to associate with each other, together into
one nation. It certainly cannot be argued that Cyprus is a vital national security
interest of the United States. In fact, the only problem that Cyprus presents to the
United States is when terrorists occasionally use the south as a safe haven.

Mr. Chairman, the third and final point that I would like to make has to do with
‘‘pressure.’’ For years, several members of Congress have posited the theory that we
need to apply pressure on Turkey so that Turkey will apply pressure on the Turkish
Republic of Northern Cyprus to agree to a settlement favorable to Greek Cypriots.
I would like to suggest that perhaps its time to apply pressure in the opposite direc-
tion. If members of this Congress are convinced that we need force Turkish and
Greek Cypriots together, then maybe we should apply pressure Greece, not Turkey.
Currently, Greece enforces a crippling economic embargo against the Turkish Re-
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public of Northern Cyprus. When you consider the suffering that Turkish Cypriots
suffered prior to 1974 and the suffering that they now must endure as a result of
this economic embargo, it is no wonder that Turkish Cypriots cannot seriously be-
lieve that Greek Cypriots will be concerned for their well-being should the island
ever be re-united. Therefore I would like to suggest that if Greek Cypriots really
want prove that they care for Turkish Cypriots, they should end their economic em-
bargo against them. I also believe that our State Department should seek an end
to this embargo.

Mr. Chairman, again, I would like to commend you for holding this hearing. I look
forward to the testimony of our witnesses.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE MICHAEL BILIRAKIS, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA

CYPRUS’ ACCESSION TO THE EUROPEAN UNION

For the first time in their history, the people of Cyprus have the opportunity to
seal their future by becoming part of the European Union. The European Union is
about to embrace a large number of new members thus ending the artificial barriers
erected by repeated wars and age-old feuds that kept Europe divided for so long.
Upon accession to the European Union, Cyprus will, in its capacity as a full mem-
ber, be firmly anchored to the western political and security structures, enhancing
both geographically and qualitatively the operational capabilities of the Western
world.

The Republic of Cyprus and the United States share a common tradition of re-
spect for human rights, a faith in the power of democratic institutions, and a com-
mitment to free market economics. Our two governments have similarly had close
ties. Consequently, it is in the interest of the United States to see a strong and vi-
brant Cyprus which will enhance the future strength of our alliance. To that end,
the most meaningful way to ensure that outcome is to promote Cyprus’s member-
ship in the European Union.

Union membership for Cyprus also has the potential to resolve some of the ongo-
ing disputes in the Mediterranean region. At the European Council meeting in Hel-
sinki in December 1999, Turkey was granted the status of a candidate country for
accession to the EU. In accordance with the Accession Partnership Document of
Turkey, which was endorsed by the European Council meeting in Nice in December
2000, Turkey must strongly support the UN Secretary General’s efforts to bring
about a successful conclusion to the process of finding a comprehensive settlement
of the Cyprus problem.

The European Council decision taken in Helsinki in December 1999 also states
that the Council’s decision on accession for Cyprus will not be preconditioned on a
settlement to the Cyprus problem. On the other hand, it is understood that acces-
sion negotiations with Turkey cannot begin until Turkey complies with the stipula-
tions and conditions laid down by the by the European Council decisions in Hel-
sinki, Copenhagen and Nice.

The United States government has strongly supported the Helsinki Conclusions
both on the issue of Cyprus’ accession and Turkey’s candidacy for membership and
should continue to do so. Additionally, serious efforts have been undertaken by the
UN Secretary General to resume negotiations between the two communities in Cy-
prus. These efforts have always enjoyed the full support of the United States.

Regrettably, the implementation of these agreements has been thwarted by the
intransigent position taken by the Turkish Government, with the full backing of the
Turkish Cypriot leader Mr. Denktash. Their refusal to participate in the UN spon-
sored talks until demands for recognition of Northern Cyprus as a separate state
are met is unacceptable. In his recent testimony before the Commerce, Justice,
State, and Judiciary Subcommittee of the Senate Appropriations Committee, Sec-
retary of State Colin Powell specifically enumerated Mr. Denktash as the main ob-
stacle in developing a comprehensive solution to the problem.

It is obvious that resolution of the perennial dispute between Greece and Turkey
on Cyprus remains the key to a successful and lasting settlement of the problem.
Although the Helsinki decision does not consider a Greco-Turkish agreement on Cy-
prus a precondition for the accession of the Republic of Cyprus to the European
Union, such an agreement would remove any obstacles to the accession of Turkey
to the European Union, benefitting all parties concerned in the current dispute.

First, it will permanently resolve the problem of Cyprus, which has been poi-
soning the relations among the parties to the conflict, their NATO allies, and the
United States. Second, improvement in the relations between Greece and Turkey
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will also strengthen the South-Eastern flank of NATO so it can function in its full
capacity, unhindered by ancient frictions that have virtually prevented any coopera-
tion between the two allies at periods in the past.

Third, an agreement between the conflicting parties will enhance stability and se-
curity in two troubled regions of the world, the Middle-East and the Balkans. These
areas are vital to the national interests of the United States and any stabilizing in-
fluence might serve to facilitate other peace agreements.

In pursuing this goal, it should be made clear to the Turkish leadership and Mr.
Denktash that their position on these issues is unsatisfactory. No effort should be
made to appease the Turkish-Cypriot leader in order to entice his return to the ne-
gotiating table. Not only should he return, but he should negotiate in good faith in
order to reach a comprehensive settlement within the framework provided for by the
relevant United Nations Security Council resolutions. This includes the establish-
ment of a bizonal, bi-communal federation with a single international personality,
sovereignty, and a single citizenship.

It would be in the best interest of Turkey to cooperate with the United Nations
and the rest of the international community on Cyprus in order to advance its own
goals for Union membership. So far we have seen that both Turkey and Mr.
Denktash have sought to create preconditions on Cyprus’ accession by tying that
process to the resolution of a comprehensive settlement in Cyprus. The United
States should remind Turkey that any threat against the Republic of Cyprus will
be met with strong determination and opposition and that Turkey does not possess
any veto power over European Union membership. Promotion of Cyprus’ member-
ship will remove what has been a stumbling block in comprehensive settlement ne-
gotiations, and it will allow Turkey to strive toward the laudable goal of its own
accession.

We are all standing at the threshold of a historic opportunity that will shape the
futures of generations of Cypriots, Greeks, and Turks. We have an obligation to
these future generations to secure their futures by contributing to the efforts to cre-
ate a peaceful world.

It is precisely to stress the above stated points that I have felt compelled to sub-
mit a House Concurrent Resolution which expresses the United States’ support for
Cyprus’ admission to the European Union according to the Helsinki Conclusions of
1999 which state that while a solution to the political crisis in Cyprus is preferable
prior to EU accession, it is not a precondition for entry.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE CAROLYN B. MALONEY, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK

U.S. POLICY IN THE EASTERN MEDITERRANEAN

Mr. Chairman, thank you for providing me with this opportunity to participate
in today’s hearing on our nation’s policy in eastern Mediterranean, an area of the
world that puts both our national security interests and our national values to the
test. How we resolve the issues in the ‘‘Greece, Turkey, Cyprus Triangle’’ will have
long-term implications for the future of NATO and the European Union, with impli-
cations for the stability of the Middle East. It will also demonstrate the strength
of our stated commitments to the principles of democracy, human rights and respect
for the sovereignty of small nations, as well as larger ones.

Next month, we will commemorate the 27th anniversary of Turkey’s invasion of
Cyprus. The Turkish occupation, and the division of the island, continues to this
day. The United States has played a significant role in the efforts to negotiate a
resolution to the long-standing Cyprus conflict over the years, under the auspices
of the United Nations. But, sadly, our efforts, to date, have not produced results.
Unfortunately, talks have stalled in large part due to the refusal of Turkish Cypriot
leader Rauf Denktash to return to the table. Mr. Denktash’s self-declared ‘‘Turkish
Republic of Northern Cyprus’ is recognized by no other nation—except our NATO
ally Turkey. Turkey continues to support Denktash’s intransigent policies, while
maintaining an occupation force of some 35,000 troops.

These basic facts on the ground must be acknowledged and addressed, Mr. Chair-
man. But there are also developments in Cyprus that bode well for a much more
hopeful future—a better future for all of the people of Cyprus, Greek-Cypriots and
Turkish-Cypriots alike. It is these developments that I wish to address this after-
noon, Mr. Chairman.

Cyprus is among the leading candidate states for accession to the European Union
in the EU’s next enlargement. Furthermore, a settlement on the island is not a pre-
condition for Cyprus’s accession to the EU (according to the decision by the Euro-
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pean Council meeting in Helsinki in December 1999). Yet there is reason to hope
that Cyprus accession could serve to spur efforts to resolve the Cyprus problem. EU
membership would clearly provide important economic, political and social benefits
for the Cypriot people—and not just the Greek-Cypriots, I might add. Cyprus’s EU
accession will also serve long-term U.S. interests by creating a new environment of
security and stability in the Eastern Mediterranean region. A solution to the Cyprus
problem will also provide an impetus for improved relations between two important
American allies and NATO allies, Greece and Turkey, whose relations have often
been troubled.

Cyprus has always been a high priority in U.S. foreign policy, for Administrations
of both political parties. I am encouraged that the current Administration is main-
taining continuity with the ongoing American support the UN Secretary General in
his efforts to achieve a just and lasting solution to the Cyprus problem based on
a bizonal, bicommunal federation with a single international personality and citizen-
ship, in accordance with the relevant UN Security Council Resolutions.

But now is a time for the U.S. to increase its attention to Cyprus. One important
way to do that is for the U.S. to strongly support the decision of the EU to admit
Cyprus as member in its next enlargement.

That is why I, along with Congressman Mike Bilirakis, am introducing a Concur-
rent Resolution expressing the Sense of Congress that security, reconciliation, and
prosperity for all Cypriots can be best be achieved within the context of membership
in the European Union, which will provide significant rights and obligations for all
Cypriots.

Our Resolution states that the status quo on Cyprus is unacceptable, and that the
island and its people must be reunited in a bizonal, bicommunal federal Cyprus, on
the basis of UN Security Council resolutions. Accession by Cyprus to the EU could
very well act as a catalyst for the solution of the Cyprus problem.

Because of the importance of this issue, our Resolution calls for the various rel-
evant agencies of our government to pursue vigorously and as an issue of high and
urgent priority new initiatives that will help promote and achieve reunification, rec-
onciliation, stability and prosperity on Cyprus.

Mr. Chairman, there may be voices at today’s hearing suggesting that EU mem-
bership should follow resolution of the Cyprus issue. With all due respect, such an
argument fails to take note of the history of the past 27 years. The Government of
the Republic of Cyprus has made all responsible concessions that could be reason-
ably asked of them, while hoping that the other side would negotiate in good faith—
or that the pressure of the United States and the international community could
somehow get the Denktash regime, and the Republic of Turkey itself, to behave
more responsibly. Clearly, negotiations toward a settlement are at a standstill. The
economic, social and political progress of the people of Cyprus should not and must
not be held hostage to the stalling tactics of the Turkish Cypriot leadership and of
Turkey. Life must go on. The people of Cyprus, who have achieved an economic mir-
acle despite the hardships they have faced for the past quarter-century, have the
right to integrate their booming economy into the European—and global—market-
place.

For Turkey, there is an incentive to playing a more constructive role: Turkey’s
own aspirations of EU membership. Therefore, rather than mandating that resolu-
tion of the Cyprus problem be a pre-condition of EU membership, in practice we
may see just the opposite: EU membership for Cyprus creating the conditions for
a solution to the division of the island.

As President Bush embarks on his first visit to Europe, there are many issues
that divide the American Administration and the political leaders across the Atlan-
tic. But one area where America and Europe should see eye to eye is on Cyprus’s
accession to the European Union and on the need to reunite Cyprus. Therefore, I
hope that today’s hearing, the introduction of this Resolution and everything else
we do will serve to encourage our President and the leadership of our European al-
lies to continue on the path toward rapid accession for Cyprus, and not be deterred
by threats from any source, nor by the doubts raised by the naysayers. Cyprus’s EU
accession is good for the people of Cyprus—all the people of Cyprus—and it’s good
for U.S. interests in the eastern Mediterranean.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Economy follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF JOHNNY ECONOMY, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN HELLENIC
EDUCATIONAL PROGRESSIVE ASSOCIATION (AHEPA)

Dear Mr. Chairman:
On behalf of the American Hellenic Educational Progressive Association (AHEPA),

the nation’s largest Hellenic heritage organization, we respectfully submit the posi-
tion of the organization with respect to U.S. Policy in the Eastern Mediterranean
and we offer our opinions on what U.S. policy should be in the region in light of
the Subcommittee on Europe’s hearing scheduled for this Wednesday, June 13,
2001.

The basis for our position evolves from our recent Excursion to Greece, Cyprus,
and Turkey, April 27 to May 7, 2001, where leaders of AHEPA met with the fol-
lowing key members of U.S. and foreign governments, as well as His All Holiness
Ecumenical Patriarch Bartholomew I, the spiritual leader of approximately 300 mil-
lion Orthodox Christians worldwide:

• U.S. Ambassador to Greece R. Nicholas Burns,
• U.S. Ambassador to Cyprus Donald Bandler,
• Deputy Chief of Mission, U.S. Embassy in Turkey, Jim Jeffrey,
• Greek Foreign Minister George Papandreou,
• Greek Deputy Foreign Minister Grigoris Niotis,
• Turkish Undersecretary of Foreign Affairs Dr. Osman Faruk Logoglu,
• Turkish Deputy Undersecretary of Foreign Affairs Yigit Alpogan, and
• President of the Republic of Cyprus Glafcos Clerides.

Further, we draw on statements taken by the U.S. Administration, both imme-
diate past and current, and the United Nations Security Council Resolutions, which
reinforce our position.

AHEPA has been credited by State Department officials for opening up an era of
‘‘Track Two’’ diplomacy that began with such initiatives as visiting Ankara on three
occasions (1997, 1998, 2001) to meet with Turkish foreign ministry and military offi-
cials and crossing the ‘‘Green Line’’ that divides the island of Cyprus (May 2001)
into the Republic of Cyprus and the illegally occupied area by Turkey in the north.

POSITION ON GREEK-TURKISH RAPPROCHEMENT

AHEPA supports the rapprochement effort by Greece and Turkey that has fos-
tered and encouraged bilateral agreements with respect to: trade, the environment,
cultural exchanges, tourism, joint law enforcement, and a reduction in arms pro-
curement, among others. These initial agreements, along with any confidence build-
ing measures with respect to the military, are welcomed by AHEPA.

The next step is to raise the level of rapprochement to address the tougher issues
of sovereignty in the Aegean and reaching a settlement in Cyprus. The Greek Amer-
ican community would like to see more positive developments especially with re-
spect to Turkey.

We respectfully request the United States to continue its policy of supporting the
rapprochement efforts between the two countries and to encourage it to bloom, lead-
ing to peace in the Aegean and a settlement based on international law and the rule
of law with regard to both issues.

POSITION ON A CYPRUS SETTLEMENT AND EU ACCESSION

AHEPA’s position on a just solution to the Cyprus problem is based on a bizonal,
bicommunal, federation with a single international personality and a single sov-
ereignty as outlined by United National Security Council Resolutions, especially
Resolution 1251 of June 29, 1999. Further, the position of AHEPA is for Cyprus to
enter into the EU, upon meeting all established criteria, whether or not a settle-
ment is reached. This is outlined by the EU in the Helsinki Agreement of December
1999. AHEPA would prefer to see a settlement prior to accession based upon the
rule of law as it will benefit the people of Cyprus—Turkish Cypriots and Greek Cyp-
riots alike.

U.S. policy toward a Cyprus settlement must be to support the rule of law within
the framework of U.N. Security Council Resolutions and encourage the resumption
of the U.N.-sponsored proximity talks. Currently, the proximity talks are at an ‘‘im-
passe right now because of the position taken by Mr. Denktash,’’ stated U.S. Sec-
retary of State Colin Powell before a Senate Subcommittee hearing. He added, ‘‘We
are supporting the U.N. efforts on this.’’

Undersecretary of Political Affairs Marc Grossman, at his confirmation hearing
before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, stated, ‘‘We have got to impress on
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the Turkish Cypriots and the people in Ankara that they have got to get involved
in this negotiation. And we’ve got to use leverage. But I use that term kind of in
a positive way, in terms of what Cyprus is going to do to get into the European
Union.’’

U.S. policy toward Cyprus’ accession into the EU must be in compliance with the
Helsinki decision, meaning a settlement is not a precondition for Cyprus’ accession.
Also, the U.S. must ensure a level playing field with respect to Cyprus’ accession
by supporting its entry, with or without a settlement, and discourage any thought
by Turkey, a non-EU member, to stand in Cyprus’ way.

Former U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations Richard Holbrooke recently said
to a conference of concerned Greek and Cypriot Americans, ‘‘President Clerides is
making tremendous progress toward accession and no non-member will be able to
veto its accession, especially not Turkey, and not Mr. Denktash, who is the most
obstructionist person I have had to deal with, but he cannot derail the process.’’

Finally, the U.S. policy is made clear as State Department Richard Boucher said
on May 4, 2001, ‘‘We’ve supported the EU’s decision, the EU’s method of dealing
with this. We’ve supported the Helsinki conclusions, which laid out the EU’s
progress. And we’ve also supported very much the U.N.’s efforts, and that’s where
our focus remains right now.’’

POSITION ON TURKEY AND HUMAN RIGHTS

It is in everyone’s best interest, the United States, Greece, Cyprus, and of course,
Turkey, for Turkey’s economy to stabilize and grow. This will lead to social and po-
litical stability in Turkey. AHEPA supports a movement toward stabilization in all
of these areas. AHEPA welcomes Turkey’s candidacy to join the EU, and would fur-
ther welcome its entry into the EU based upon it meeting all the necessary criteria
outlined by the European Union and the agreements reached in Helsinki.

As Americans of Hellenic descent, we want the southern flank of NATO to be
strong and Turkey is an element of that flank. However AHEPA questions the role
of the military as it pertains to the democratic government of Turkey. Its constant
insistence on the procurement of weapons that can only be described as offensive
at a time when Turkey’s economy is in dire straits and in need of restructuring
must be examined. For example, why does Turkey want to purchase 145 attack heli-
copters costing $7 billion when it needs to borrow hundreds of millions of dollars
from the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund? (Please refer to the en-
closed strategic report written by Gregory Copley).

U.S. Policy must be to strongly encourage Turkey to improve its human rights
record especially in light of the European Court of Human Rights’ decision of May
10, 2001, (Cyprus v. Turkey). The court’s ruling in favor for Cyprus, 16–1, found
Turkey guilty of human rights abuses in Cyprus. It does not take into consideration
the human rights abuses committed against other minorities, for example the
Kurds. U.S. taxpayer dollars subsidizing these abuses by Turkey through the weap-
onry it procures must be examined.

Additionally the U.S., founded on the principles of life, liberty, and the pursuit
of happiness, including freedom of religion, must take the lead to call on Turkey to
reopen the Theological School of Halki (where the priests who serve the Greek
American community are educated) and to allow the Ecumenical Patriarchate, the
spiritual center for Orthodox Christians, including five million in the United States,
to operate freely in carrying out its religious mission and without fear of persecu-
tion.

CONCLUSION

As American citizens, the AHEPA’s position for the last 27 years of Turkey’s ille-
gal occupation of some 34% of Northern Cyprus has continually been based on the
rule of law and countless U.N. resolutions. Although we pride ourselves on our Hel-
lenic heritage, it is our American heritage and ideals on which we have based our
position.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Rossides follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF EUGENE ROSSIDES, AMERICAN HELLENIC INSTITUTE, INC.

Chairman Gallegly, ranking member Hastings and members of the Subcommittee,
I appreciate the opportunity to submit testimony to the Subcommittee on behalf of
the membership organizations listed above on the hearing topic: ‘‘U.S. Policy in the
Eastern Mediterranean: Managing the Greece, Turkey, Cyprus Triangle.’’
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U.S. INTERESTS IN SOUTHEAST EUROPE AND THE EASTERN MEDITERRANEAN

The U.S. has important interests in Southeast Europe and the Eastern Mediterra-
nean. To the north of Greece are the Balkans, Eastern Europe and Russia, to the
East, the Middle East, the Suez Canal and the Persian Gulf, and to the south is
North Africa. Significant communication links for commerce and energy sources
pass through the region. The U.S. has an important stake in fostering good relations
between two NATO allies, Greece and Turkey, and in achieving a just and viable
settlement of the Cyprus problem and Aegean issues.

In 2000 the political, security and economic landscape in Southeast Europe and
the Eastern Mediterranean underwent significant changes. The emergence of a
democratic government in Serbia transformed the prospects for progress in the Bal-
kans. Further, at its December 8–10, 2000 Nice Council, the European Union (EU)
took the necessary practical steps to underpin the process of enlargement. The ac-
tive involvement of the EU has improved the prospects for enhanced regional co-
operation and development. The U.S. stands to benefit from these developments.

U.S. NATIONAL SECURITY INTERESTS IN THE REGION

A key U.S. national security interest in the region is the security of and access
to the Persian Gulf oil resources for which we fought a war under UN auspices in
1990–1991 (Desert Shield, Desert Storm). In contrast, access to Caspian Sea oil and
gas resources is not an issue. The issues involved are primarily transportation pipe-
lines and fairness in the process for American oil companies.

POLICY THEMES

The policy themes in the interests of the U.S. advocated by the American Hellenic
Institute since its founding in 1974 and reiterated in successive Greek American
Policy Statements regarding Southeast Europe and the Eastern Mediterranean and
their relation to U.S. interests and values are:

1. U.S. interests are best served by fostering American values and in particular
the rule of law in international affairs. President Dwight D. Eisenhower condemned
and reversed the invasion of Egypt by Britain, France and Israel in October 1956.
In his October 31, 1956 television and radio report to the nation Eisenhower said:
‘‘There can be no peace without law. And there can be no law if we were to invoke
one code of international conduct for those who oppose us and another for our
friends.’’

President George H.W. Bush stated on January 16, 1991, the day the Persian
Gulf air war began against Iraqi forces: ‘‘We have before us the opportunity to forge
for ourselves and for future generations a new world order, a world where the rule
of law, not the rule of the jungle, governs the conduct of nations.’’

In his State of the Union address to Congress and the nation on January 29,
1991, President Bush said: ‘‘Most Americans know instinctively why we are in the
Gulf. . . . They know that we need to build a new, enduring peace based not on
arms races and confrontation but on shared principles and the rule of law.’’

On February 27, 1991, President Bush announced to the nation that ‘‘Kuwait is
liberated’’ and stated: ‘‘This is a victory for the United Nations, for all mankind, for
the rule of law and for what is right.’’

2. Greece is a pivotal nation for U.S. interests in Southeast Europe and the East-
ern Mediterranean. The U.S. should develop a ‘‘special relationship’’ with Greece. A
principal requirement for the U.S. is to expand and deepen its relationship with
Greece through a coordinated program in the political, military, commercial and cul-
tural fields. Greece is a vigorous and stable democracy with a rapidly modernizing
economy. Greece is a source of regional political leadership and democracy building,
economic investment, and commercial expertise. Greece is the only regional state
that is a member of the European Union, NATO and the European Monetary Union
(EMU).

3. A fair and just settlement of the Cyprus problem based on UN resolutions and
democratic norms and EU legal principles and common practices. A Cyprus settle-
ment should not reward aggression. On July 7, 1988, then Vice President George
Bush stated: ‘‘We seek for Cyprus a constitutional democracy based on majority rule,
the rule of law, and the protection of minority rights.’’ On October 2, 1992, presi-
dential candidate Governor Bill Clinton stated: ‘‘A Cyprus settlement should be con-
sistent with the fundamental principles of human rights and democratic norms and
practices.’’ UN resolutions refer to a bizonal, bicommunal federation in a sovereign
state.
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4. A resolution of Aegean issues based on the rule of law—(1) the continental shelf
and territorial waters and (2) Turkey’s unilateral claims regarding Greek islets and
islands and the maritime boundary between Greece and Turkey in the Aegean.

5. U.S. interests are best served by supporting the rapprochement between Greece
and Turkey.

6. The transformation of Turkey into a genuine democracy with the military
under civilian rule. The U.S. should not apply double standards on the rule of law
and human rights to Turkey. In the interest of regional stability and dispute resolu-
tion, the U.S. should promote Turkey’s emergence as a fully democratic state able
to complete the EU accession process and to participate fully in the economic oppor-
tunities presented by the improved regional climate. This process will require funda-
mental change in Turkey’s governmental institutions, particularly a reduced role for
its ubiquitous military, including putting it under civilian rule, a significant im-
provement in its human rights record, and meaningfully addressing its intran-
sigence over Cyprus and the Aegean. Past U.S. policy has not had this effect and
needs to be reviewed by the Bush administration and Congress.

A genuine democracy in Turkey is in the interests of the U.S., Turkey’s neighbors
and, above all, the Turkish people, including the 20 percent Kurdish minority. We
should be giving full support to the democratic forces in Turkey who are contending
with the self-perpetuating military junta.

In a perceptive article in the January 2001 issue of Defense & Foreign Affairs
Strategic Policy, editor Gregory R. Copley cites the Turkish General Staff as the
main obstacle to governmental reforms needed for accession to the EU and states
that ‘‘it is time for Washington to support the real advocates of change in Turkey.’’
(p. 9)

HOW DOES THE U.S. ACHIEVE ITS OBJECTIVES IN THE REGION

How does the U.S. protect its national security interests and achieve its political
objectives in the area?

Regarding our national security interests, following the Persian Gulf War we have
(1) maintained a military presence in the Persian Gulf area; (2) we have the use
of the Souda Bay, Crete naval base for the U.S. Sixth Fleet; and (3) the British have
an airbase in Cyprus. There is no present risk to the world’s access to Persian Gulf
oil.

Regarding our political interests in the Cyprus and Aegean issues and Greek-
Turkish rapprochement, some have suggested that the main effort to achieve
progress and success is for the U.S. to encourage dialogue and communication be-
tween Greece and Turkey at all levels, political, military, business, cultural, etc.,
and confidence building measures (CBM), and for the U.S. to continue its dialogue
and communication with the Turkish political and military leaders.

This procedure has not worked during the past decades and I do not believe it
can or will work today because of the realities of the situation, although dialogue
and communication should continue. By realities I do not mean the history of the
last 500 years. The realities I speak of are this century’s realities, particularly the
current realities. Unless the U.S. faces these realities head-on, and is willing to
exert diplomatic, economic and political pressure on Turkey, Greek-Turkish rap-
prochement will not develop as we wish it to, nor will there be any significant
progress on Cyprus or the Aegean at this time.

THE REALITIES

1. The Turkish military controls foreign and domestic policy under the Turkish
constitution. The Turkish military’s political control is augmented and supported by
(1) its ownership of substantial financial assets, and (2) its control of its own budg-
et—amounting to one-third of state revenues. The Turkish military is the main
cause of Turkey’s economic, financial and political problems.

Former French Ambassador to Turkey, Mr. Eric Rouleau, in an exceptional article
in Foreign Affairs entitled ‘‘Turkey’s Dream of Democracy’’ (November/December,
2000, pages 100–114), which should be required reading for anyone dealing with
U.S. relations with Turkey, describes the Turkish military’s control over the Turkish
state. He writes:

A rigid, nationalist ideology and a powerful, activist officer corps: this is what
the EU is up against in trying to persuade Turkey to totally revamp a constitu-
tion that institutionalizes the army’s dominant power and blocks any move to-
ward democratization (p. 105). Even EU membership, the ultimate incentive,
may not be enough to convince the Turkish military to relinquish its hold on the
jugular of the modern Turkish State. (p. 102)
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Ambassador Rouleau’s article is attached as Exhibit 1.
Turkey is, and has been, under the control of a self-perpetuating military junta

composed of the six military members of Turkey’s National Security Council (NSC)
and headed by the Chief of Staff, General Huseyin Kivrikoglu. The chief of staff ‘‘de-
cides on nominations and promotions within the armed forces’’ and names his own
successor (Rouleau, p. 106).

2. The Executive Branch of our government tries to create the perception of being
a disinterested broker/mediator between Greece and Turkey. The reality is other-
wise. Laurence Stern, former diplomatic correspondent and foreign news editor for
the Washington Post, wrote in his book The Wrong Horse (New York Times Books,
1977), at page 7: ‘‘One of the most important keys to an understanding of the Cyprus
muddle is the realization that the United States, far from being a disinterested
broker to the disputes of the past, was a deeply involved participant’’ on Turkey’s be-
half.

3. The Cyprus issue is not a normal dispute between nations with merits on both
sides. The Cyprus issue is one of aggression by Turkey and illegal occupation of 37.3
percent of Cyprus’ territory. Turkey is the aggressor and Cyprus is the victim. Tur-
key in its aggression against Cyprus violated U.S. laws and agreements under those
laws not to use U.S. arms and equipment for aggression. Turkey in its aggression
against Cyprus violated the UN Charter (article 2(4)), the NATO Treaty (preamble
and article 1) and customary international law.

There is no legal difference between Turkey’s aggression against Cyprus and
Iraq’s aggression against Kuwait.

4. The maritime boundary between Greece and Turkey in the Aegean Sea is clear
and has been long-established by international treaties, yet the Executive Branch
refuses to so state even though it is a signatory to the 1947 Paris Peace Treaty and
obligated to uphold its provisions.

5. U.S. support of Turkey in 1974 and since has prevented any meaningful nego-
tiations with Turkey. Why should Turkey make any effort to solve the Cyprus prob-
lem when there is no pressure from the U.S.? Why should Turkey do anything when
the U.S. was and is pushing for Turkey’s admission as a candidate for EU accession
without conditions?

Without adequate U.S. diplomatic, economic and political pressure on Turkey,
there will be no progress on the Cyprus and Aegean issues or Greece-Turkey rap-
prochement. The U.S. appeasement of Turkey and the application of a double stand-
ard on the rule of law to Turkey since 1974 to date are the main causes for no
progress.

6. Turkey is the cause of the tensions in the region, not the solution:
• aggression in Cyprus
• threats against Greece in the Aegean
• economic blockade of Armenia

DISCUSSION OF SPECIFIC ITEMS

Ambassador Monteagle Stearns
Former U.S. Ambassador to Greece, Monteagle Stearns, titled his remarks at the

American Hellenic Institute Foundation’s conference on The Truman Doctrine of Aid
to Greece, ‘‘The U.S.-Greek Strategic Relationship During the Cold War and Be-
yond.’’ He pointed out that during the Cold War the U.S. did not develop a Greek
policy or a Turkish policy, but rather attempted to fit Greece and Turkey into the
West’s Soviet policy. He stated:

We in the U.S. and in Western Europe discounted the importance of regional
problems. After the promulgation of the Truman Doctrine, the U.S. did not really
develop a Greek policy or a Turkish policy. We simply tried to fit Greece and
Turkey into our Soviet policy and the fit was never a comfortable one. But, this
had another effect that was even more uncomfortable. It meant that we dis-
counted the importance of regional problems—the problem of Cyprus, the prob-
lem of the Aegean, and the problem of Greek-Turkish relations generally—be-
cause we believed, incorrectly, that when Greece and Turkey were admitted into
NATO in 1952, their ultimate security aspirations had been achieved. Everything
else was of lesser concern. And this was, of course, far from the truth. Particu-
larly as the Cold War turned into a frozen war, Greek preoccupations, and to
some extent Turkish preoccupations, with regional issues became much more im-
portant in the two capitals.

Not so in Washington. The mistake that the United States government made
in this period, the post-Truman Doctrine period, was a peculiar American mis-
take. It was to regard Greece and Turkey as components of a strategic equation,
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rather than as products of their own historical experience. With the Cold War
behind us, we must dismiss from our minds blocs and strategic equations and
begin to approach regional problems on their merits.

Ambassador Stearns’ remarks are a devastating indictment of U.S. foreign policy
towards Greece and Turkey during and after the Cold War. That policy was driven
in large part by career officials in the State and Defense Departments and on the
staff of the National Security Council.

This tragic mistake of U.S. foreign policy was compounded by executive branch
officials during this period when they failed to deal even-handedly with Greece and
Turkey and opted instead to favor Turkey over Greece to the severe detriment of
U.S. national interests.

There are a number of examples, from the 1950s to date, of the appeasement of
Turkey and the failure to apply the rule of law to Turkey by the executive branch
of our government, to the detriment of U.S. interests and Greece. The two most
striking examples are the Cyprus problem and the Aegean Sea issue.

Cyprus
The most glaring and obvious example is the failure of the State Department, on

July 20, 1974 when Turkey invaded Cyprus, to halt immediately all military arms
and equipment to Turkey as required by U.S. law, which prohibits the use of U.S.
military aid for aggression. Henry Kissinger was Secretary of State at that time and
bears the primary responsibility for this violation of American law. He is also re-
sponsible for encouraging the criminal coup against President Makarios of Cyprus
on July 15, 1974, and for encouraging the illegal Turkish invasion five days later
on July 20, 1974.

It is important to bear in mind that he had the support of key career officials,
including Under Secretary Joseph Cisco, Assistant Secretary of State Arthur Hart-
man and others except for one lone voice, that of the Cyprus Desk officer, Tom
Boyatt. Kissinger transferred Boyatt to Chile in September 1974 and replaced him
with Nelson Ledsky, who worked to subvert the application of the rule of law to
Turkey. Since then the career officials in State and Defense have covered up the
U.S. involvement on Turkey’s side by creating the impression that the U.S. is acting
as an ‘‘honest broker.’’ Nelson Ledsky was later appointed as U.S. Cyprus coordi-
nator. That is like putting the fox in the chicken coop.
The Aegean

The Aegean Sea issue is another example of the executive branch’s policy of ‘‘tilt
towards Turkey.’’ During the islet of Imia crisis in the Aegean on January 28–31,
1996, the U.S. played a helpful role in preventing an armed clash between Greece
and Turkey. However, the failure of the Clinton administration, with Assistant Sec-
retary of State Richard Holbrooke in the lead, to recognize and state that under the
treaties involved, including the 1947 Paris Peace Treaty, the islet of Imia is sov-
ereign Greek territory, is a stark example of the appeasement of Turkey, the tilt
towards Turkey, and the reckless disregard of the rule of law in international af-
fairs.

The appeasement of and double standard on applying the rule of law to Turkey
in the Aegean by the executive branch is the cause of Turkey’s continuing claims
on Greek islands in the Aegean, indeed for Turkey’s claim to one-half of the Aegean.

The disgrace of U.S. policy in its pro-Turkish tilt on issues concerning Greek-
Turkish relations is further compounded when one considers that:

1. Greece has been and is more important strategically to U.S. interests than
Turkey, as demonstrated by World Wars I and II and most recently in the
Persian Gulf War; and

2. Turkey has been an unreliable ally that actively aided the Soviet Union mili-
tarily during the Cold War, going back to at least the 1973 Middle East War.

Turkey’s Financial Crisis
Turkey has had seventeen financial crises since 1961, yet the rescue efforts of the

U.S. and the IMF and World Bank have failed to stabilize the Turkish economy.
The reason that efforts have been unsuccessful is the failure to identify and address
the key factor in Turkey’s financial crises: the Turkish military, which controls for-
eign and domestic policy under the Turkish constitution. The Turkish military’s po-
litical control is augmented and supported by (1) its ownership of substantial finan-
cial assets, and (2) its control of its own budget—amounting to one-third of state
revenues. A copy of my March 12, 2001 letter to President George W. Bush on Tur-
key’s December 2000 financial crisis is attached as Exhibit 2.
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Turkey had a further financial crisis in March/April 2001, three months after the
December 2000 crisis, and requested $25 billion from the international community.
The IMF and World Bank, with the U.S. playing a major role, decided on a $10–
11 billion package. Turkey’s financial crisis gives the U.S. and the West an oppor-
tunity to make progress on Cyprus and the Aegean. My letter of May 9, 2001 to
President Bush is attached as Exhibit 3.

Mr. Brett D. Schaefer, fellow at the Heritage Foundation, states in a February
28, 2001 article on the Turkish economic crisis that: ‘‘The Administration must not
. . . perpetuate the Clinton Administration’s disastrous policy of insuring developing
countries and international investors against their own imprudent actions.’’
The Turkish Junta’s Crimes Against Its Kurdish Minority Compared to Milosevic’s

Crimes Against Yugoslavia’s Albanian Minority
Is there any difference (legal or otherwise) between Slobodan Milosevic’s actions

of ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity against its Albanian citizens in
Kosovo and the Turkish military junta’s actions (ethnic cleansing, crimes against
humanity and genocide) against its Kurdish citizens (a 20 percent minority) in the
Kurdistan area of Turkey?

There are differences, but not legal or philosophical. Turkey’s actions against the
Kurds are genocidal in nature. The Turkish military’s crimes against its Kurdish
minority make Milosevic’s actions pale in comparison. Ambassador Rouleau cites the
following shocking figures:

Over the years, individuals who advocate conciliation, including parliamentar-
ians of Kurdish origin, have been imprisoned by the hundreds. Parties formed
by moderate Kurds have been outlawed one after another. Torture has become
widespread, and disappearances and assassinations of lawyers, journalists, poli-
ticians, and business executives suspected of sympathizing with the rebels have
multiplied. According to the Turkish Ministry of Justice, in addition to the
35,000 people killed in military campaigns, 17,500 were assassinated between
1984, when the conflict began, and 1998. An additional 1,000 people were report-
edly assassinated in the first nine months of 1999. According to the Turkish
press, the authors of these crimes, none of whom have been arrested, belong to
groups of mercenaries working either directly or indirectly for the security agen-
cies. (pp. 111–112)

In addition, the Turkish military burned over 2,500 Kurdish villages in its
scorched-earth campaign resulting in over 2,500,000 Kurdish refugees.

Where are the foreign policy ‘‘experts’’ calling for a war crimes tribunal against
Turkey’s military and political leaders similar to the one for Yugoslavia? There are
none at present. Is it because Turkey is a NATO ally and Yugoslavia is not?
The Turkish Military Junta’s and then Prime Minister Bulent Ecevit’s Crimes

Against Humanity for Their Aggression Against Cyprus in 1974.
Turkey’s invasion of Cyprus on July 20, 1974, in which it seized about four per-

cent of Cyprus’ territory, and its renewed aggression on August 14–16, 1974, in
which it occupied an additional 33 percent of Cyprus are war crimes. It should be
noted that the renewed aggression in August 1974 occurred after the legitimate gov-
ernment of Cyprus had been restored on July 23, 1974. Milosevic was indicted as
a war criminal. Why shouldn’t the then Turkish military junta and the then Prime
Minister Bulent Ecevit be indicted as war criminals?
Turkish Cypriot Leader Rauf Denktash’s War Crimes for His Part in the Killing in

1974 of Five American Civilians
The Turkish Cypriot leader Raff Denktash has admitted that the five American

civilians of Greek Cypriot descent who were in the custody of the Turkish Cypriot
Militia were killed by the Turkish Cypriot Militia during Turkey’s invasion of Cy-
prus in 1974. Mr. Denktash was in command of the Turkish Cypriot Militia. Why
shouldn’t he be indicted as a war criminal?
Turkey’s Strategic Importance to the U.S.: Myth and Reality

A myth propagated by Turkey and its several United States ‘‘agents of influence,’’
registered as foreign agents with the Justice Department, portrays Turkey as a stra-
tegic and loyal ally, vital to the national security interests of the United States. The
reality is otherwise. First of all, the assertion that Turkey is ‘‘vital’’ to the national
security interests of the United States is false on its face.

Turkey was of minimal national security value to the United States during the
Cold War where the action was on the central front of Europe. U.S. intelligence fa-
cilities in Turkey were for many years, unnecessary and duplicative of other supe-
rior listening posts and satellites. It was a waste of U.S. taxpayer dollars to keep
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any listening facilities open in Turkey and American troops stationed there. (See
Rossides ‘‘Cyprus and the Rule of Law,’’ 17 Syracuse Journal of International Law
and Commerce, 21, Spring 1991, at page 79, footnote 187.)

We do not need the airfields in Turkey to conduct Operation Provide Comfort for
the protection of the Iraqi Kurds. There are a number of other airbases in the area
that can be used, including the British airbase on Cyprus and airbases in Saudi
Arabia and Kuwait. What we do need is an Operation Provide Comfort for the pro-
tection of the Kurds in Turkey.

With the end of the Cold War in 1989–1990, Turkey’s strategic value was dimin-
ished.

The Turkish military are supporters of Saddam Hussein. Turkey is pressing for
the lifting of sanctions on Iraq and has allowed large-scale smuggling of oil and
other goods from Iraq and the smuggling of goods into Iraq.

Arguments that Turkey can be helpful to the U.S. regarding the Central Asian
countries is window dressing. We certainly do not need Turkey as an intermediary
for us with those countries.

Mr. Ian Lesser, Rand Corporation senior analyst who testified regarding Turkey,
has been a long-time apologist for Turkey. The remarks of Dr. Ted Galen Carpenter,
vice president for Defense and Foreign Policy Studies at the CATO Institute, given
at a conference sponsored by the Center for Strategic and International Studies
(CSIS) on June 18, 2001, are more relevant and objective than the testimony of Mr.
Lesser. The remarks of Dr. Carpenter are attached as Exhibit 4.
Turkey’s Acts of Disloyalty to the U.S. and NATO and Unreliability as an Ally—Sev-

eral Actions in Support of the Soviet Military
(1) During the 1973 Mid-East War, predating the Turkish invasion of Cyprus by

one year, Turkey refused the United States military overflight rights to resupply
Israel and granted the USSR overland military convoy rights to resupply Syria and
Iraq, and military overflight permission to resupply Egypt. See E. Luttwak, The Pol-
itics of Sea Power, 60–61, (1974). A member of the Turkish Foreign Policy Institute
in Ankara wrote:

During the Arab-Israeli War of 1973, Moscow’s overflights of Turkish airspace
were tolerated. On the other hand, during the same Middle East conflict, Turkey
refused to allow the United States refueling and reconnaissance facilities during
the American airlift to Israel. Karaosmanoglu, ‘‘Turkey’s Security and the Mid-
dle East,’’ 52 Foreign Affairs, 157, 163 (Fall 1983).

(2) In the 1977–1978 conflict in Ethiopia, Turkey granted the Soviets military
overflight rights to supply the pro-Soviet Ethiopian communists under Col.
Mengistu, who eventually prevailed. C. Meyer, Facing Reality—From World Fed-
eralism to the CIA, 276–80 (1980).

(3) Over NATO objections, Turkey allowed three Soviet aircraft carriers, the Kiev
on July 18, 1976, the Minsk on February 25, 1979, and the Novorosiisk on May 16,
1976, passage rights through the Bosphorus and Dardanelles Straits into the Medi-
terranean in violation of the Montreaux Convention of 1936. See generally Wash-
ington Post, July 19, 1976, at A26, col. 1; New York Times, February 26, 1979, at
A13, col. 1. The Soviet ships posed a formidable threat to the United States Sixth
Fleet.

(4) In 1979 Turkey refused to allow the United States to send 69 marines and
six helicopters to American military facilities at Incirlik in Turkey for possible use
in evacuating Americans from Iran. New York Times, February 13, 1979, at A8, col.
3.

(5) Again, in 1979 Turkey refused the United States request to allow U–2 intel-
ligence flights (for Salt II verification) over Turkish airspace ‘‘unless Moscow
agreed.’’ New York Times, May 15, 1979, at A1, col. 3. This position was voiced over
a period of months by Turkish officials, the opposition party and the military Chief
of Staff, Gen. Kenan Evren.

(6) In May 1989, Turkey rejected an American request to inspect an advanced
MIG–29 Soviet fighter plane, flown by a Soviet defector to Turkey. New York Times,
May 28, 1989, at A12, col. 1.

(7) The Turkish government refused repeated American requests for the installa-
tion of antennas in Turkey concerning 11 transmitters whose broadcasts would have
been directed primarily to the Soviet Union and its Eastern European satellites. The
initiative by the United States Department of State sought to improve reception of
programs broadcast by Radio Free Europe, Radio Liberty and the Voice of America.

(8) Turkey further damaged NATO by vetoing NATO’s effort to put military bases
on various Greek islands for defensive purposes against the Soviet navy.
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Turkey’s unreliability as an ally, as evidenced by the above examples, should
come as no surprise to those familiar with Turkey’s history in the twentieth century.
Turkey fought against the Allies in World War I. In World War II Turkey violated
a treaty with France and Britain which required Turkey to enter the war on the
side of the Allies. Instead, Turkey declared neutrality and openly aided Hitler by
supplying Nazi Germany with vital chromium ore and as a transit country for other
war materiel which prolonged World War II by seven months.
The Persian Gulf War

The Persian Gulf War demonstrated that Greece, not Turkey, is the strategic key
to the projection of U.S. power in the Eastern Mediterranean and Persian Gulf. The
NATO naval base in Souda Bay, Crete, is the key base for the projection of United
States power in the Eastern Mediterranean and the Persian Gulf through the Sixth
Fleet and is far more important to U.S. strategic interests than all the listening
posts and bases in Turkey. President Bush recognized the importance of Souda Bay
by his historic visit to the Souda Bay base in July 1991.

Turkey sat on the sidelines throughout Desert Shield, refusing to send any forces
to the U.S.-led Coalition, refusing to authorize a second land front from Turkey (see
Washington Post, January 16, 1991, at A6, col. 5), and refusing to allow the use of
the NATO air base at Incirlik, Turkey.

Desert Storm began on January 16, 1991. It was not until over 48 hours after the
air war had begun on January 16, 1991, and only after the Iraqi air force and air
defenses had been neutralized and the U.S. had achieved air superiority, that Tur-
key allowed a limited number of sorties out of the Incirlik NATO air base. Only one
out of twenty coalition sorties originated in Turkey, and these were clearly unneces-
sary. The Turkish military and Turkish public opinion opposed the use of Incirlik
NATO air base.

Regarding the two oil pipelines from Iraq through Turkey to the Mediterranean
coast, Iraq, not Turkey, closed the first oil pipeline and reduced the flow of oil
through the second by 75 percent for lack of customers. Turkey refused to act to
shut off the second pipeline until after the UN Security Council passed resolution
661 on August 6, 1990 (Washington Post, August 8, 1990, at A12, col. 4). Other
countries acted right away.

Further, we did not need Turkey to halt the remaining 25 percent of the second
pipeline since the naval blockage would have prevented any movement of Iraqi oil
from Turkey’s Mediterranean port if there had been any customers. Turkey’s Presi-
dent Ozal admitted this in a news conference on June 7, 1991 in Istanbul when he
stated: ‘‘If Turkey had not imposed an embargo and shut the pipeline it would have
led to a blockade’’ (Associated Press, June 7, 1991).

Turkey had no choice but to close the remaining pipeline once the Security Coun-
cil acted. Otherwise, she would have been in violation of Security Council Resolution
661 and Article 25 of the UN Charter, which requires member states to comply with
Security Council resolutions. By failing to implement S.C.Res.661, Turkey would
have jeopardized her relations with the rest of the nations who supported
S.C.Res.661, including the U.S., and the significant economic relations and aid from
the U.S., other countries and international organizations.

Turkey’s proponents stress that Turkey closed its 206-mile border with Iraq. In
reality, the border was never fully closed. There was large-scale, openly organized
smuggling along the Turkey-Iraq border. (See Wall Street Journal, Oct. 30, 1990,
at 1, col. 1; Turkish newspapers Sabah, Sept. 3, 1990, and Cumhuriyet, Sept. 22,
1990; and the Turkish weekly magazine Yuzil, Sept. 9, 1990.)

Turkey’s proponents also assert that Turkish troops ‘‘tied down’’ 100,000 Iraqi
forces. Again, the reality is otherwise, The Iraqi troops were stationed along the
Syrian and Turkish borders in northern Iraq before the invasion of Kuwait and Iraq
had no plans to move them south. Those troops had to be kept there in order to
control the Kurds and check the Syrians.

While Turkey delayed support for the U.S.-initiated freeze on commercial dealings
with Iraq and negotiated for compensation, and sat on the sidelines throughout
Desert Shield/Desert Storm, Greece:

(1) immediately condemned Iraq’s aggression;
(2) authorized from the first day of the crisis the use of the Souda Bay naval

base to provide operational, logistical and command support for the U.S.
Sixth Fleet 24 hours a day;

(3) authorized the use of the U.S. air base at Souda Bay to provide similar
support to the U.S. Air Force in the build up of U.S. air power in Saudi
Arabia and other Persian Gulf countries;
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(4) authorized military overflights and base access generally (the extraor-
dinary number of over 32,000 military overflights of Greece occurred dur-
ing Desert Shield/Desert Storm);

(5) joined the coalition forces and sent two naval frigates to the Persian Gulf;
and offered air combat patrols and medical facilities.

The Greek merchant marine played a substantial role in the movement of cargo
to the Persian Gulf for the U.S. and allied forces. The Greek merchant marine is
an important asset for U.S. and NATO interests that is often overlooked in consid-
ering the relative strategic and military values of Greece and Turkey.

Operation Desert Shield/Desert Storm demonstrated that Turkey is fundamen-
tally irrelevant for protecting the oil resources in the Persian Gulf and of limited
value for U.S. national security interests in the present post-Cold War, post-Persian
Gulf War eras.

The war proved that what is necessary for the protection of oil resources in the
Persian Gulf is:

(1) the cooperation of the Gulf states with the U.S. by authorizing U.S. air and
land bases in those countries, not in Turkey;

(2) the use of the naval base at Souda Bay, Crete;
(3) the use of the British bases in Cyprus; and
(4) the use of the U.S. naval base and facilities in Diego Garcia in the Indian

Ocean.
David C. Morrison, in a comprehensive article, discussed in detail the U.S. base

facilities in the Persian Gulf countries. (See National Journal, March 23, 1991, at
675.)
NATO and Turkey: A Stain on NATO’s Honor

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) is a regional alliance created
under article 52 of the United Nations Charter for collective defense against aggres-
sion under article 51 of the Charter. The fundamental principles, objectives and pur-
poses of NATO are to deter aggression and to support democratic government. The
preamble and article 1 of the North Atlantic Treaty state:

The Parties to this Treaty reaffirm their faith in the purposes and principles
of the Charter of the United Nations and their desire to live in peace with all
peoples and all Governments.

They are determined to safeguard the freedom, common heritage and
civilisation of their peoples, founded on the principles of democracy, individual
liberty and the rule of law.

They seek to promote stability and well-being in the North Atlantic area.
They are resolved to unite their efforts for collective defence and for the preser-

vation of peace and security.
They therefore agree to this North Atlantic Treaty:
ARTICLE 1
The Parties undertake, as set forth in the Charter of the United Nations, to

settle any international dispute in which they may be involved by peaceful means
in such a manner that international peace and security and justice are not en-
dangered, and to refrain in their international relations from the threat or use
of force in any manner inconsistent with the purposes of the United Nations.

Turkey violated article 1 of the North Atlantic Treaty by failing ‘‘to settle’’ the Cy-
prus problem ‘‘by peaceful means in such a manner that international peace and se-
curity and justice are not endangered’’ and also by her ‘‘use of force . . . inconsistent
with the purposes of the United Nations.’’ Turkey also violated the policy set forth
in the NATO preamble.

Turkey’s invasion of Cyprus violated the United Nations Charter (article 1, para-
graph 1; article 2, paragraphs 3 and 4; and the preamble). As a result, Turkey also
violated article 1 and the preamble of the North Atlantic Treaty.

Turkey contravened the fundamental policies against aggression and in support
of ‘‘democracy, individual liberty and the rule of law’’ set forth in the preamble and
underlying the North Atlantic Treaty. Turkey breached both the letter and the spirit
of the Treaty. Although some argue that the North Atlantic Treaty applies to ag-
gression against a member country only and not to aggression by a NATO member
against a third party non-member, this interpretation is inconsistent with the plain
meaning and purpose of the North Atlantic Treaty. Article 1 prohibits the use of
force in ‘‘any international dispute.’’

At a minimum, NATO should have suspended Turkey until its aggression in Cy-
prus had been ‘‘purged.’’ Purge is the word used by George Ball and Cy Vance in
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their testimony before the House International Relations Committee on July 10,
1975. Instead, NATO assisted in supplying arms to Turkey after the Congress en-
acted an embargo in 1974. Furthermore, NATO’s Secretary General Joseph Luns
joined the Administration’s lobbying effort to persuade the Congress to lift the em-
bargo against Turkey.

Although Turkey continues to violate the North Atlantic Treaty by its presence
in Cyprus, NATO has ignored the transgression. Turkey’s invasion of Cyprus is a
stain on NATO’s history and will remain until Turkey ends its illegal occupation
of Cyprus.

Turkey could not qualify today for NATO membership. Its aggression in Cyprus
could be used by NATO to suspend Turkey, or at a minimum not grant Turkey a
veto over NATO actions until Turkey meets NATO standards. NATO should con-
sider adopting the EU’s conditions for Turkey.

NATO is not prevented from deciding that Turkey has no veto over NATO actions
in view of Turkey’s aggression against Cyprus which violates the UN Charter and
the NATO Treaty.
Turkey and Human Rights

Turkey’s human rights record is acknowledged as one of the worst in the twen-
tieth century. The State Department’s 2000 Human Rights Country Report section
on Turkey covers 52 pages. The European Court of Human Rights on May 10, 2001
issued a devastating opinion on Turkey’s human rights violations in Cyprus.
The Proposed Baku-Ceyhan Oil Pipeline

The Bush administration should put a halt to the previous administration’s efforts
to promote the proposed commercially uneconomic Baku-Ceyhan pipeline to bring oil
from the Caspian Sea Basin to the West. It would require substantial unrecoupable
subsidies from the U.S. CATO Institute research fellow Stanley Kober, in foreign
policy briefing paper No. 63, ‘‘Washington’s Misguided Support for the Baku-Ceyhan
Oil Pipeline’’ (October 31, 2000), discusses the economic problems and also sets forth
the political problem: ‘‘U.S.-Russia tensions . . . are being exacerbated over the pipe-
line issue . . . Thus, the pipeline, far from promoting U.S. interests in the region,
undermines them. The U.S. government should heed its own rhetoric and let the
market determine the pipeline route.’’
Israel-Turkey Military Cooperation

Israel’s military cooperation with Turkey makes Israel an accomplice to Turkey’s
horrendous human rights violations against the Kurds and the general population,
including women. Israel’s support of Turkey is a stain on the Holocaust. Israel obvi-
ously does not need Turkey to defend itself. Israeli defense contractors’ relations
with the Turkish military are also a stain on the Holocaust. I understand that it
was a U.S. initiative that started the Israel-Turkey military cooperation.
U.S. Arms to Turkey Have Made the U.S. an Accomplice to the Turkish Military’s

Horrendous Human Rights Violations Against its Kurdish Citizens
The Clinton administration from 1993–2001 provided some $6 billion in military

aid, via grants and loans, to Turkey. While some groups protested the arms trans-
fers, which made the U.S. an accomplice to the Turkish military’s ethnic cleansing,
crimes against humanity and genocide against the Kurds, where were the voices of
the foreign policy establishment?
Demilitarization

Senator Bob Dole proposed demilitarization of Cyprus during the Senate debate
on July 25, 1978, on the Carter administration’s amendment, which passed, to re-
move the remaining arms embargo on Turkey. Dole voted against lifting the embar-
go and noted that ‘‘[n]egotiations between the two communities have remained stale-
mated over the presence of the Turkish occupation force.’’ He stated:

The great need for demilitarization of Cyprus, involving withdrawal of both
Greek and Turkish forces, must be stressed. . . . Once demilitarization of Cy-
prus is achieved, then the intercommunal talks between the Greek and Turkish
Cypriot communities over the territorial and political settlement will proceed
much more smoothly. This must be the goal of all parties: to achieve demili-
tarization of Cyprus as soon as possible. . . . The President should also encour-
age the strengthening of the UN security force on the island to assist the demili-
tarization and provide the protection necessary throughout this process. . . . We
do not seek to dilute the role of the United Nations in bringing peace to Cyprus—
we seek to strengthen it. That role would be much more difficult . . . if we were
to resume arms sales and shipments to Turkey before her tens of thousands of
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forces are removed from the island. By upholding the rule of law, we encourage
its application and effectiveness in the future. 124 Cong. Rec. 22533–5 (1978)

Religious Freedom—The Ecumenical Patriarchate and the Halki Patriarchal School
of Theology

Religious freedom is a basic human right. This right is not enjoyed by Orthodox
Christians in Turkey as evidenced by the chronic persecution of Orthodox Christians
in Turkey, the harassment of the Ecumenical Patriarch and attacks on the Patri-
archate in Istanbul. Further, we call on Turkey to stop the desecration of Orthodox
Christian cemeteries in Istanbul, lift the restrictions imposed on the Saint Nicholas
festival, a saint worshipped by Christians throughout the world, and permit persons
to work at the Patriarchate who are not Turkish citizens.

We condemn the illegal closing by the Turkish Government in 1971 of the Halki
Patriarchal School of Theology in violation of Turkey’s obligations under the UN
Charter and other international agreements, and call for its reopening.

Section 2804 of the 1999 Appropriations Bill, passed on October 22, 1998, states
that:

It is the sense of Congress that the United States should use its influence with
the Government of Turkey to suggest that the Government of Turkey—

(1) recognize the Ecumenical Patriarchate and its nonpolitical, religious
mission;

(2) ensure the continued maintenance of the institution’s physical security
needs, as provided for under Turkish and international law, including
the Treaty of Lausanne, the 1968 Protocol, the Helsinki Final Act (1975)
and the Charter of Paris;

(3) provide for the proper protection and safety of the Ecumenical Patriarch
and the Patriarchate personnel; and

(4) reopen the Ecumenical Patriarchate’s Halki Patriarchal School of The-
ology.

U.S. policy should be to support this legislation and to ensure that the actions
called for in the law are implemented. In light of Greek-Turkish rapprochement ef-
forts and Turkey becoming an EU accession candidate, the reopening of the Halki
Patriarchal School of Theology would seem to be a next logical step for Turkey to
take.

The Development of a Special Relationship Between the United States and Greece
The United States should heed Ambassador Stearn’s remarks and develop a

Greek policy and a Turkish policy. The U.S. should develop a special relationship
with Greece because of that country’s key strategic value for U.S. interests in the
region, Greece’s history, its reliability and because the U.S. is able to achieve its
objectives with such a relationship based on mutual interests and benefits.

Greece today is still the key for U.S. interests in the region in protecting the sea-
lanes in the Eastern Mediterranean and Aegean Seas for the transportation of oil,
natural gas and trade goods generally, and in promoting democracy, economic
progress and stability in the Balkans. The U.S. has an important opportunity today
to further American interests in the region by developing a special relationship with
Greece, with mutual benefits to both countries. We should do everything possible
to seize the opportunity.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, ranking member Hastings and members of the Sub-
committee.
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EXHIBIT 1
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EXHIBIT 2

AMERICAN HELLENIC INSTITUTE (AHI),
Washington, DC, March 12, 2001.

Hon. GEORGE W. BUSH, President,
The White House,
Washington, DC.

Re: Turkey’s Financial Crisis
DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I write regarding the present financial crisis in Turkey

with suggestions as to the U.S. and IMF responses to the situation and factors that
should be taken into account in determining what is in the best interests of the U.S.

The Turkish financial crisis has implications for overall U.S. relations with Tur-
key, Greece and Cyprus. In order to best serve U.S. interests in the region we must
carefully analyze the reasons behind Turkey’s endemic financial instability.

Turkey has had several financial crises over the past decades, yet the rescue ef-
forts of the U.S. and the IMF have failed to stabilize the Turkish economy. The rea-
son that efforts have been unsuccessful is the failure to identify and address the
key factor in Turkey’s financial crises: the Turkish military, which controls foreign
and domestic policy under the Turkish constitution. The Turkish military’s political
control is augmented and supported by (1) its ownership of substantial financial as-
sets, and (2) its control of its own budget—amounting to one-third of state revenues.

The military’s constitutional control of domestic and foreign policy and its sub-
stantial economic base make it the prime beneficiary of any assistance from the
IMF, the U.S. and other organizations. Yet it is the military which is the main
cause of Turkey’s economic, financial and political problems.

Former French Ambassador to Turkey, Eric Rouleau, in an exceptional article in
Foreign Affairs entitled Turkey’s Dream of Democracy, (November/December 2000,
pages 100–114, copy enclosed), which should be required reading for anyone dealing
with U.S. relations with Turkey, describes the Turkish military’s control over the
Turkish state. He writes:

‘‘A rigid, nationalist ideology and a powerful, activist officer corps: this is
what the EU is up against in trying to persuade Turkey to totally revamp a
constitution that institutionalizes the army’s dominant power and blocks any
move toward democratization.’’ (p. 105)

‘‘Even EU membership, the ultimate incentive, may not be enough to convince
the Turkish military to relinquish its hold on the jugular of the modern Turkish
State.’’ (p. 102)

Mr. Rouleau describes Turkey’s National Security Council (NSC), established by
Article 118 of the constitution, as:

‘‘a kind of shadow government through which the pashas [generals] can im-
pose their will on parliament and the government. The NSC is made up of six
high-ranking military officers and five civilians. Once a month, decked out in
full dress uniform, the chief of staff and the heads of the army, navy, air force,
and national police, along with a sixth general acting as the council’s general
secretary, meet with Turkey’s president, prime minister, and the ministers of
defense, foreign affairs, and the interior. The council is empowered to examine
all the affairs of state, whether relating to domestic or to foreign policy. Its de-
liberations are never made public, and even when decisions are announced, they
are presented as ‘recommendations’ to the government.’’ (pp. 105–106)

Mr. Rouleau points out that:
‘‘the constitution gives the chief of staff more power than the defense minister

and all other members of government. Although the chief of staff comes after
the prime minister in the order of protocol, in fact he has more authority in the
most sensitive areas of the state. The head of the military is, in effect, respon-
sible for the country’s internal and external security, including the intelligence
agencies. It is he who decides on nominations and promotions within the armed
forces and who formulates defense policy.’’ (p. 106)

Mr. Rouleau describes ‘‘Mercantile Militarism’’ under which the general’s political
power rests ‘‘firmly on considerable economic and financial means.’’ He writes:

‘‘In Turkey, it is the chief of staff, not the prime minister, cabinet, or par-
liament, who oversees arms production and procurement (which do not figure
in the state budget). It is also the general staff that draws up the annual budg-
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et of the armed forces (even though it absorbs more than a third of state reve-
nues). Given the amounts involved—for example, the modernization of the
armed forces will cost some $70 billion over the next 15 years—such budgetary
control affords the military huge power. Time-honored tradition has it that par-
liament approves the military budget as is, without debate and by acclamation,
before presenting it to the chief of staff along with its congratulations and good
wishes.’’ (pp. 108–109)

‘‘Then there are the military-controlled industries. In a recent study, Taha
Parla, a professor at Bosphorus University, throws light on the army’s most im-
portant holdings. The main one, OYAK, is a vast conglomerate comprising some
30 enterprises in sectors as diverse as automobile manufacturing, cement
works, food processing, pesticides, petroleum, tourism, insurance, banking, real
estate, supermarkets, and high technology. These enterprises employ more than
30,000 people. One of the most important companies of the group is OYAK-Re-
nault, which has an annual production capacity of 160,000 French-designed ve-
hicles.

OYAK, among the three or four largest holding companies in Turkey, is un-
questionably one of the most profitable. And with good reason: the group is ex-
empt from duties and taxes. Big business puts up with what could be considered
unfair competition because OYAK, shrewdly, has integrated the business com-
munity into its activities: OYAK’s partners include the powerful holding compa-
nies of the Koc and Sabanci families—the ‘‘emperors’’ of Turkey’s industry and
trade—as well the private banking baron Kazim Taskent. For their part, big
Turkish corporations co-opt retired senior officers to serve on their boards, not
only as compensation for services rendered but to maintain links with the cur-
rent army brass.

OYAK’s sister firm, TSKGV (Foundation for the Strengthening of the Turkish
Armed Forces), is devoted exclusively to arms production. Benefiting from the
same privileges as OYAK, TSKGV comprises some 30 companies and generates
tens of thousands of jobs. More than 80 percent of its revenues go into a reserve
fund estimated to reach tens of billions of dollars.’’ (pp. 109–110)

These military-owned companies are highly profitable because they are exempt
from duties and taxes, a unique form of official corruption. Corruption is endemic,
including the smuggling of oil from Iraq with substantial revenue for military com-
manders, and complicity in drug trafficking. The recent dispute between Prime Min-
ister Bulent Ecevit and President Ahmet Necdet Sezer stemmed from Prime Minster
Ecevit’s foot-dragging on corruption investigations.

Shoring up the Turkish economy without reforming the military’s ‘‘hold on the
jugular of the modern Turkish state’’ is self-defeating and only ensures that Amer-
ican interests will not be served. The IMF, U.S. and other outside assistance to Tur-
key should be conditioned on reform of the military’s control of the Turkish state
and its military-industrial complex. Examples of conditions which have an economic
factor and which the IMF should require for any continued aid under its December
decision, include:

• putting the military budget ‘‘which absorbs more than a third of state reve-
nues’’ under civilian control;

• a halt in the ruinous and unnecessary arms buildup, an estimated $70 billion
over the next 15 years. Turkey’s arms buildup forces Greece into an arms race
which is harmful to both nations;

• a halt in the negotiations to purchase 145 Cobra attack helicopters from Bell
Textron for $4.1 billion;

• the removal of the military from control/ownership of (1) arms production and
procurement companies through TSKGV (Foundation for the strengthening of
the Turkish Armed Forces), and (2) OYAK, ‘‘a vast conglomerate, comprising
some 30 enterprises’’ and any other companies operating in the private sector.
These companies should be sold and the proceeds used to reduce Turkey’s ex-
ternal debt, including the billions of dollars owed to the U.S;

• the use in the current financial crisis of the ‘‘tens of billions of dollars’’ in the
TSKGV ‘‘reserve fund;’’ and

• A halt of the previous administration’s efforts to promote the proposed com-
mercially uneconomic Baku-Ceyhan pipeline to bring oil from the Caspian Sea
Basin to the West. It would require substantial unrecoupable subsidies from
the U.S. CATO research fellow Stanley Kober, in foreign policy briefing paper
No.63, ‘‘Washington’s Misguided Support for the Baku-Ceyhan Oil Pipeline’’
(October 31, 2000), discusses the economic problems and also sets forth the
political problem: ‘‘U.S.-Russia tensions . . . are being exacerbated over the
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pipeline issue . . . Thus, the pipeline, far from promoting U.S. interests in
the region, undermines them. The U.S. government should heed its own rhet-
oric and let the market determine the pipeline route.’’

Fundamental to any lasting reform is the revision of the Turkish constitution to
place the military under civilian control. There is no bar to the IMF making an eco-
nomic judgment that financial assistance to Turkey, without political reforms, is
self-defeating—that it would primarily help the generals and would not go to the
root of the problem.

The present financial crisis gives the U.S., the IMF, the EU and NATO an impor-
tant opportunity to require Turkey to put the military in the barracks and to estab-
lish civilian control over the elitist and racist Turkish military.

Turkey is, and has been, under the control of a self-perpetuating military junta
composed of the 6 military members of Turkey’s NSC and headed by the Chief of
Staff, General Huseyin Kivrikoglu. The chief of staff ‘‘decides on nominations and
promotions within the armed forces’’ and names his own successor.

A genuine democracy in Turkey is in the interests of the U.S., Turkey’s neighbors
and, above all, the Turkish people, including the 20% Kurdish minority. We should
be giving full support to the democratic forces in Turkey who are contending with
the self-perpetuating military junta.

In a perceptive article in the January 2001 issue of ‘‘Defense & Foreign Affairs
Strategic Policy,’’ editor Gregory R. Copley cites the Turkish General Staff as the
main obstacle to governmental reforms needed for accession to the EU and states
that ‘‘it is time for Washington to support the real advocates of change in Turkey.’’
(p.9)

Mr. Brett D. Schaefer, fellow at the Heritage Foundation, states in a February
28, 2001 article on the Turkish economic crisis that: ‘‘The Administration must not
. . . perpetuate the Clinton Administration’s disastrous policy of insuring devel-
oping countries and international investors against their own imprudent actions.’’

The IMF, with the full and open support of the U.S., should make its conditions
known to the Turkish government and military leaders and then sit tight. No fur-
ther aid under the IMF December decision should be made until real and identifi-
able reforms are institutionalized. The financial crisis presents an exceptional and
unique opportunity to get fundamental change in Turkey to everyone’s benefit ex-
cept the Turkish generals and admirals growing rich on the backs of the Turkish
people. Let’s not squander this opportunity.

Prime Minister Bulent Ecevit is the main political puppet of the military. In 1974
it was then Prime Minister Ecevit who announced the invasion of Cyprus ordered
by the Turkish military. Today Ecevit continues to do the bidding of the military.
We have the spectacle of Ecevit asking for an additional $25 billion in loans, a Turk-
ish negotiating technique, which is also designed to divert attention from the real
issue, the Turkish military and needed government reforms to bring genuine democ-
racy to Turkey. The IMF should demand that Ecevit and the military use the ‘‘tens
of billions of dollars’’ from the military’s ‘‘reserve fund’’ to assist in the current fi-
nancial crisis.

The halt in U.S. and other nations’ arms sales to Turkey is particularly important
for the economy of Turkey and it would send an important message to Turkey.
Money Turkey spends on arms should go to a host of domestic needs. There is no
real threat to Turkey in the region and those who contend otherwise have other mo-
tives. Turkey is the cause of tensions in the region, not the solution.

There is also an overriding moral issue involved in arms sales to Turkey. The
arms Turkey buys have been used by the Turkish military in its ‘‘war of terror’’
against its Kurdish minority. From 1984 to 1998 the Turkish military has killed
some 35,000 innocent Kurdish civilians in military campaigns, burned over 2,500
villages in its scorched-earth campaign resulting in over 2,500,000 Kurdish refugees,
and has had over 17,500 Kurds assassinated in extrajudicial killings.

Ambassador Rouleau details the war of terror by the Turkish military against its
Kurdish minority as follows:

‘‘Over the years, individuals who advocate conciliation, including parliamen-
tarians of Kurdish origin, have been imprisoned by the hundreds. Parties
formed by moderate Kurds have been outlawed one after another. Torture has
become widespread, and disappearances and assassinations of lawyers, journal-
ists, politicians, and business executives suspected of sympathizing with the
rebels have multiplied. According to the Turkish Ministry of Justice, in addition
to the 35,000 people killed in military campaigns, 17,500 were assassinated be-
tween 1984, when the conflict began, and 1998. An additional 1,000 people were
reportedly assassinated in the first nine months of 1999. According to the Turk-
ish press, the authors of these crimes, none of whom have been arrested, belong
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to groups of mercenaries working either directly or indirectly for the security
agencies.’’ (pp. 111–112)

The State Department Human Rights Country Report for 2000 devotes 52 pages
to Turkey’s human rights abuses.

The sale of arms by the Clinton administration—$6 billion between 1993–2000—
has made the U.S. a direct accessory to Turkey’s crimes against the Kurds. Israel’s
military cooperation with Turkey and Israel’s defense contractors’ deals with the
Turkish military, at the U.S. initiative and encouragement, also makes Israel an ac-
cessory to Turkey’s crimes.

Mr. President, in response to a question on Iraq in your press conference on Feb-
ruary 22, you stated ‘‘We’re reviewing all policy in all regions of the world.’’ I as-
sume that includes the Clinton adminstration’s policy towards Turkey, which is in
urgent need of a critical review. In addition to the present economic and financial
review caused by the current crisis, an overall review should include political reform
as discussed above and should consider the following questions:

• an assessment to determine whether the Clinton policy impeded Turkey’s de-
mocratization;

• an assessment of the thesis of the Clinton administration that Turkey’s stra-
tegic value to the U.S. is such that the U.S. should forego its principles and
values and the rule of law regarding Turkey actions;

• an assessment of Turkey’s reliability as an ally;
• an assessment of Turkey’s strategic value;
• a reassessment of the Clinton policy of appeasing Turkey regarding the Cy-

prus and Aegean issues; and
• an assessment of the impact on U.S.-Russia relations of the Clinton adminis-

tration’s Turkish policy.
As Turkey’s closest ally, the U.S. must be prepared to tell Ankara that the mili-

tary must return to the barracks and allow meaningful reform to proceed. During
the December bank scandal in Turkey, the IMF balked at the idea of bailing out
a nation whose record of corruption and default was so notorious. After pressure
from the Clinton administration, the IMF grudgingly agreed to the bailout—the
prime beneficiary of which is the military. A mere two months later, Turkey has
again erupted in financial crisis.

The EU put conditions on Turkey as a candidate for accession, which requires An-
kara to make genuine democratic reforms. The U.S. and the IMF should do the
same.

I am sending copies of this letter to Vice President Dick Cheney, Secretary of
State Colin L. Powell, Secretary of the Treasury Paul O’Neill, Secretary of Defense
Don Rumsfeld, your Special Assistant for National Security Affairs Condoleezza Rice
and the Congress.

Respectfully,
EUGENE T. ROSSIDES, General Counsel

Senior Counsel, Rogers & Wells.
Enclosure

EXHIBIT 3

AMERICAN HELLENIC INSTITUTE (AHI),
Washington, DC, March 12, 2001.

Hon. GEORGE W. BUSH, President,
The White House,
Washington, DC.

Re: International Monetary Fund (IMF) and World Bank Loans to Turkey
DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I write regarding the IMF’s and World Bank’s current deci-

sion to loan Turkey an additional $10 billion, and as a follow-up to my letter to you
of March 12, 2001 on Turkey’s financial crisis.

We applaud the following positions of Treasury Secretary Paul O’Neill regarding
the IMF and World Bank loans to Turkey (New York Times, April 27, 2001, at A8,
col. 3):

• that the U.S. will not give a bilateral loan to Turkey in addition to the IMF
and World Bank loans;
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• that Turkey must adhere strictly to the conditions imposed by the IMF and
World Bank for the loans;

• that Turkey will not receive any more international assistance if their latest
economic overhaul plan fails;

• that the Turkish economic minister should design the economic program with
care because the international safety net will be withdrawn after this round
of aid; and

• that the emphasis be placed on prior actions, meaning that aid money will
not be distributed until promised changes are implemented by government of-
ficials and parliament.

‘‘ ‘The U.S. has made it clear that it’s three strikes and you’re out,’ said one person
involved in the negotiations. The latest aid package would be Turkey’s third from
international lending agencies in recent months.’’ (New York Times, Id.)

However, we are most disappointed that the potential list of conditions does not
appear to include the following conditions which have an economic impact, namely:

• a requirement that the Turkish generals divest the military of its ownership
of private sector companies (please see my letter to you of March 12, 2001);

• a requirement that the billions of dollars in the military reserve fund be used
first (Id.);

• removal of the Turkish military from control of its own budget (Id.); and
• a requirement that Turkey remove from Cyprus its 35,000 illegal occupation

troops and 80,000 illegal settlers from Turkey. The Turkish occupation of Cy-
prus costs Turkey an estimated $1 billion annually ($350 million subsidy to
the illegal Denktash regime and an estimated $650 million for the troops and
settlers). The UN peacekeeping force, as is or enhanced, can handle any al-
leged security concerns of the Turkish Cypriots. Indeed, many of the Turkish
Cypriots are more concerned about their security from the 80,000 Turkish set-
tlers and the 35,000 Turkish troops.

American values spearheaded by the rule of law should be the keystone for U.S.
foreign policy. Through its unlawful 1974 invasion of Cyprus, Turkey violated the
UN Charter, the NATO Treaty, U.S. laws and bilateral agreements, as well as inter-
national law. The U.S. was involved in Turkey’s 1974 invasion through the actions
of then Secretary of State Henry A. Kissinger and the U.S. has a moral obligation
to right this wrong.

I am enclosing a copy of my March 12, 2001 letter to you for your convenience.
Respectfully,

EUGENE T. ROSSIDES

Enclosure
cc: Vice President Richard B. Cheney

Secretary of the Treasury Paul H. O’Neill
Secretary of State Colin L. Powell
Secretary of Defense Donald H. Rumsfeld
National Security Advisor Condoleezza Rice
IMF Managing Director Horst Kohler
IMF Alternate U.S. Executive Director Meg Lundsager
President James D. Wolfensohn, The World Bank Group
Executive Director Jan Piercy representing U.S., The World Bank Group
The Congress

EXHIBIT 4

THE EUROPEAN UNION ASCENDANT: DEALING WITH SECURITY PROBLEMS IN THE
EASTERN MEDITERRANEAN

By Ted Galen Carpenter, Vice President, Defense and Foreign Policy Studies, Cato
Institute

One of the thorniest problems for the United States and NATO throughout the
Cold War era was the hostile relationship between Greece and Turkey. From the
moment both countries joined the Alliance in the early 1950s, their constant spats
were arguably the principal source of tension within NATO—eclipsing even the dis-
ruption caused by French president Charles De Gaulle’s decision to pull France out
of the Alliance’s military structure. Monteagle Stearns, former ambassador to
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1 Monteagle Stearns, Entangled Allies: U.S. Policy toward Greece, Turkey and Cyprus (New
York: Council on Foreign Relations, 1992).response to a pro-unification coup orchestrated by the
military junta in Greece. Turkey followed up its initial intervention with a military offensive
that culminated in the occupation of 37 percent of the island and the expulsion of nearly 180,000
Greek Cypriots. For weeks afterward, NATO teetered on the brink of an intra-alliance war. But
there had been earlier ‘‘near collisions’’ as well. In both 1964 and 1967, Washington and other
NATO capitals had to pressure Greece and Turkey to dampen their confrontational inclinations.

2 Andrew Borowiec, ‘‘Greece, Turkey Agree to Arms Cuts,’’ Washington Times, April 25, 2001,
p. A14.

3 Ted Galen Carpenter, ‘‘Wearing Blinders on Turkey?’’ Washington Times, November 18,
1999, p. A17.

Greece, points out that the United States and its NATO partners had to restrain
Ankara and Athens from going to war on no fewer than three occasions during the
Cold War. 1

Matters did not improve appreciably during the initial post-Cold War decade. In
January 1996, the two countries nearly came to blows over a territorial dispute in-
volving an uninhabited islet off the Turkish coast known as Imia to the Greeks and
Kardak to the Turks. Both countries deployed warships to the area, and the United
States once again launched a concerted diplomatic effort to forestall an armed con-
flict.

Tensions flared alarmingly once again in 1997 and 1998 when Cyprus (apparently
with the acquiescence of Athens) announced plans to purchase and deploy Russian-
made S–300 anti-aircraft missiles. Turkey threatened to use force to prevent any de-
ployment, and the crisis did not abate until Cyprus and Greece backed away from
the abyss by putting the missiles on the Greek island of Crete (more distant from
Turkish territory) rather than on Cyprus. Yet another crisis erupted in early 1999
when evidence emerged that hardline elements in Greece had smuggled in Abdullah
Ocalan, the fugitive leader of the principal armed separatist force in Turkey, the
Kurdish Workers Party (PKK).

Relations have improved modestly in the past two years, fueled primarily by a se-
ries of conciliatory gestures by Athens. The government of Prime Minister
Konstantinos Simitis appears to be genuinely committed to a better relationship
with Turkey. Among other actions, the Greek government has removed itself from
being the principal roadblock to Turkey’s declared ambition to become a member of
the European Union.

Thus far, though, there have been few reciprocal concessions from Ankara. The
one exception is the April 2001 agreement by both countries to reduce arms spend-
ing.2 That is a modestly encouraging development, but it remains to be seen wheth-
er the Turkish military hierarchy will actually carry out the commitment. Moreover,
the substantive disputes between Greece and Turkey are not materially closer to
resolution than they were before. In addition to the festering problem of Cyprus,
there are other sources of potential trouble. Those include quarrels over the explo-
ration and exploitation of the mineral resources of the Aegean shelf, territorial dis-
putes involving a number of islands in the Aegean, and provocative deployments
and maneuvers by Greek and Turkish air and naval forces—especially the Turkish
air force’s tendency to violate Greek air space.

There are three outside parties—NATO, the EU, and the United States—that are
especially interested in future relations between Greece and Turkey and the overall
security situation in the eastern Mediterranean. Of those three parties, NATO has
the least significant and constructive role to play.

Proponents of a NATO-centric policy like to argue that membership in the Alli-
ance, and the patterns of communication and cooperation that were fostered by that
membership, is an important reason why Greece and Turkey have never actually
come to blows. There is some truth to that assertion, but the argument should not
be carried too far. Throughout the Cold War, both countries faced a very serious mu-
tual security threat: the Soviet Union. Leaders in Athens and Ankara understood
that carrying Greco-Turkish disputes to the point of armed conflict would threaten
to rupture NATO and leave them to Moscow’s tender mercies. No rational official
in either country wanted to incur that risk. It is far from certain whether NATO
membership and the sense of alliance solidarity will exert a sufficient continuing
constraint now that there is no longer a looming external mutual security threat.
NATO, in short, is likely to be an increasingly marginal player in the Greco-Turkish
relationship.

The United States has a more significant role to play, but it is a relatively narrow
one. Washington’s principal contribution to peace in the region should be to stop
being Ankara’s enabler for irresponsible behavior. Because they consider Turkey
such an indispensable ally, U.S. officials have too often applied a double standard
when it comes to that country’s actions.3 Washington’s criticism of Ankara for its
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continuing occupation of northern Cyprus has been tepid, at best. Indeed, the
United States has repeatedly sought to play the role of mediator, as though there
is a moral equivalence between the aggressor and the victim of aggression.

The double standard surfaces in other ways. During the first stage of NATO’s en-
largement, the United States was most insistent that all new members must have
solid democratic credentials and that their militaries must be clearly under civilian
control. Yet even as the debate about the admission of new members went forward,
Turkey’s military gave the country’s elected prime minister an ultimatum to either
resign or be forced from office. Again, Washington’s criticism of such flagrantly un-
democratic behavior was barely audible.

Turkey’s bullying behavior against other countries has drawn little, if any criti-
cism, from the United States. Ankara’s exceedingly dubious claims to Greek islands
in the Aegean provoke little more than U.S. calls for restraint on both sides. Tur-
key’s threat to use force against Syria unless that country not only severed all ties
with Ocalan but also gave up all claims to a disputed border province did not even
result in that reaction by Washington. Likewise, U.S. officials have failed to con-
demn Turkey’s economic embargo against Armenia, much less pressure Ankara to
end it.

A more subtle, but equally troubling, development has been Washington’s tend-
ency to act as Turkey’s chief lobbyist in that country’s relations with the EU. When
the EU states continued to show reluctance during the mid and late 1990s about
considering Turkey as a candidate for membership, U.S. officials openly criticized
their position and implied publically that ethnic and religious prejudice was to
blame. Although it would be naive to assume that such prejudice was entirely ab-
sent, Washington largely ignored the reality that Turkey’s chaotic economy, its inad-
equate democratic credentials (especially the dominant role played by the military),
and its abysmal human-rights record were far more important reasons for the EU’s
caution.

Now that the EU has decided to consider Turkey’s candidacy, it is especially im-
portant that Washington’s meddlesome interference cease. It was bad enough for the
United States to pressure the EU to consider Turkey as a candidate for member-
ship, given that country’s glaring deficiencies. It would be far worse to pressure the
EU to dilute its membership standards to admit Turkey at an early date. Turkey
is not even close to being ready for admission. Significant changes in Ankara’s exter-
nal behavior, as well as massive internal political and economic reforms, are needed
before it can ever become a credible candidate.

That underscores a more fundamental point. The United States should make it
clear that it regards the European Union as the lead institution in dealing with the
problems of the eastern Mediterranean. The EU is likely to assume that role in any
case—assuming that the decision of Ireland’s voters rejecting the Nice Treaty is
eventually reversed and the enlargement of the Union goes forward. Indeed, it is
the prospect of EU enlargement that offers the best hope for resolving some of the
heretofore intractable security problems of the region.

The probable admission of Cyprus in 2003 creates an entirely new dynamic re-
garding that dispute. Even as Cyprus became a candidate for membership, Turkey
clung to the hope that EU members would ultimately balk at admitting a state with
such a huge, unresolved political and territorial problem. Turkish officials seemed
to entertain two somewhat contradictory expectations. On the one hand, they hoped
that the EU would recognize Ankara’s puppet state, the Turkish Republic of North-
ern Cyprus (TRNC) and approve its accession at the same time the Republic of Cy-
prus was taken into the ranks of new members. Failing that, Ankara believed that
one or more EU members would indefinitely block the admission of any Cyprus enti-
ty—perhaps until Turkey itself was ready for membership. In short, by issuing
vague (and sometimes not-so-vague) threats, Turkish officials believed they could in-
timidate the EU into agreeing to a settlement of the Cyprus issue on Ankara’s
terms.

As the date for the admission of the first round of new members draws closer and
Cyprus stays in the front rank, either expectation looks increasingly unfounded.
Turkey will soon face a difficult but absolutely crucial decision. If the Republic of
Cyprus becomes a member of the EU even though the division of the island remains
unresolved, Ankara will then have a troublesome dispute, not just with the Cypriot
government, but with the entire EU. The TRNC will be out in the cold, unable to
enjoy the economic benefits of EU membership that their Greek Cypriot compatriots
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4 Gokhna Tezgor, ‘‘Turkish Cypriots Ponder the ‘Motherland,’ ’’ Reuters, February 11, 2001;
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March 14, 2001, p. A13.

5 Judy Dempsey, ‘‘Turkey Accord with NATO Opens Way to EU Force,’’ Financial Times, May
30, 2001, p. 1; ‘‘Turkey Says Has ‘Deal’ on EU Using NATO Assets,’’ Reuters, May 29, 2001;
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6 ‘‘Turkey Drafts EU Constitutional Reforms,’’ Reuters, May 24, 2001.

will enjoy fully. The prospect of that outcome is already causing tensions between
Turkish Cypriots in the TRNC and the authorities in Ankara.4

Cyprus as a member of the EU also has important implications for Turkey’s own
membership aspirations. Membership in the EU would give Nicosia the right to
block Ankara’s accession. And it is difficult to imagine any Cypriot government ap-
proving EU membership for Turkey while Turkish troops still occupy 37 percent of
Cyprus.

Consequently, if Turkey is serious about wanting to join the EU, it will have to
make major concessions on the Cyprus issue—and do so soon. The key question is
how serious Turkey is about becoming a part of the EU. Certainly, there are some
influential Turks who believe that their country’s destiny resides with the demo-
cratic West and want to make whatever reasonable domestic and international con-
cessions are necessary to achieve that result. Much of the Turkish business commu-
nity and a sizable contingent of pro-Western intellectuals are members of that camp.
They are, however, opposed by very powerful domestic forces.

There is a tendency among some analysts to divide Turkish political opinion into
two stark camps: pro-Western secular forces and anti-Western radical Islamic forces.
The reality is much more complex. There are at least five major factions. The gen-
uine pro-Western democrats have already been mentioned. The radical Islamists
constitute another faction, and they generally oppose Turkey’s involvement in West-
ern institutions. There is also a radical secular nationalist faction, whose members
embrace a nationalism bordering on chauvinism and want to be part of the West
only on Turkey’s terms, if at all. The growing strength of the Nationalist Action
Party is a worrisome indicator of that faction’s prominence. The traditional secular
parties (Motherland and True Path) constitute a fourth faction. They are largely
dedicated to preserving their political and economic prerogatives (including the
fruits of corruption) and are willing to join the EU only if those are not diminished
unduly. Finally, and most important, there is the military. Elements of all four
other factions can be found in that institution. As in the case of the secular parties,
most of the military leadership is interested in Turkey’s EU membership only if it
can maintain its influential position in the country’s constitutional system.

Turkey faces a major domestic struggle on the question of EU membership, and
its outcome is anything but certain. Ankara’s negotiations with the EU regarding
the Rapid Reaction Force offer reasons for both optimism and pessimism. For
months, Turkey was the principal obstacle to an agreement that would allow the
new RRF to use NATO assets for peacekeeping or other operations. Ankara made
two especially important demands. One was that Turkey would have a full role in
the EU’s decisionmaking process when it came to the use of force. In essence, Tur-
key was insisting on being treated as a de facto EU member on such decisions. The
other demand was that the Aegean and Cyprus would be off limits to any operations
by the RRF.

Turkey stubbornly adhered to its position until EU officials began to emphasize
that such obstructionism was jeopardizing Turkey’s relations with the Union, and
(by implication, at least) Turkey’s long-term prospects for admission. Finally, accord-
ing to press reports, a compromise was reached whereby Turkey received much, but
by no means all, of what it was demanding. Under the agreement in principle, Tur-
key would be consulted and have input into any decision to use the RRF but would
not be given a vote, much less a veto. Instead of a written assurance that the RRF
would not be used in the Aegean or Cyprus, Turkey received ‘‘informal assurances’’
to that effect.5

There is little question that the lure of the benefits of membership in the EU is
powerful. Without it, Ankara might well have remained recalcitrant on the RRF
issue. Another indication of how much the country is being tempted is that, despite
opposition, a parliamentary commission is recommending some 51 changes in Tur-
key’s constitution to harmonize it with EU requirements.6

The prospect of Turkey’s membership in the EU offers the best hope for both a
more democratic Turkey and one that is more willing to live in peace with its neigh-
bors. The road to accession would require a multitude of domestic changes, includ-
ing greater protections for freedom of expression, reform of the criminal justice sys-
tem, more rational economic policies, and an end to the dominant position of the
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military. Equally important, it would require dramatic changes in Turkey’s behavior
toward neighboring countries. The occupation of northern Cyprus would almost cer-
tainly have to end, and Ankara would likely have to terminate its claims to Greek
islands in the Aegean.

Both NATO and the United States can facilitate such benign developments.
NATO can do so by accepting a serious security role for the EU generally and by
explicitly recognizing that it will be the lead institution in dealing with eastern
Mediterranean matters. The United States can do so by pointedly declining to en-
courage Ankara’s hopes that Washington will pressure the EU to dilute its demands
on Turkey. Instead, U.S. leaders should make it clear to their Turkish counterparts
that America stands firmly behind the EU’s policies and that Turkey should accom-
modate Brussels. That would not only signal U.S. recognition of the new realities,
but it would facilitate constructive change.

Mr. GALLEGLY. And our first witness is Mr. John Sitilides, Exec-
utive Director of the Western Policy Center. Mr. Sitilides, welcome.

STATEMENT OF JOHN SITILIDES, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
WESTERN POLICY CENTER

Mr. SITILIDES. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Chairman
Gallegly and distinguished Members of the Subcommittee, I thank
you for the honor to appear before you today to discuss U.S. policy
in the eastern Mediterranean, and I commend your initiative in fo-
cusing on this important region. I would also request that my pre-
pared remarks be entered into the record.

Mr. GALLEGLY. Without objection, the entire statement will be
made a part of record.

Mr. SITILIDES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. At the Western Policy
Center, we take the position that improved Greek-Turkish relations
and solutions to the problems between our two NATO allies form
the heart of U.S. strategic interests in southeastern Europe, at the
nexus of a broader region encompassing the Balkans, the Caspian
region, and the Middle East. Historically, Greece has been a unique
ally to the United States. It is one of only seven countries that
have fought alongside the U.S. in every major conflict in the 20th
century, from World War I through Kosovo.

From 1974 to the mid 1990’s, however, Greece and the United
States went through a rocky period. Greece became resentful of
U.S. support for the military junta ruling Greece from 1967 until
1974, and angry at what it viewed as U.S. acquiescence toward
Turkey’s invasion of Cyprus. The U.S. grew resentful of anti-Amer-
ican rhetoric by many Greek politicians, Greece’s tilt toward re-
gimes and policies that challenged some U.S. interests, and ter-
rorist acts against U.S. officials. These old tensions still color per-
ceptions on both sides of the Atlantic.

But over the past several years, Greece has boldly recalculated
its national interests in a manner that harmonizes U.S. and Greek
policies more than at any time in decades. As the sole regional
member of both NATO and the European Union, Greece is consid-
ered the most stable, prosperous, and democratic nation in the Bal-
kans, as well as an active U.S. partner in promoting regional sta-
bility in Kosovo, in Macedonia, and throughout the beleaguered re-
gion.

Greece has also opened up a new era of relations with Israel,
strengthened ties with Egypt and the Arab world, promoted peace
in the Caucasus, encouraged Black Sea regional cooperation,
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bridged the Western gap toward Russia, and integrated itself into
the regional energy grid.

As a result, Greece’s geopolitical importance as a U.S. ally has
increased significantly. The Greek policy shifts have also created a
singular opportunity to resolve the biggest problem in Greek-Turk-
ish relations and the greatest source of political instability in
NATO’s southern flank: the Cyprus problem.

Greece views the Turkish Army in Cyprus as an occupation force
manifesting Turkey’s expansionist policy, a perception in Greece
that has crystallized the country’s profound mistrust of Turkey.
That mistrust is also pronounced in differences between Greece
and Turkey in the Aegean Sea, including the delimitation of the
continental shelf and the extent of territorial waters, which, bun-
dled together, form the heart of bilateral problems between Greece
and Turkey. The military dynamic in Cyprus, with over 32,000
well-equipped Turkish troops versus Greek Cypriot National
Guardsmen, a large reserve force, and a Greek brigade of about
3,000 troops, reveals this problem to be more than simply political.

The essence of the Cyprus problem is security, both personal and
strategic. Greek Cypriots fear for the loss of the rest of the island—
and their lives—to another Turkish military operation. Turkish
Cypriots fear for their well-being without the presence of a mili-
tarily superior Turkish Army. The prevailing notion that security
issues should be addressed after political issues helps to explain
why a Cyprus settlement remains elusive after 27 years. But with-
out some settlement of the Cyprus problem, there will come a point
beyond which Greek-Turkish rapprochement will cease. Greece be-
lieves that Cyprus’ imminent EU accession, beginning its final
stage in December 2002, is the optimal catalyst toward achieving
that settlement.

However, Turkey is warning that without a political solution to
the Cyprus problem, Turkish Cypriots will not join in the EU proc-
ess, but will instead make similar arrangements with Turkey—a
scenario that would clearly exacerbate existing problems in Greek-
Turkish relations. Greece is stepping up its efforts to persuade Tur-
key of the benefits that would accrue to Turkish Cypriots, and to
Turkey itself, if the two Cypriot communities were to join the EU
in a unified republic, including: a) Turkish Cypriots participating
in the European Parliament, the European Commission, and every
other EU institution, b) the provision of desperately needed struc-
tural assistance for the Turkish Cypriot community, whose per cap-
ita income is about one-quarter that of their Greek Cypriot neigh-
bors, c) the application of a wide net of EU principles to foster secu-
rity, safeguard human rights, and protect the cultural and religious
heritage of all Cypriots. And, very importantly, d) the designation
of Turkish as an official language of the European Union, which
would transform the psychological distance many Turks currently
feel from Brussels.

A Cyprus settlement, by building mutual trust and confidence
between Greece and Turkey, would also open the door to a resolu-
tion of Aegean differences. The U.S., as the key ally of both coun-
tries, is best positioned to encourage their focus on the one con-
fidence-building measure upon which all others depend—and direct
communication. This is critical because it is people, and not imper-
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sonal systems or bureaucratic structures, that make change. The
more that Greek and Turkish politicians, military officers, busi-
nessmen, scholars, and ordinary citizens work together, the more
they can build the elements of trust between them.

To help advance this process further, the following recommenda-
tions can be helpful: One, the U.S. should actively promote better
Greek-Turkish relations. There should be no more zero-sum think-
ing in this relationship. Greece needs a friendly ally and neighbor
to the east, and Turkey needs Greece to advance its European ori-
entation. The U.S. needs a strong, united southern region in
NATO. Greek-Turkish differences may be complicated, but they are
not insurmountable.

Two, the U.S. should step up its engagement in solving the Cy-
prus problem. The benefits of a bizonal, bicommunal Cyprus solu-
tion to the United States, Greece, Turkey, NATO, the European
Union, and certainly to both Cypriot communities as full EU par-
ticipants, are too great to allow for neglect.

Three, the U.S. should assist Turkey with its European and
transatlantic orientation. This includes promoting full Turkish
membership in the EU upon fulfillment of objective criteria.

And four, the U.S. should address issues of Greek-Turkish con-
cern honestly and directly. To help build mutual trust between
Greece and Turkey, the U.S. needs to set the example, and that
can be done by commending constructive actions and criticizing
counterproductive actions by either country. Current policy in the
Middle East crisis regarding U.S. reactions to Israeli or Palestinian
actions presents a useful model.

Tactically, these recommendations can, in turn, be implemented
by: a) enhancing the role of the State Department’s Special Coordi-
nating Office for Cyprus by installing a military officer to consult
with the Hellenic and Turkish general staffs toward the goal of siz-
able reductions in force structure, unity of command, and the elimi-
nation of offensive military capabilities in Cyprus, b) reaffirming
support for the EU Helsinki decisions, which could accelerate the
accession of Cyprus and of Turkey, as well as boost the prospects
of a Cyprus settlement and Turkey’s fulfillment of EU criteria, and
c) encouraging a framework for regular high-level communications
between Greece and Turkey, to promote direct or multilateral dis-
cussions between Greek and Turkish officials on low intensity
issues exhibited militarily in the Aegean region. The International
Court of Justice will likely adjudicate other issues, especially the
delimitation of the continental shelf.

In conclusion, solutions to Greek-Turkish problems, beginning
with the settlement of the Cyprus issue, can help Greece effectively
address growing challenges in the Balkans and throughout south-
eastern Europe. Conversely, the longer these problems endure, the
more U.S. interests are adversely affected in the eastern Medi-
terranean, in the Balkans, and in other areas where Greece and
Turkey are influential, such as the Caucasus or the Middle East.

Domestic pressure on the Greek government for tangible returns
on rapprochement continues to build. Failure could mean renewed
Greek-Turkish tensions and attendant problems in NATO and the
region. Athens looks to the EU decision expected in about 18
months to welcome Cyprus in the next enlargement round as an
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excellent opportunity to achieve a historic breakthrough in Greek-
Turkish relations. U.S. engagement will be key here. A solution to
the Cyprus problem incorporating the political and security inter-
ests of all Cypriots and of both Greece and Turkey will favorably
impact on practically all the other issues separating Athens and
Ankara, especially in the Aegean, and help strengthen U.S. inter-
ests in the eastern Mediterranean and the surrounding region.

Regardless of the Administration’s discernible foreign policy
planning, Cyprus and associated issues in U.S.-Greece relations,
Greek-Turkish relations, and NATO solidarity will climb up the
U.S. agenda next year—that is, much sooner than expected. The re-
sponsibility for helping to achieve a positive outcome beyond the
political will of Greece, Turkey, and the Cypriot communities will
be increasingly viewed as dependent upon the actions—or lack
thereof—of the Bush Administration and the 107th Congress.

Mr. Chairman, I thank you very much.
Mr. GALLEGLY. Thank you very much, Mr. Sitilides.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Sitilides follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JOHN SITILIDES, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, WESTERN POLICY
CENTER

Chairman Gallegly, distinguished members of this Subcommittee, ladies and gen-
tlemen:

I thank you very much for this opportunity to review current U.S. foreign and se-
curity policy in the eastern Mediterranean. I would also like to commend you for
your initiative in focusing on this important and under-examined region.

At the Western Policy Center, we take the position that improved Greek-Turkish
relations—and solutions to their problems—form the heart of U.S. strategic inter-
ests in southeastern Europe, including:

• Promoting regional stability, geopolitical security, and Western, democratic
values;

• Advancing friendly, free-market political systems, especially among the
emerging nations of the Balkans;

• Ensuring U.S. economic and trade access to regional markets, vital shipping
lanes, and energy supply routes; and

• Supporting pro-American, pro-Western regimes.

I have been asked to assess the strategic importance of Greece to the United
States, including Greece’s contributions to NATO security missions in Kosovo and
Bosnia; the convergence of U.S. and Greek foreign policy on regional and
transnational issues; Greece’s ongoing progress within Europe’s Economic and Mon-
etary Union; areas for improving U.S.-Greek foreign relations; recent developments
in Greek-Turkish relations; and prospects for a resolution of the Cyprus dispute,
among other related issues.

SUMMARY

As U.S. strategic interests shift from Central Europe, in a southeastern direction
towards the Balkans, the Caspian region, and the Middle East, America’s focal point
is increasingly found in the eastern Mediterranean, buttressed by two key NATO
allies, Greece and Turkey.

Historically, Greece has been a unique ally to the U.S. It is one of only seven
countries in the world that has stood shoulder to shoulder with the United States
in every major conflict of the twentieth century, from World War I to Kosovo.

From 1974 to the late 1990s, however, the U.S. and Greece went through a rocky
patch. Greece became resentful of U.S. support for the military junta that ruled
Greece from 1967 to 1974, and angry at what it viewed as U.S. acquiescence to-
wards Turkey’s invasion of Cyprus. The U.S. grew resentful of the anti-American
rhetoric of many Greek politicians and of Greece’s tilt towards regimes and policies
that challenged some U.S. interests. These old tensions still color perceptions on
both sides of the Atlantic.
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But over the past several years, there has been a significant and positive series
of changes in Greece’s calculation of its national interests. Though not yet fully ap-
preciated in Washington—or perhaps even in Athens—this fundamental shift in
Greece’s thinking has harmonized U.S. and Greek foreign and security policies more
than at any time in decades.

At the same time, Greece—as the sole regional member of both NATO and the
European Union—has emerged as the most stable, prosperous, democratic and pow-
erful nation in the Balkans. As a result, its geopolitical importance as a U.S. ally
in this volatile region is also higher than at any time in decades.

These changes have created a once-in-a-generation opportunity to resolve the sin-
gle biggest problem in the region and the greatest source of potential instability in
NATO’s southern flank—that is, the Cyprus problem. But the potential can only be
realized if the U.S. seizes the opportunity and steps up its engagement on this prob-
lem.

GREECE IN THE BALKANS

In the Balkans, Greece has been an active and constructive participant in NATO
peacekeeping operations, with 2,000 troops deployed in Bosnia and a brigade of
1,700 soldiers stationed in Kosovo. During the NATO campaign in Kosovo, the
Greek government withstood overwhelming public opposition to bombing Serbia in
order to uphold its alliance commitments. The port of Thessaloniki and the natural
terrain features connecting Greece with the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia
and Kosovo remain key to keeping the logistic lines of communication open to U.S.
and other NATO troops.

Greece considers FYR-Macedonia a strategic partner in the Balkans, and has
worked closely within the NATO framework to provide support, training, and med-
ical supplies to the army in its battle against Albanian nationalist guerillas, now
engaged in terrorist actions in the countryside. The U.S. and Greece enjoy a close
working relationship on various Balkan matters, and are cooperating energetically
to help preserve the sovereignty and territorial integrity of FYR-Macedonia, even as
Athens and Skopje seek a compromise to the name issue.

Greece is among the top five foreign investors in Albania, FYR-Macedonia, Bul-
garia, Romania, and Yugoslavia, whose reintegration with the West will be steered
with considerable Greek support. As Balkan countries continue to struggle through
the development and institutionalization of Western political, economic, and legal
systems, Greece’s role in integrating the region with Europe and the international
community—capped by a $570 million commitment to Balkan reconstruction over
the next five years—will become more pronounced.

GREEK REGIONAL AND TRANSNATIONAL CONCERNS

Greece has also stepped up regional cooperative efforts against ongoing and
emerging transnational security threats of growing concern in Washington. Issues
such as strategic missile defense, proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, inter-
national terrorism, narcotics trafficking, human smuggling, illegal migration, and
organized crime figure prominently in southeastern Europe, therefore in Greece’s se-
curity planning as well, both unilaterally and within NATO and other multilateral
defense institutions.

Greece enjoys strong and growing relations with Israel, especially over the past
three years. Significant improvements have taken place in the political, economic,
and cultural sectors, and a number of private Israeli companies have expressed
strong interest in expanding joint ventures with Greek companies.

Greece has traditionally worked closely with Egypt and other Arab countries. It
has offered to serve as an intermediary on difficult issues in the Middle East, and
has hosted several meetings of Israeli and Palestinian officials in the quest for a
lasting peace in the region.

In the Caucasus, Greece has close ties to Armenia, and has provided military
training assistance to Armenian officers under NATO’s Partnership for Peace (PFP)
program. It has also helped promote a solution to the Nagorno-Karabagh problem
between Armenia and Azerbaijan.

Greece has cordial diplomatic relations with Iran and Syria, and has offered to
serve as a Western bridge, much like Turkey, to both countries. A visit to Teheran
by Greece’s Defense Minister in 2000 was quietly encouraged by U.S. Secretary of
Defense William Cohen, especially as part of a larger effort to communicate support
for the release of Iranian Jews detained for trial by Iranian authorities.

In the Black Sea region, littoral countries such as Russia, Ukraine, Bulgaria, and
Romania have urged Greek participation in military planning activities and in mul-
tilateral organizations. Greece is also a leading participant in regional investment
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through its position in the Black Sea Economic Cooperation (BSEC) forum, along
with Turkey, Albania, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bulgaria, Georgia, Moldova, Romania,
Russia, and Ukraine, and with the establishment of the Black Sea Trade and Devel-
opment Bank in Thessaloniki.

Greece supports the European Union policy towards Russia, focusing on engage-
ment and energetic support for democratization. Greece is able to utilize historic
cultural and religious ties to Russia to maximize back channel communications, as
it did during the democratic transition of power in Serbia in 2000.

As the regional energy production grid, spanning the Caspian basin, the Caucasus
region, and the eastern Mediterranean, continues to expand in the years ahead,
Greece will look to play an active role in the security framework needed to assure
the reliable supply of vast energy resources to Western and international economies.

That security framework will rely partly on Greece’s naval base in Souda Bay, on
the southern island of Crete, which provides large-scale support facilities for every
Western naval operation, including the entire U.S. Sixth Fleet, in the eastern Medi-
terranean, in an area spanning from Italy to Israel.

GREECE IN THE EURO-ZONE

On January 1, 2001, Greece became the twelfth member of Europe’s Economic
and Monetary Union (EMU). In preparation for euro-zone membership, it brought
inflation down to about 4 percent; reduced its benchmark interest rate to 4.75 per-
cent; projected a budget surplus in 2001, the first in over 30 years; and reduced the
public debt at a faster pace than expected, with further reduction a priority.

The IMF forecasts Greece’s economy growth rate at 4% in 2001, the eighth con-
secutive year of economic growth. The Organization for Economic Cooperation and
Development (OECD) has predicted that the Greek economy would be the fastest
growing of all EU economies in 2001 and 2002.

Greece’s economy still faces major hurdles. Based on 1998 data, the latest avail-
able, Greece has the lowest per capita income in the European Union, with 2.5 mil-
lion of a population of about 11 million, or nearly 23 percent, living under the pov-
erty line. Five of the 10 poorest regions in the EU are in Greece, with the north-
western region of Epirus continuing to rank as the poorest in all the 15 member
states. Greece’s unemployment rate, which has been rising steadily, is approaching
12 percent, the second highest in the EU. Greece’s black market, constituting 36.7%
of overall GDP, is proportionately larger than that of any other EU member.

The IMF has called on Greece to accelerate its structural reforms in order to take
full advantage of its membership in the euro-zone, particularly in the tax, public ex-
penditure, labor, and product market sectors. Most of these reforms are strongly op-
posed by powerful interest groups, such as public sector unions.

The government also faces internal opposition to a series of privatization reforms
required by the EU. Considered key to further inflation-rate reduction, privatization
has been restricted to floating minority stakes in state corporations on the Athens
Stock Exchange. Greece has not offered majority stakes in state companies or man-
agement control of them to strategic investors, both major disincentives in inter-
national capital markets.

The European Union has also called on Greece to accelerate structural reforms,
particularly with regard to the labor market and pension system, while also tight-
ening fiscal policy, attaining price stability, reducing unemployment, and boosting
productivity in order to maintain growth and curb renewed inflationary pressures.
Air, rail, and bus transport, shipping, schools, banks, hospital services, broadcasts,
and state agencies have called several general strikes to protest the government’s
sweeping pension system reform plan.

U.S.-GREEK COUNTER-TERRORISM COOPERATION

In the past twelve months, Greece has begun to come to grips with terrorism, a
domestic problem of international consequence. The government, galvanized by the
June 2000 assassination of British Defense Attaché Stephen Saunders by the ter-
rorist organization 17 November, is working to develop an effective counter-ter-
rorism program.

Efforts include a campaign to persuade the Greek public that terrorism has dam-
aged the country’s interests and international reputation, the strengthening of the
police counter-terrorism unit, and the implementation of a multimillion-dollar re-
ward program for information leading to the arrest of suspects.

The Greek Parliament is debating long-awaited legislation to combat terrorism,
organized crime, money laundering, and corruption. The bill, strongly supported by
both major parties and opposed mostly by the extreme left and civil liberties groups,
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was drawn up to help bring Greece’s anti-terrorism legislation in line with that of
other Western countries.

A key provision of the bill is the introduction of DNA testing of criminal suspects.
It also introduces a witness protection program, which includes anonymous testi-
mony and witness relocation; offers amnesty for members of terrorist groups or or-
ganized crime gangs who turn evidence over to the state; and lifts confidentiality
on telephone use and bank accounts. The bill outlines new parameters for con-
ducting wiretaps and police surveillance of suspects and provides for trial by judges,
to prevent the intimidation of jurors.

Despite these and other promising initiatives, as well as closer U.S.-Greek anti-
terrorism cooperation, no outstanding major terrorist cases were solved in 2000, nor
were any terrorist suspects arrested. To date, no suspect has ever been apprehended
for the murders of five American diplomats and personnel perpetrated by 17 Novem-
ber since 1975.

When asked about the state of counter-terrorism in Greece, which will host the
2004 Olympic Games, during congressional testimony earlier this year, Secretary of
State Colin Powell reiterated that U.S.-Greek cooperation was moving forward, and
expressed his confidence that the Greek government would address any terrorist
threats surrounding the games appropriately.

DEVELOPMENTS IN GREEK-TURKISH RELATIONS

In recent years, Greece has transformed its foreign and security policies towards
Turkey—its ally and adversary. Bilateral relations, always uneasy given the histor-
ical relationship of their cultures and predecessors, are undergoing a continual proc-
ess that is enhancing the prospects for security in the eastern Mediterranean and
the surrounding region.

The thrust of Greek-Turkish tensions emanates from the Cyprus problem—born
in the 1950s, exacerbated in the mid 1960s, and escalated to conflict in 1974, after
the Greek military junta instigated a coup and overthrew the democratically-elected
president of Cyprus, which led to guarantor power Turkey’s decision to invade.

Twenty-seven years later, 32,000 Turkish troops remain a fixture across 38% of
Cyprus’ territory, despite repeated condemnations as an illegal occupation force by
the United Nations Security Council. The U.S. has joined most countries in voting
for U.N. Security Council resolutions calling for the withdrawal of foreign troops
and respect for the territorial integrity of Cyprus. Even though Greece has accepted
much responsibility for the 1974 crisis, it views the continued Turkish presence on
Cyprus as the manifestation of a country with expansionist policies.

That perception has—more than any other factor—shaped Greece’s profound mis-
trust of Turkey. It is also the most influential factor in generating a series of terri-
torial differences in the Aegean Sea, which bundled together form the heart of bilat-
eral problems between Greece and Turkey.

The two NATO allies are unable, after nearly three decades, to agree to a mecha-
nism for resolving differences over the delimitation of the Aegean Sea continental
shelf (Exhibit A), the extent of territorial waters (Exhibits B, C), the sovereignty of
rocks and islets long considered Greek and now questioned by Turkey, and several
other issues revolving mostly around military activities in the Aegean region.

The basis for Greek recalculation of foreign and security policies towards Turkey
may be twofold. Greece recognizes the futility of ‘‘zero-sum’’ strategies, especially in
an increasingly integrated region in an interdependent and globalized world. It has
also decided that a genuinely Western and European Turkey offers the best prospect
for lasting security, stability, and economic development in Greece, Cyprus, Turkey,
and the entire region. These shifts have materialized along a sustained, though oc-
casionally stalled, process over approximately the past half-decade.

In January 1996, a mid-level diplomatic issue regarding Turkey’s assertion of sov-
ereignty over a Greek rocky islet nearly blew up into full-scale war—due largely to
the lack of direct communication between the two countries’ militaries and the at-
tendant inability to defuse an issue that could have torn the NATO alliance apart.

One year later, the Greek and Turkish navies opened up communication lines to
avoid similar crises, as well as to review standard procedures for regular naval oper-
ations and conducting exercises in high seas. It is no surprise that the number of
incidents between the two navies, even in close operational proximity, has since di-
minished considerably.

By July 1997, Greece and Turkey agreed on a ‘‘convergence of views’’ regarding
outstanding differences in the Aegean Sea. In effect, Greece acknowledged Turkey’s
interest in preserving international access through the Aegean, as well as the right
of navigational freedom in international airspace. Turkey acknowledged the inviola-
bility of Greece’s borders, and the need to refrain from the threat or use of force.
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In December 1997, Greece and Turkey agreed to the establishment of a NATO
sub-regional command structure with headquarters in both countries. Greek and
Turkish military officers now serve together, on each other’s territory and under
each other’s command. This was an important step toward enhancing NATO oper-
ational planning and eliminating jurisdictional air control disputes in the Aegean
for NATO purposes.

In September 1998, Greece and Turkey, along with Italy, established the Balkans
rapid deployment task force known as the Southeast European Brigade (SEEBRIG),
to be used for peacekeeping operations in the region, as well as for potential deploy-
ment in nearby areas such as the Black Sea, in the event of a crisis.

During the NATO war against Yugoslavia in spring 1999, the Greek and Turkish
militaries cooperated regularly, especially to deliver supplies, reinforcements, and
humanitarian assistance to the frontlines in Macedonia and Albania near the
Kosovo border.

After years of official Greek assertions that, during the Cold War, the country’s
primary security threat came not from the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact coun-
tries, but from NATO ally Turkey, Greece’s Defense Minister recently acknowledged
that Turkey’s military superiority was deployed not primarily towards Greece, but
largely to guard Turkish frontiers with Iran, Iraq, and Syria, to the east and south.

Earlier this year, Greece and Turkey concluded an agreement to clear the land-
mines on their common border over the next 10 years, and to simultaneously be-
come signatories of the 1997 Ottawa Convention requiring the destruction of their
existing landmines and prohibiting future landmine use and production.

That agreement was signed by Greek Foreign Minister George Papandreou and
his Turkish counterpart, Ismail Cem. They have worked closely to elevate Greek-
Turkish relations beyond the harsh rhetoric and political grandstanding of previous
years. Their relationship lubricated the process by which, in December 1999, Greece
lifted its long-standing veto of Turkey’s candidacy for European Union accession.

This was a watershed moment for Greece. Its previous vetoes positioned it as the
front man for other EU countries opposed to Turkish candidacy. Turkish politicians
would blast Greece as obstructionist, and Greek politicians would escalate the rhet-
oric. In the end, the only real loser in this process was Greece. Recognizing that
policies formulated primarily to punish Turkey for actions in the Aegean and Cy-
prus did little to advance its own national interests, Greece sought to replace its
zero-sum policy with the implementation of a win-win strategy that would bring
Turkey closer to Europe.

From Greece’s perspective, a European Turkey means a stable and closely cooper-
ative neighbor, within a shared community of values, with open borders and the res-
olution of historic problems in the Aegean and Cyprus. Greece expects that the EU
will help push for significant domestic changes in Turkey, especially the need for
fuller democratization, market transparency, economic and social reforms, and
greater respect for human rights. This way, Greece hopes to build the necessary bi-
lateral trust to develop fully normalized relations with Turkey, and peacefully re-
solve their differences and disputes.

Greece’s dedicated commitment to assisting Turkey on its European path has
been borne out in numerous ways. Since the first Turkey-Greece EU Committee
meeting in February 2000, Greek officials have offered training to their Turkish
counterparts on customs a nd financial issues, judicial reform, agricultural issues,
and law enforcement concerning illegal immigration, narcotics trafficking, and orga-
nized crime in the region.

Greek public support for this revised policy was underscored by the mutual out-
pouring of sympathy and disaster relief after devastating earthquakes struck Tur-
key, then Greece, in 1999. It has continued to broaden, if guardedly, so that support
for Turkey’s EU accession is pronounced in both major Greek political parties, to-
gether representing nearly 90% of the electorate. Greek non-governmental organiza-
tions, the private sector, local government authorities, and individual citizens are
undertaking parallel efforts to support Turkey’s accession process beyond official cir-
cles.

Private sector initiatives are especially revealing. Greek-Turkish trade has in-
creased from $500 million annually in the mid-1990s to $1 billion in 2000, and
many business leaders feel that—if Turkey’s current financial crisis is remedied—
bilateral trade could top $5 billion by 2005. Turkish businessmen are especially in-
terested in partnering with Greek businesses to penetrate the Balkan reconstruction
market. Greek businessmen hope to enter a Turkish market six times larger than
their own, and to establish joint ventures for eventual penetration of Central Asian
and Caucasus markets.

In fact, Greece and Turkey are embarking on a joint $10 billion natural gas pipe-
line that will connect their respective natural gas distribution networks to facilitate
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the transport of natural gas from the Caspian region, Russia, and the Middle East,
through Turkey and Greece, to European Union countries and the Balkans.

Greek officials have encouraged these private initiatives, and have proceeded to
work with their Turkish counterparts to formalize bilateral cooperation beyond
trade, to include tariff reduction, anti-crime efforts, environmental protection, tour-
ism, and cultural and educational exchanges—as well as against terrorism.

This last area is especially sensitive for Greece. As host of the 2004 Olympic
Games, it is as concerned as any host country would be about the security of its
citizens and guests. The country’s geographic proximity to major terrorist centers
in the Middle East and northern Africa facilitates the ability of international terror-
ists to plan attacks.

Turkey is among a number of countries, including the United States, Great Brit-
ain, and Israel, with whom Greece is actively cooperating against regional and inter-
national terrorism. Specifically, Greece has sought Turkish cooperation in combating
organized crime, human smuggling, and narcotics trafficking in the region, and pro-
posed that they act jointly to evaluate terrorist threats, including exchanging intel-
ligence on individuals or groups linked to terrorist activities.

PROBLEMS IN GREEK-TURKISH RELATIONS

But as Greece looks hopefully to an improved relationship with an increasingly
Western-oriented and cooperative neighbor, it recognizes the great domestic hurdles
Turkey faces in the years ahead. Perhaps no country was as distressed about the
Turkish financial crisis as Greece, wary of social unrest and relatively hostile
Islamist and nationalist parties that can win over larger numbers of poor Turkish
citizens. Greece is very concerned about Turkey’s weak political and civic institu-
tions, its disproportionate income distribution, and its human rights record.

On the international front, Greece remains frustrated over continued irresolution
of severe differences with Turkey over the Aegean Sea and Cyprus. Yet underlying
these differences, whether they are emotional and visceral in Cyprus, or legal and
technical in the Aegean, is something far more profound and cutting—the absence
of trust between Greece and Turkey. Trust and cooperation were higher as far back
as the early 1950s, when the two countries joined NATO and an alliance head-
quarters in Izmir, Turkey was staffed largely with Greek and Turkish officers.

THE AEGEAN SEA

The absence of trust and confidence lay at the heart of Greek differences with
Turkey over the delimitation of the continental shelf and the extent of territorial
waters in the Aegean Sea. Normally, these are problems two neighbors, especially
allies, are able to reach agreement on, whether through bilateral negotiations, judi-
cial adjudication, or both.

In the early 1970s, Turkey awarded exploration and exploitation rights to a state
corporation in maritime areas of the Aegean high seas. It issued a map delineating
the seabed between Greece and Turkey by means of a median line equidistant from
their respective mainland coastlines.

Greece cited the Geneva Continental Shelf Convention of 1958, entitling each
Greek island to have its own continental shelf, as the basis for its position that the
delimitation of the continental shelf should occur between two opposite states—that
is, between Greek islands in the eastern Aegean Sea and the Turkish mainland.
Greece fears that Turkish efforts to deprive the eastern Aegean islands of their con-
tinental shelf platforms will disrupt the territorial and political unity of the islands
with mainland Greece.

This stalemate has prevented both countries from engaging in mineral exploration
and extraction, or other profitable natural resource exploitation in the seabed.
Greece has asked Turkey to jointly submit the issue before the International Court
of Justice (ICJ) for adjudication. Turkey views the matter as a political dispute to
be negotiated bilaterally, with ICJ adjudication as a possible last resort. Until a de-
limitation mechanism is agreed to, much of the Aegean seabed remains economically
worthless to Greece, as well as to Turkey.

Throughout the Aegean Sea, Greece possesses more than 2,380 islands, islets, and
rocks. In the minds of many Greeks, the Aegean Sea is Greek, both by dint of his-
tory and of geography. It was not surprising that, after ratifying the U.N. Conven-
tion on the Law of the Sea in June 1995, Greece began to publicly assert its lawful
right to extend its territorial waters from six to twelve miles around all its Aegean
islands, although it has declined to exercise that right.

However, international law and treaties signed by Greece and Turkey have as-
signed only 35% of the Aegean ‘‘s surface to Greece, and 8.8% to Turkey. The re-
maining 56% constitutes high seas belonging to no single nation. The expansion of
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Greek territorial waters to twelve miles would raise the Greek share of the Aegean
to 70%. If Turkey were to extend its territorial waters to twelve miles, its share of
the Aegean would increase to only 10%, given that it possesses but a few islands
which hug its coastline. Twelve miles of territorial waters for both littoral states
would shrink international waters in the Aegean Sea by half, to 26% of total surface
area.

The Turkish parliament and military feared that the conversion of a largely inter-
national sea into a Greek sea would obstruct the operations of its navy and the
workings of the Turkish export economy, 70% of which is shipped to world markets
through the Aegean Sea. Greek officials responded that the traditional right of inno-
cent passage protected Turkish transit rights, and that the Law of the Sea created
a new regime of ‘‘transit passage,’’ granting coastal states a non-suspendable right
of passage to commercial ships, as well as warships, submarines—both surfaced and
submerged—and aircraft.

Nonetheless, the Turkish government authorized the use of all means necessary,
including military force, to prevent Greece from taking such action. While the casus
belli policy is illegal under both United Nations and European Union codes of inter-
national conduct, it remains in effect today.

Several months after the territorial waters issue was sparked, Greece and Turkey
suffered their most dangerous bilateral crisis in a decade. On Christmas 1995, a
Turkish ship ran aground on the uninhabited islets of Imia, considered Greek since
being ceded by Italy in a 1947 treaty. A Turkish Foreign Ministry claim that the
Kardak islets, as they were known in Ankara, were Turkish was immediately re-
jected by Greece.

After a series of nationalist stunts involving journalists, politicians and even a
priest enflamed public opinion, Greek and Turkish forces assembled in the area.
Greek forces landed on one of the two islets, and Turkish commandos on the other.
Looking back, military observers described the scene as only hours from a shooting
war when President Clinton personally intervened in the middle of the night to per-
suade the respective governments to disengage their forces and return to a status
quo ante.

From Greece’s perspective, Turkey’s actions on matters of the continental shelf,
territorial waters, and island claims are part of a larger strategy to alter the status
quo in the Aegean in its favor. Turkey’s threat to utilize force to achieve its objec-
tives, as in the Imia incident, or to protect its interests, as in the casus belli over
territorial waters extension, is viewed as highly credible, even if illegal. The two al-
lies have prepared for war against each other several times in the past two decades.
The first time was in 1974, in Cyprus.

CYPRUS

This small island, with an area somewhat larger than Delaware, tucked about 500
miles away from mainland Greece in the northeast Mediterranean corner astride
Turkey, Syria, Lebanon, and Israel, enjoys strong ties to both Greece and Turkey.

Cyprus is not considered an issue of overriding strategic concern for Greece, which
has no intention to use the island as a military base of operations against Turkey.
Given the considerable distance between Greece and Cyprus, such intentions, if they
existed, would in any case be extremely difficult to realize.

However, Cyprus remains a powerful symbol of Greece’s deeply felt humiliation
at the hands of the Turkish military. Turkey’s 1974 invasion led to massive popu-
lation relocations, including the expulsion of 160,000 Greek Cypriots displaced in
their own country; a division of the island that stands to this day; a rift in NATO;
the militarization of Greece’s eastern Aegean islands; the formation of Turkey’s Ae-
gean Army; and the seemingly permanent deployment of a Turkish Army Corps,
consisting of two infantry divisions and one armored brigade, with approximately
32,000 well-equipped soldiers, in northern Cyprus.

South of the Green Line stands a Greek Cypriot National Guard of 14,000 active
duty soldiers, backed by a large reserve and a Greek Brigade of about 3,000 officers
and soldiers. Taken together, Turkish, Greek, and Greek Cypriot forces constitute
one of the most densely militarized areas in the world, second to the Korean penin-
sula. They are continually on guard duty, facing each other along the cease-fire lines
of 1974, now usually referred to as the ‘‘Green Line.’’

In addition, 1,300 soldiers who make up UNFICYP, the United Nations peace-
keeping force stationed since 1964, patrol the Green Line. Britain deploys 3,500 sol-
diers and airmen at its two sovereign base areas in the south.

This military-laden dynamic reveals the Cyprus problem as more than simply a
series of political issues. The essence of the Cyprus problem is security, both per-
sonal and strategic. Greek Cypriots fear the loss of the rest of the island and their
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lives to another Turkish military operation, while Turkish Cypriots fear for their
well being without the presence of a militarily superior Turkish Army.

The specter of mistrust, at the root of this mutual insecurity, has loomed over all
efforts to achieve a political settlement. In fact, the notion that security issues can
be addressed after political issues is a major reason why a Cyprus settlement re-
mains elusive after 27 years.

Cyprus is a security issue for Greece to the extent that Turkey perceives a stra-
tegic threat emanating from the island. Turkey has made clear that it will not tol-
erate a hostile military presence on Cyprus, located only 40 miles off its southern
coast. Regarding Turkish concerns about the personal security of Turkish Cypriots,
Greece posits that a unified Cyprus in the European Union would automatically
bring all its citizens—Greek Cypriot and Turkish Cypriot alike—under the human
rights safeguards that apply uniformly throughout the bloc.

This is especially significant, as the period leading up to December 2002 presents
an opportunity, perhaps urgently, for Greece and Turkey to support a political set-
tlement of the Cyprus problem that integrates the issue of security from all perspec-
tives—personal and strategic—within the negotiations and the ultimate solution.

The urgency is most keenly felt in the growing reality that without some settle-
ment of the Cyprus issue, there will come a point beyond which Greek-Turkish rap-
prochement will cease. December 2002 is the timeline by which Cyprus is expected
to sign an accession treaty with the European Union, denoting that it has fulfilled
all the criteria required by Brussels for full membership in the bloc. At that point,
the process by which respective EU member parliaments vote to accept Cyprus, and
any other countries that have signed the treaty, begins. EU observers predict Cy-
prus will join the European Union by 2004.

Greece believes that Cyprus’ imminent EU accession is the optimal catalyst to-
ward achieving a political settlement. In recent years, it has sought to persuade
Turkey of the benefits that would accrue to Turkish Cypriots—and to Turkey
itself—if the two Cypriot communities were to join the EU in a unified republic. The
benefits include:

• Turkish Cypriots participating in the European Parliament, the European
Commission, the EU Council of Ministers, the European Court of Commu-
nities, and other EU institutions;

• The provision of desperately needed structural development assistance to the
Turkish Cypriot community, whose per capita income is about one-quarter
that of their affluent Greek Cypriot neighbors;

• The application of a wide net of EU principles to foster security, safeguard
the cultural, religious and national heritage of all Cypriots, and create a com-
mon interest in the viability of the federation; and

• The designation of Turkish as an official language of the European Union,
which would utterly transform the psychological distance many Turks cur-
rently feel from Brussels.

However, Cyprus’ accession to the EU may not be the panacea anticipated by
Greece. The Turkish leadership is voicing a consistently strong message that with-
out a political solution to the Cyprus problem, Turkish Cypriots will not join in the
EU process. Unless the present dynamic of the Cyprus problem is favorably altered,
the probability grows that if and when Cyprus joins the EU, then Turkey and the
Turkish Cypriot administration will make similar arrangements between them-
selves. Through such a scenario, the Turkish side is warning that a Cyprus-EU ac-
cord prior to a settlement might actually exacerbate existing problems in Greek-
Turkish relations.

Greece feels that continued resistance by Turkey to Cyprus’ accession would only
harm Turkish foreign policy interests. Turkish threats to impose sanctions on the
EU or to annex northern Cyprus are not considered credible, since 70% of Turkish
exports are destined for EU markets, and annexation would render Turkey an inter-
national pariah while it is indebted to the Western financial system for $40 billion
and desperate for tens of billions more.

Greece is also anticipating that the Turkish political and military leadership will
gradually come to terms with the lack of resolution to the Cyprus problem in 1974,
despite the iterations of many Turkish politicians of exactly the opposite over the
years. Prominent individuals in Turkish mass media and business circles are in-
creasingly critical of this long-held view in Ankara, especially in recent months as
the likelihood of Cyprus’ EU accession grows.

Greece is so confident that Cyprus, which has already fulfilled 23 of 29 stated pre-
requisites, will become an EU member that it has threatened to veto the accession
of any other EU aspirant in the next round of enlargement—including Poland, Hun-
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gary, and the Czech Republic—if Cyprus, having fulfilled the necessary criteria, is
excluded.

In 1991, Turkish Prime Minister Turgut Ozal, frustrated that yet another round
of Cyprus negotiations had fallen apart, acknowledged that ‘‘one way or another, a
(Cyprus) solution must be found. This issue is standing in Turkey’s way. It really
is a major obstacle to Turkey’s growth.’’ Greece is betting that the Ozal spirit can
be rekindled in the next eighteen months.

GREEK SECURITY OBJECTIVES

Between Cyprus and the Aegean, Greece’s key security objectives in the eastern
Mediterranean consist primarily of the following:

• The accession of Cyprus to the European Union, preferably with a political set-
tlement in hand, but even without a solution.

— Greece believes Cyprus’ accession would energize domestic political sup-
port for further rapprochement with Turkey and build greater security
confidence among the Greek public to seriously address Aegean and
other bilateral issues.

— Conversely, if Cyprus’ accession is deferred because of Turkish actions,
the Greek reaction may be sufficiently furious to bring rapprochement
to an immediate end. The lesson for Greek politicians will be that Tur-
key is not a country with which constructive relations can be managed.

• The reduction of tensions between Greece and Turkey, in the form of expanded
confidence building measures.

— Greece and Turkey recently agreed to notify each other annually of the
schedules and locations of their national military exercises in the Ae-
gean, as a confidence-building measure concluded by Greek and Turkish
permanent representatives to NATO.

— Current bilateral proposals include establishing a Greek/Turkish De-
fense Ministry hotline, expanding ministerial visits, and conducting joint
naval exercises in the Ionian, Adriatic, and Black Seas.

— Greece has also indicated its desire that Turkey rescind its casus belli
resolution, even if the Turkish position against Greek extension of terri-
torial waters is intact.

• Expanded Greek-Turkish cooperation in all feasible areas, especially within
the framework of agreements negotiated by the foreign ministries and Turkish
EU accession preparations.

— Greek and Turkish officers and soldiers working well in close proximity
in the Balkans provide an additional model of cooperation.

These objectives influence U.S. interests in the eastern Mediterranean in impor-
tant ways. For too many years, many in Greece, Turkey, Cyprus, and the U.S.
played up the ‘‘zero-sum’’ aspects of Greek-Turkish relations. A negative decision
against Turkey was seen as a victory for Greece, and vice-versa. If the U.S. Con-
gress withheld approval to transfer surface combatants to the Turkish Navy, even
for reasons such as human rights abuses, some Greeks and Greek-Americans viewed
this as a necessarily positive decision for Greece. Or, if an advanced weapon system
such as the F–15 Strike Eagle were not made readily available to the Hellenic Air
Force, there were Turks and Turkish-Americans who reflexively saw this as a good
thing for Turkey.

‘‘Zero-sum’’ produced clouded vision, lost focus and counter-productive action, es-
pecially in this region of the world. The U.S. government should work towards
building strong bilateral relations with Greece, with Turkey, and—most impor-
tantly—between Greece and Turkey.

During his recent visit to Washington, D.C., Greek Foreign Minister Papandreou
spoke about the possibility of mutual arms reductions by Greece and Turkey. The
two allies rank first and second, among European members of NATO, in defense
spending as a percentage of GDP, at about 4.5%. Both have announced unilateral
defense spending cuts—Greece to boost social spending and accelerate preparations
for the 2004 Olympics, and Turkey to persuade the public that sacrifices to deal
with financial crises will also be borne by the military.

For NATO requirements and regional stability, the U.S. has long supported the
force modernization of the Greek and Turkish militaries. Some claim this policy
fuels an arms race in the Aegean and increases the potential for conflict between
these NATO allies. At the very least, needed resources have long been diverted from
pressing social problems—especially in Turkey.

But the acquisition of modern weaponry, in and of itself, is not necessarily desta-
bilizing. Rather, it is the perception of the intended threat—upon which decisions
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to acquire weapons are made—that has been the central issue. In other words, the
only real way to achieve mutual arms reductions by Greece and Turkey is to change
their threat perceptions.

In the Aegean, Turkey’s forceful claim to Greece’s sovereign territory, or the
diminuti on of international waters if Greece were to extend its territorial waters,
would probably lead to conflict. Though neither of these events is likely, the chal-
lenge is to get Greece and Turkey to prevent such crises from arising again by de-
veloping mutual trust and confidence.

The United States, as the key ally of Greece and of Turkey, is well-positioned to
encourage Greece and Turkey, perhaps under the auspices of NATO, to focus on the
one confidence building measure upon which all others depend: direct communica-
tion. Communication channels at all levels will allow both sides to learn from each
other. There is no more important or basic requirement to altering the threat per-
ceptions of Greece and Turkey—and therefore building trust between the two al-
lies—than having good, frequent, and broad-based communication about each oth-
er’s interests and aspirations.

This is critical because it is people, not impersonal systems or bureaucratic struc-
tures, that make change. The more Greek and Turkish politicians, military officers,
businessmen, scholars, and ordinary citizens work together, the more they can build
the element of trust between them.

Foreign Minister Papandreou admitted as much in relating the success with
which Foreign Minister Cem and he successfully defused a recent disagreement re-
garding the Aegean Sea continental shelf. Their ability to communicate directly and
immediate, as counterparts, was indispensable to neutralizing an issue that, in pre-
vious years, would have probably led to bellicose statements and heightened ten-
sions.

This positive development in political and diplomatic relations has not yet been
replicated at the military staff level. The Hellenic National Defense General Staff
operates at a political level similar to most other militaries in NATO, with national
policy decisions being made by the civilian leadership. On the other hand, the Turk-
ish General Staff maintains considerable influence over domestic affairs affecting
Turkish secularism, as well as matters of defense and national security—especially
for issues in the Aegean and Cyprus.

As such, Greek staff officers are prevented by the political leadership from engag-
ing in direct communications with their Turkish counterparts. Meanwhile, Greek
and Turkish fighter aircraft are regularly flying over the Aegean Sea, sometimes
locking onto one another, sometimes getting into dogfights. In Cyprus, armed Greek
and Turkish soldiers face each other along the entire width of the island. This can-
not be desirable to Greece.

As uncomfortable as the Greek side may be with the operational imbalance that
exists with their Turkish counterparts, they should find a way to overcome this and
engage in direct joint staff talks. The September 2001 visit by Greece’s Defense Min-
ister to Turkey offers a window of opportunity for progress in military-to-military
communications. There are ways to craft a working agenda that would incorporate
the notion that the Greek and Turkish military establishments—civilians and offi-
cers alike—should explore ways to reduce tensions, without compromising Greece’s
national positions.

U.S. POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

Therefore, the United States can more effectively achieve its security interests in
the eastern Mediterranean, and subsequently in the surrounding region, through
the following policy recommendations:

• Actively promote better Greek-Turkish relations. There should be no ‘‘zero-
sum’’ thinking in this relationship. Greece needs a friendly ally and neighbor
to the east, and Turkey needs Greece to advance its European orientation.
The U.S. needs a strong, united southern region in NATO. Greek-Turkish dif-
ferences may be complicated, but they are not insurmountable.

• Remain seriously engaged in solving the Cyprus problem. The benefits of a Cy-
prus solution to the U.S., Greece, Turkey, NATO, the EU, and Greek Cypriots
and Turkish Cypriots as full EU participants, are too great to allow for ne-
glect.

• Assist Turkey with its European and trans-Atlantic orientation. This includes
promoting full Turkish membership in the EU upon fulfillment of objective
criteria. Millions of Turks who have lived and worked in EU countries, or
with relatives who do, will support their political leadership in the effort to
implement wrenching reforms that advance Turkey’s accession process.
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• Address issues of Greek-Turkish concern honestly and forthrightly. The U.S.
should publicly support either side when its actions are constructive, and
speak out when its actions are counter-productive. Current U.S. policy in the
Middle East crisis, regarding reactions to Israeli or Palestinian actions, pre-
sents a useful model. The U.S. can set the example for building mutual trust
between Greece and Turkey by dealing with both in a frank, mature, and di-
rect manner.

Specific recommendations include:
• Encourage a framework for regular, high-level communication between Greece

and Turkey through U.S. channels.
— The U.S. should promote direct or multilateral discussions between

Greek and Turkish diplomats and military officers on low-intensity legal
and technical issues played out militarily, with mock dogfights, esca-
lating weapons accumulation, and continued force deployment against
each other’s territory. Other issues, especially the delimitation of the
continental shelf, may require adjudication before the International
Court of Justice.

• Enhance the role of the State Department’s Special Coordinating Office for Cy-
prus by promoting a new security architecture that complements political set-
tlement efforts.

— The U.S. should install a military officer to directly consult with the
Hellenic National Defense General Staff and the Turkish General Staff
to help achieve vastly reduced force structures on both sides of the
Green Line, unity of command, and the elimination of offensive military
capabilities on both sides.

• Reaffirm support for December 1999 EU decisions, which serve as the basis
for Cyprus’ accession, to accelerate the political settlement process.

— This will also help Turkey adapt to the requirements stemming from its
own decision to become a member of the bloc.

• Encourage direct negotiations—without conditions—between Greek Cypriots
and Turkish Cypriots.

— The U.S. should persuade Turkey to adopt a consistent diplomatic posi-
tion by encouraging Turkish Cypriots to negotiate with Greek Cypriots,
mirroring Turkey’s call for direct negotiations with Greece.

CONCLUSION

Greece will be an increasingly pivotal country in southeastern Europe, where lag-
ging economic and political development in the Balkans, and armed nationalist
movements in Kosovo, FYR-Macedonia, and possibly Montenegro, will pose contin-
ued geopolitical dangers to U.S. interests.

Greece, as NATO’s frontline state bordering Albania and FYR-Macedonia, will be
more effectively positioned to cooperate with the U.S. and other Western allies in
confronting these dangers if relations with Turkey continue to improve, and solu-
tions are found to long-standing problems between the two countries. As long as
problems persist, U.S. interests are adversely affected in the eastern Mediterranean,
in the Balkans, and other areas where Greece and Turkey are influential, including
the Caucasus and the Middle East.

Of all these areas, the eastern Mediterranean is the one that offers the greatest
promise for security, stability, and economic development. Relations between Greece
and Turkey are at their most constructive level in decades. Cooperation is expand-
ing to new fields, and attracting broader support, in both Greece and Turkey. At
official and unofficial levels, Greeks and Turks are getting along in ways unimagi-
nable only three years ago.

To date, Greece has moved closer to Turkey based on its own recalculation of for-
eign and security policy. Growing pressure on the Greek government for tangible
returns on rapprochement continues to build. In many ways, the immediate center
of gravity for Greek-Turkish relations—and therefore for U.S.-Greece relations—is
Cyprus.

It is here that the strongest and most viable opportunity to maintain the momen-
tum of improved Greek-Turkish relations in the near-term, and to achieve historic
breakthroughs in the long-term exists. A solution to the Cyprus problem that incor-
porates the political and security interests of all Cypriots, as well as those of both
Greece and Turkey, will significantly and favorably impact on practically all other
issues separating Athens and Ankara, and help secure and advance U.S. interests
in the eastern Mediterranean and the surrounding region.
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U.S. engagement will be key to this process. Regardless of the administration’s
discernible foreign policy planning, Cyprus, and attendant concerns in Greek-Turk-
ish relations, U.S.-EU relations, and NATO solidarity, will become a major issue on
the U.S. agenda in 2002—sooner rather than later.

The responsibility for helping achieve a positive outcome, beyond the political will
of Greece, Turkey, and the Greek Cypriot and Turkish Cypriot communities, will in-
creasingly be viewed as dependent upon the actions—or lack thereof—of the Bush
administration and the 107th Congress.

Mr. Chairman, I thank you very much.

Mr. GALLEGLY. At this point, we will move on to our next wit-
ness, and that is Dr. Ian Lesser, Ph.D. Senior analyst for the
RAND Corporation.

Dr. Lesser, welcome.

STATEMENT OF IAN LESSER, SENIOR ANALYST, THE RAND
CORPORATION

Mr. LESSER. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. Thank you for
the opportunity to express some thoughts on recent developments
in Turkey, in the strategic environment in the eastern Mediterra-
nean, including Greek-Turkish relations and the implications for
U.S. Policy. There is a longer statement of my testimony, which I
will ask that you insert in the record.

Mr. GALLEGLY. Without objection your testimony your statement
will be made a part of the record in its entirety.

Mr. LESSER. Thank you very much. Let me summarize some of
those observations here. Let me offer you really three observations,
one on Turkey and what is happening, the second on the situation
in the eastern Mediterranean, and the third on what it means for
U.S. Policy. The first observation I would make is that Turkey’s on-
going economic crisis has brought the country to a critical cross-
road.

Actually, it is an economic crisis that started with a banking cri-
sis, but it is fundamentally a political crisis, and having just been
there recently, I can tell you that the effects of this crisis are being
felt across Turkish society and at all levels. And it is particularly
affecting the modern parts of Turkey, Istanbul, the modern finan-
cial sector, other areas.

There is, I think, a potential for growing social unrest in Turkey.
We have not seen this so far, there are a lot of explanations for
that, but left unaddressed, these problems could get far worse.
Above all, I think Turks are searching for new political leadership.
They are searching for an alternative to the old political class in
Turkey, which has not offered an answer to their problems. They
are searching for a solution to a state-dominated society, and in-
creasingly, they are looking for reform.

I think when I speak of a crossroads, there are really two paths
possible for Turkey today. One is a path of reform in which the
IMF suggested reforms, the economic reforms are taken, imple-
mented. Political reform is also in the cards. Turkey becomes a
more modern society. It is more easily integrated and converges
with European norms. In short, it becomes a more modern, more
globalized, better ally for the West and the United States. The al-
ternative is no reform or failed reform, more chaotic politics, more
unrest, more conflict between haves and have-nots in Turkey, a
more inward-looking approach, something more nationalist, and
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that would obviously have implications for our important relation-
ship with Turkey.

In short, a Turkey in crisis, which is exactly what we have at the
moment, is unlikely to be an active and positive regional player.
Turkey’s foreign policy has become more active in recent years, es-
pecially in the Middle East, but it will be difficult for Turkey to
sustain that role in our interests unless its economic and political
problems are solved.

The second observation I would offer you is broader. The chang-
ing geopolitics of the eastern Mediterranean underscore Turkey’s
strategic importance. Let me mention just some of the elements of
change in the region. First, security challenges in Europe have
shifted southward. The crises and missions that are likely to con-
front us in the future are far more likely to be on the southern pe-
riphery of Europe, in the Mediterranean, around the Middle East,
in the Balkans than in the center of Europe. NATO’s new strategic
concept, and what Europe is trying to do in its defense initiative
acknowledges this. Contingencies are much more likely to be in
Turkey’s neighborhood than on the Polish border. So Turkey is be-
coming more central to European security.

At the same time, I would argue that we can no longer think of
European, Middle Eastern and Eurasian security as entirely sepa-
rate areas. They are not. They are increasingly linked, and again,
Turkey is at the center of that. If we even think of some of the
issues that are of concern to us and our allies, whether it is energy
security or missile proliferation or the flow of refugees, these are
things that cross borders, they cross regions and, again, much of
this is happening on Turkey’s borders.

Another example would be the relationship between Turkey and
Israel that has developed over the last few years. This is a very
good example of how Turkey, as a European security factor is also
developing a close relationship with an ally in the Middle East,
very important to our interests. Greek-Turkish rapprochement and
Turkey’s candidacy for European Union membership are poten-
tially transforming developments. And I would argue that they are
linked. I don’t think that the rapprochement between Turkey and
Greece, which has been very skillfully managed by both sides, by
both Foreign Ministers in particular, and has been extremely valu-
able, is simply a matter of tactics. It is really strategic for both
countries, and at the core of that is an interest in getting closer to
Europe.

In the Greek case, the European objective has been transforming
over the last years and it has changed our relationship with
Greece. For Turkey, failure to have a better relationship with
Greece stops its ambitions in Europe. So the two things are really
linked. Greek-Turkish rapprochement and Turkish candidacy in
Europe. For me the outlook for Turkey as a member of Europe is
distinctly mixed at best, even over the longer term. I think there
is ambivalence on both sides. But from the perspective of U.S. in-
terests, I would stress that membership is less the issue than inte-
gration and convergence between Turkey and Europe. That is real-
ly what matters.

As to the durability of Greek-Turkish rapprochement I think this
is an open question. Clearly much has been done, the brinksman-
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ship, the very dangerous brinksmanship that we have had a few
years ago, no longer exists in the same way, so it is harder for bad
things to happen in the relationship. But on the other hand, the
core issues of the Aegean and Cyprus have not been addressed, and
at some point they have to be addressed.

Let me conclude my remarks about Turkey and Greece by saying
if Turkey-EU relations are poor in the future, it will be very, very
difficult, in my view, to consolidate the relationship between Greece
and Turkey. Really, what Greece is betting on in all of this is that
they will be able to ‘‘Europeanize’’ the relationship with Turkey,
make it a problem for Europe as well as for Athens, which is per-
fectly fine from the point of view of their interests. And Turkey is
obviously looking for a closer relationship and eventual integration
with Europe. If neither of these things is forthcoming, it will be
very difficult to move ahead in the relationship.

The third observation I would make is that despite the growing
importance of Europe in this equation, American engagement in
this region is absolutely essential; and I would suggest that it could
be refocused and made more relevant in a number of ways.

I think it is important to think very briefly about what our inter-
ests really are in this complex of relations with the three countries
we have been speaking of, and I am focusing now on Turkey. I
think there are three. One, we have an interest in Turkey’s inter-
nal evolution: stability, prosperity, reform, a more modern society.
It is an absolutely critical enabling interest, because if we do not
have progress here, we won’t be able to do any of the other things.

The second is that we look to Ankara and also, I would argue,
to Athens to play a positive regional role. You have seen a good ex-
ample of that in the Balkans where both countries have cooperated
well. But there are other examples.

Third, we look to Turkey to facilitate our freedom of action in-
cluding power projection for areas such as the Gulf, the Caucasus
and Balkans; and here it seems to me that the key issue is not only
our broad shared interests but also whether our policy approaches
really converge. Certainly on issues like northern Iraq and Iran our
interests may be broadly similar with Turkey, but our policy ap-
proaches do not converge, and we need a substantive dialogue with
Turkey in order to bring these into line.

Let me talk finally about the next steps in terms of U.S. Policy.
I think support for Turkish recovery is absolutely critical. If we do
not have that, it will be difficult for Turkey to play a positive role
and be a strong ally. But, besides that, I think we need to work
on a new strategic agenda with Turkey. We are in many ways still
working from the legacy of the Cold War which provided a strong
basis but does not necessarily take us into the future effectively.

Let me mention a few key elements.
We need to support Turkey in Europe; and I stress the idea of

Turkish convergence with Europe, not necessarily eventual mem-
bership which is really for Turks and for Europeans to move ahead
with.

Energy security, terribly important to Turkey’s own prosperity
and development, terribly important in terms of Turkey’s role as a
bridge between the energy resources in the Middle East between
the Caspian and the world markets.
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Weapons of mass destruction. I think, within NATO, Turkey is
probably the country that comes closest to our own perspective on
the risk posed by weapons of mass destruction and ballistic mis-
siles of increasing range.

Dealing with Russia. For Turkey, this is one of the key long-term
security issues; and it is certainly important to us.

Defense cooperation with Turkey after Operation Northern
Watch. In the years ahead, what are we going to do with Incirlik
air base? How are we going to work with the Turks in terms of re-
gional security?

And, finally, Aegean risk reduction. There are the bigger issues
in the Aegean, and there is the issue of Cyprus, but in the mean-
time there is an entirely separate question of what we can do in
terms of confidence-building measures to reduce the risk of conflict
in their interest, and in ours.

And a final thought. This hearing was organized around the idea
of a triangular relationship, and that is perfectly laudable. I would
argue to you that, in reality, it is really a quadrilateral relation-
ship, with Europe playing an increasingly important role. So I
think this topic we are discussing today, as we work toward a more
effective dialogue between the United States and the European
Union, ought to be very high on the agenda.

Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. I would be pleased to
elaborate on these issues or others in questions. Thank you.

Mr. GALLEGLY. Thank you very much, Dr. Lesser.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Lesser follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF IAN LESSER,1 SENIOR ANALYST, THE RAND CORPORATION

TURKEY, GREECE AND THE U.S. IN A CHANGING STRATEGIC ENVIRONMENT

Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity to offer an analysis of recent devel-
opments in Turkey, in the strategic environment, including Turkish-Greek relations,
and the implications for U.S. policy toward the region. As requested, I will focus my
remarks primarily on the Turkish dimension of the triangular relationship.

Recent years have seen dramatic changes in the eastern Mediterranean, offering
new challenges and opportunities for U.S. policy toward its long-standing allies,
Turkey and Greece. Washington is in a position to consolidate positive changes in
the region and to strengthen its relationships with Ankara and Athens in ways that
support key objectives in the Balkans, Eurasia and the Middle East, and also within
NATO. Policy toward both countries can no longer be conceived in strictly bilateral
terms, but can and should be seen as a complex, reflecting issues that cut across
traditional geographic lines.
Turkey’s Economic and Political Travails

Prior to November 2000, Turkey’s domestic scene appeared to be evolving posi-
tively. The offer of EU candidacy had opened a wide-ranging debate about political
and economic reform, and the governing coalition enjoyed substantial stability. The
economic crisis of November 2000, and especially February 2001 and its aftermath,
have had a devastating effect on the economic and political life of the country. The
value of the Turkish Lira has fallen by roughly 45 percent against the dollar. Unem-
ployment is growing rapidly, especially in the financial and manufacturing sectors.
Ironically, the more modern sectors of the Turkish economy have been most directly
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affected. The effects of the crisis are more evident in Istanbul than elsewhere. Many
observers in Turkey and abroad are surprised that Turkey’s economic travails have
not led to more social unrest, and there is concern that a prolonged crisis could be
de-stabilizing. Under these conditions, a military ‘‘intervention’’ in Turkish politics
is a remote possibility, openly discussed.

Several points are worth noting. First, the proximate cause of the current eco-
nomic disaster was a liquidity crisis and a banking collapse, but the underlying
causes are structural and political (in the wake of the collapse, it has become clear
that Turkey’s banking system operated as a vehicle for large-scale political patron-
age). Polls suggest that Turks have lost faith in the existing political class. For the
moment, it is possible that none of the current coalition parties—with the possible
exception of the Nationalist Action Party (MHP)—could garner enough votes to re-
turn to parliament in new elections. Corruption is now a central issue in the Turk-
ish debate. The thirst for new leadership accounts for the tremendous popular sup-
port enjoyed by the country’s recently-appointed economic czar, Kemal Dervish, a
technocrat who spent many years in Washington at the World Bank. So far, Turkey
has been able to pass initial legislation concerning banking reform and privatiza-
tion, prerequisites for IMF and World Bank assistance. But the implementation of
the reform program faces stiff opposition from Turkey’s political establishment who
are loathe to see their power base eroded.

Second, the crisis has shaken Turkish and international faith in Turkey’s ‘‘dy-
namic’’ private sector. Turkey possesses substantial human and natural resources
and is capable of recovering its economic momentum—essential for further conver-
gence with Europe. But many of Turkey’s large holding companies are embroiled in
the country’s financial chaos, and much of their profitability in recent years has
come from unearned income rather than production. Small and medium sized enter-
prises, many with hard currency debt, face closure. It is a reality of the current cri-
sis that most of the creditors are Turkish, and the wider implications for the inter-
national financial system are limited. Many Turks believe that this fact works
against sustained foreign support for Turkey.

Third, the crisis has implications for Turkey’s regional and international role. Pro-
longed economic and political turmoil will leave Ankara with little energy and less
capability to play an active external role. Ambitious defense modernization plans
are being postponed, and costly regional initiatives (including energy projects) may
languish. More profoundly, the crisis could encourage a nationalistic and inward-
looking tendency among public opinion and even some elites. This, in turn, could
have negative repercussions on Greek-Turkish relations, Turkey’s EU candidacy,
and perhaps regional cooperation with the U.S. The crisis has already stimulated
a lively debate in Turkey about the risks of globalization, with many Turks blaming
international institutions for Turkey’s travails.

Fourth, and most important, there is a sense that Turkey is now at a critical
crossroads. One the one hand, successful implementation of economic reform can en-
courage more fundamental political reforms, the emergence of new leadership, and
more rapid progress on changes central to Turkey’s relations with Europe and the
U.S. (e.g., on human rights, the Kurdish issue, and the resolution of disputes in Cy-
prus and the Aegean). On the other hand, failure to implement key reforms—includ-
ing the dismantling of key elements of the Kemalist state—could exacerbate existing
conflicts within Turkish society and render Turkey a less stable and less predictable
ally. The latter path would certainly reinforce Europe’s inclination to hold Turkey
at arms length and place new pressures on American policy. This struggle between
reformers and conservatives wedded to the ‘‘strong state’’ is being played out at
many levels in Turkish society, including within the government bureaucracy, polit-
ical parties, business and, quite probably, even inside the military establishment.

As a result of internal disputes and legal restrictions, Turkey’s Islamists have be-
come a less potent force on the political scene, although some, including the former
Mayor of Istanbul, Recip Tayip Erdogan, remain highly popular. Overall, the con-
frontation between Islamists and secularists is less clear-cut now than a decade ago.
The more significant force on the Turkish scene today is arguably Turkish nation-
alism—and the behavior of Turkey’s nationalist party (MHP) is one of the large
open questions for the future. It could also have important implications for Turkish
policy on key issues such as Cyprus and U.S. access to Turkish facilities, already
constrained by Turkish sovereignty concerns and the lack of a shared regional strat-
egy. The strong reaction to Congressional debate over a non-binding Armenian geno-
cide resolution, and the threat of Turkish retaliation on defense cooperation and
trade, points to the continued potential for national sensitivities to impede predict-
able cooperation.

Ankara has also succeeded in containing the Kurdistan Workers Party (PKK) in-
surgency; a success that was evident in security terms even before the apprehension
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of the PKK leader Abdullah Ocalan. The key question now is whether Ankara can
translate this security improvement into political reconciliation with Turkey’s
Kurds. Progress here will be critical to Turkey’s EU prospects, but the current eco-
nomic crisis has pushed the Kurdish issue to the sidelines, at least for the moment.
A Changing Strategic Environment

The strategic environment facing Ankara—and Athens—has evolved significantly,
with implications for U.S. and NATO agendas in the region. At the EU’s Helsinki
summit in December 1999, Turkey became a candidate for full membership in the
Union. At the same time, the Helsinki summit envisioned the opening of Cypriot
accession talks, preferably with—but if necessary without—a settlement on Cyprus.
With the advanced state of the Cypriot candidacy, the clock is running on the ques-
tion of Greek-Turkish relations in Cyprus, and the EU factor is now the dominant
one in shaping the future of this dispute. Moreover, there can be no question of
Turkish membership without a resolution of the full range of Greek-Turkish prob-
lems, including air and sea space issues in the Aegean. For Turkey, its EU can-
didacy provides a clear path toward closer integration and convergence with Eu-
rope—a longstanding U.S. policy preference.

But the final status of Turkey within the EU is far from certain, and there is a
serious risk that the offer of eventual membership will prove hollow, with negative
implications for Ankara’s role in Europe and European security arrangements.
Turks believe that they have been frozen out of European decision making on a com-
mon foreign policy and new EU defense initiatives (ESDP). Under these conditions
Ankara has blocked proposed arrangements for EU use of NATO assets, including
planning cells, for European-led missions. The issue of Turkey’s role in ESDP is a
key ‘‘test case’’ for Ankara in its evolving relationship with Europe. There are signs
that Turkey may now accept a compromise formula giving Ankara and other non-
EU NATO members earlier participation in European defense decision-making in
periods of crisis. Ultimately, Turkey shares the U.S. interest in seeing any new Eu-
ropean defense arrangements evolve, to the extent possible, in a NATO framework.
Above all, Turkey fears a reduction in the U.S. involvement in European defense,
and a decline in the credibility of NATO guarantees to Turkey.

Several issues contribute to the longer-term importance of Athens and Ankara as
strategic partners for the United States and the West. These include the prospect
of continuing demands for peacekeeping, crisis management, and reconstruction in
the Balkans. Greece and Turkey are key actors in this regard, both politically and
economically. Instability in the Caucasus touches directly on Turkish security, and
Ankara will be a key partner in managing a potentially difficult relationship with
Moscow in the region. A more nationalistic and competitive Russia would likely seek
to challenge Western interests on the periphery—in the Balkans, the Caucasus, and
the Middle East—rather than in the center of Europe. In a more positive climate,
these regions could similarly be a focus of cooperation with Russia. To the extent
that NATO shifts its strategic attention toward the South, as prospective risks
would suggest, Greece and Turkey will be even more central. Turkey, with its large
military establishment and modernization plans, is likely to be an increasingly capa-
ble partner for power projection in adjacent regions.

Turkey and, to a lesser extent, Greece have developed close and diversified rela-
tionships with Israel. This can offer useful opportunities for U.S. diplomacy and se-
curity cooperation vis-a-vis the Persian Gulf and other key areas. Both Athens and
Ankara can contribute to Middle East peace arrangements, if the peace process can
be restored. Turkey will have a particularly keen interest as a water-surplus state
and as a stakeholder in future security arrangements with Syria.

The eastern Mediterranean is at the center of an emerging energy security picture
that reaches to the Gulf, the Caspian, and across the Mediterranean. Turkey and
Greece are becoming important energy entrepots, especially for the supply of nat-
ural gas to European markets. Pipeline decisions, including the future of Turkey’s
Baku-Ceyhan route, will shape the future of international access to these resources,
and will influence regional geopolitics. Turkey’s own energy demands will continue
to grow substantially, and access to energy is now a leading element in the Turkish
security calculus.

Finally, the eastern Mediterranean is exposed to functional challenges, cutting
across regional lines, that are also prominent concerns for the United States. Turkey
is already vulnerable to ballistic missile attack from proliferators on its Middle
Eastern borders, and it could play a central role in theater ballistic missile defense
architecture and perhaps in a more comprehensive missile defense, with a boost-
phase approach. Both Greece and Turkey are important U.S. partners in counter-
terrorism. Transnational crime, drug trafficking, and the smuggling of nuclear ma-
terials are prominent security challenges for both countries and of increasing con-

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 15:58 Aug 09, 2001 Jkt 073068 PO 00000 Frm 00068 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6621 F:\WORK\EUROPE\061301\73068 HINTREL1 PsN: HINTREL1



65

cern to Washington. The functional agenda for cooperation with Athens and Ankara
includes many of the central challenges for U.S. national security planning in a new
era.
Outlook for Aegean Detente

There has been substantial improvement in the relationship between Athens and
Ankara. Both countries have a strategic interest in better relations. But the rap-
prochement remains tentative and subject to reversals, and the core issues of Cy-
prus and the Aegean remain unresolved. Three years ago, Greece and Turkey were
still engaged in a dangerous game of brinkmanship, with a daily risk of accidental
conflict and escalation. Bilateral frictions impeded the completion of new NATO
command arrangements for the eastern Mediterranean and threatened the cohesion
of the Alliance. Through successive Balkan crises, U.S. policy has stressed the risk
that regional conflict could spread to Greece and Turkey and reinforce
‘‘civilizational’’ cleavages in the region, a theme reiterated in the context of Kosovo
and Macedonia. In fact, Athens and Ankara have taken a cautious, multilateral ap-
proach to the Balkans, and cooperation in Balkan stability and reconstruction was
one of the few bright spots in Greek-Turkish relations prior to 1999.

Much has been made of the ‘‘earthquake diplomacy’’ accompanying the 1999 disas-
ters in both countries. These events had a significant effect on public opinion and
helped to overcome the overheated nationalism that has prevailed at times on both
sides of the Aegean. But the real significance of the earthquake diplomacy was the
scope it gave to policymakers in Athens and Ankara already committed to détente
for strategic reasons. Foreign Ministers Ismail Cem and George Papandreaou have
been instrumental in this change of course. Despite considerable support, especially
from the private sector in both countries, they are keenly aware of the need to pro-
ceed carefully in deepening Greek-Turkish reconciliation. To date, a series of meet-
ings, including high-level visits, has produced nine bilateral cooperation agreements
covering peripheral but significant matters, from tourism to counter-terrorism. A
package of confidence building measures has been agreed, and is ready to be imple-
mented under NATO auspices. For the moment, the core issues of Cyprus and the
Aegean have been left aside, but it is now clear that these very divisive issues must
be addressed in some form if the current détente is to be consolidated and extended.

Over the longer-term, the prospects for détente will be heavily influenced by the
character of Turkish-EU relations. Europe is central to the strategy of rapproche-
ment for both countries. Friction between Ankara and Brussels would reduce the
incentives for bilateral cooperation, and could encourage a more nationalistic and
less conciliatory mood.
What Are U.S. Interests? What is at Stake?

This background suggests that U.S. interests are engaged in important ways:
• The United States has a stake in the evolution of Greece and Turkey as ‘‘piv-

otal’’ states—pivotal because what happens there involves not only the fate
of two longstanding allies (with NATO security guarantees) but also influ-
ences the future of regions that matter to Washington. This gives the United
States a stake in Turkish prosperity, stability and convergence with Euro-
pean norms.

• Washington looks to Athens and Ankara to play a positive role in regional
security and development, whether in the Balkans or in relation to energy se-
curity or missile defense. This includes the continued positive evolution of the
Greek-Turkish relationship. A return to confrontation would negatively affect
U.S. bilateral interests as well as NATO interests.

• The United States wants Greek and Turkish policies to contribute more spe-
cifically to U.S. freedom of action in adjacent regions. On the diplomatic front,
this includes support for U.S. policy aims in relation to both crisis manage-
ment and reconstruction in the Balkans, as well as to the containment of Iraq
and Iran. In security terms, it includes predictable access to Turkish and
Greek facilities for regional contingencies and flexibility to engage or hedge
in relations with Russia, as appropriate.

Policy Options
Approaches to furthering these objectives differ principally in terms of the extent

of U.S. engagement and the question of policy leadership. Given NATO commit-
ments and the strong nature of U.S. interests in Turkey and Greece, disengagement
is not a viable option. On at least some important questions, however, it is reason-
able to ask whether the United States, Europe, or the parties themselves should
take the lead.
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1. Focus on bilateral approaches, and provide a lead from Washington. This is
the traditional course. It acknowledges the resonance of these issues, includ-
ing the Cyprus question, in U.S. domestic politics. In the current environ-
ment, it can also reassure regional allies, above all Turkey, that the United
States is not disengaging from European affairs. Moreover, the United States
will have an independent stake in shaping regional diplomacy and security
in ways that accord with U.S. interests. The issue of access to Incirlik Air
Base, for example, is not of central interest to Washington’s European allies,
and we may not wish to see Turkish attitudes toward Iraq or Iran further
‘‘Europeanized.’’ U.S. leadership may also help to ensure that Turkish-Greek
relations remain in balance—something that might prove difficult without
U.S. advocacy on Ankara’s behalf. Cyprus diplomacy would be a key test of
the viability of this approach. Certain initiatives, including the Baku-Ceyhan
pipeline, arguably will not happen at all without active U.S. leadership and
support.

2. Let Europe take the lead. This approach would acknowledge Europe’s increas-
ingly central place in the outlook of both countries. The United States has
been a beneficiary of this trend, and may wish to support it. Moreover, the
Helsinki summit has made the EU role a permanently operating factor in
relation to Turkey, the future of Cyprus, and the Aegean dispute. Improved
relations with Brussels provide an incentive for all sides and will be critical
to the deepening of Greek-Turkish détente. The United States should wel-
come an opportunity for some of the diplomatic and burden to shift to Eu-
rope, especially with other claims on U.S. attention. In the context of rela-
tions with Turkey, a more balanced trans-Atlantic approach can take pres-
sure off of otherwise contentious issues between Ankara and Washington.
The United States has pressed for a greater Turkish role in Europe, and it
should now take the next steps to encourage it. In the case of Greece, as re-
cent experience suggests, the less bilateralism, the better.

3. Let the parties solve their own problems. This option pertains, above all, to
the question of how to strengthen Greek-Turkish détente. Both parties are
sensitive to the appearance of being pushed into further concessions against
their national interests. An arms-length approach from Washington could be
helpful here. The same might be said of the EU, but Europe, post-Helsinki,
is a structural participant in the process and cannot disengage. At the end
of the day, leaderships in Athens and Ankara must decide whether to move
forward and how.

4. Refocus U.S. engagement to allow for a shift of roles. The overall thrust of
U.S. policy toward these allies and their regional roles should change. We
should capture the advantages of more European and multilateral ap-
proaches and take an arm’s length approach where appropriate. At the same
time, the United States and its partners should jointly redefine bilateral re-
lationships to address new issues and foster more predictable partnerships.
With some important exceptions, Washington should let Athens and Ankara
manage the next stages of their reconciliation, and we should recognize that
the key decisions and policies regarding Cyprus must come from Europe. Eu-
rope is also the leading factor in domestic change for both countries. Remind-
ing Europe of its responsibility vis-a-vis Turkey should remain a feature of
Washington’s trans-Atlantic policy.

Next Steps
Turkish economic recovery and stability are pre-conditions for progress on many

of the issues raised in this analysis, and should be strongly supported. Since Europe
is already structurally engaged in the Greek-Turkish equation, and the United
States has a stake in deepening this engagement, a U.S.-led approach is inappro-
priate. Similarly, the parties themselves must take the initiative in further devel-
oping Greek-Turkish relations. On wider, regional issues, Greece and Turkey should
be integrated in transatlantic strategies. Washington should stay engaged in policy
toward Greece and Turkey, but should refocus its engagement toward the following
priority next steps.

• Encourage Turkish reformers and recognize the importance of strong support
from Washington in restoring confidence in the Turkish economy. This should
include continued backing for IMF-led financial assistance.

• Continue to stress the importance of closer Turkish convergence with and in-
tegration in Europe. But the United States should recognize that Turkey’s
prospects for full EU membership remain mixed at best. Convergence rather
than membership is the real objective from the perspective of U.S. interests.
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Washington should press its European partners to adapt their plans for
ESDP to give Ankara a greater role in European decision making on de-
fense—or at least to broker a compromise that will avoid a Turkish break
with Brussels and the risk of paralysis over European-led initiatives at
NATO.

• On Cyprus, the goal of a ‘‘bi-zonal, bi-communal federation’’ remains appro-
priate. The United States can have a role, but not necessarily the leading
role, in any settlement arrangements for the island. Cyprus is increasingly an
EU-led issue, and the key incentives for compromise will come from Brussels.
If Cyprus is offered EU membership against a background of tense Turkish-
EU relations, we should be prepared for a strong Turkish political reaction.
This possibility increases the importance of having effective Greek-Turkish
risk-reduction measures in place.

• Engage Greek and Turkish leaderships toward the development of a new,
more relevant strategic agenda. For Turkey, key elements of this agenda can
include energy security, ballistic missile defense, dealing with Russia, and in-
tegrating Turkey in Europe. Dialogue on a common strategic agenda can help
to increase the predictability of Turkish defense cooperation, including access
to Incirlik Air Base for Gulf and other contingencies. The United States
should also consider exploring with Ankara new activities of mutual interest
that could be conducted at Incirlik, looking beyond Operation Northern
Watch. With Athens, new agenda discussions can usefully focus on Balkan re-
construction, security cooperation in the Adriatic, and possible roles for
Greece in the Middle East peace process.

• Offer tangible support for the Baku-Ceyhan pipeline. With the discovery of
new proven reserves in the Caspian, there is a better chance for the pipeline
to prove economic. To date, Washington has offered strong diplomatic support
but little substantive backing for the pipeline, despite a clear strategic ration-
ale. If it is serious about promoting energy security and Turkey’s regional
role, Washington should be prepared to contribute, together with the private
sector, appropriate assistance and credits toward the pipeline’s construction.

Mr. GALLEGLY. Our third witness is Ambassador Nelson Ledsky,
Senior Associate, National Democratic Institute. Welcome very
much, Mr. Ambassador.

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE NELSON LEDSKY, SENIOR
ASSOCIATE, NATIONAL DEMOCRATIC INSTITUTE, FORMER
U.S. CYPRUS COORDINATOR

Mr. LEDSKY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, Members of
the Committee.

Let me start out by saying I am speaking in a private capacity.
I do work for the National Democratic Institute, but I have had
nothing to do with Cyprus or Greece for the last 8 years. I have
followed developments in the Eastern Mediterranean, however,
over those 8 years and indeed over a period of 20 years before that.

I think I was the first American diplomat to arrive in Cyprus in
1974 after the Turkish invasion, the first American diplomat to
meet Archbishop Makarios when he came to Washington in 1974.
I was with Clark Clifford on his mission to the eastern Mediterra-
nean in 1977 and 1978. I was President Bush’s Special Cyprus Co-
ordinator during the first Bush Administration from 1989 through
1992.

I would like to associate myself with the views of my two col-
leagues with respect to the position of Greece and the position of
Turkey, the attitude of the United States toward both, and the atti-
tude of both of those countries toward each other.

I think enormous progress has been made over the last few years
in reconciling Greek-Turkish differences, improving Greek-Turkish
relations and beginning to solve some of the problems that have ex-
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isted between Greece and Turkey since the 1960’s. I regret to say
that with respect to Cyprus, however, the situation is markedly dif-
ferent; and I want to be perfectly honest and perfectly brutal. If
you wish, I would be the skunk at your picnic.

Negotiations to solve the Cyprus problem have reached near rock
bottom. We have never been farther from a solution than we were
in 1974.

Whereas in 1974 and 1975 and 1976 and 1977 Mr. Clerides, then
acting President, and Mr. Denktash, then Prime Minister of north-
ern Cyprus, met biweekly on the island to discuss issues connected
with the separation of the two communities, meetings between the
two now have proven impossible to organize. Indeed, what has be-
come a triumph of the U.N. is merely to organize proximity talks
with Mr. Denktash in one room, Mr. Clerides in the other and a
U.N. Official shuttling between the two. Even those meetings,
which took place last year and the year before, have been impos-
sible to organize for the remainder of 2001; and Mr. Denktash just
recently brushed aside the Secretary General’s invitation to come
to Geneva to resume proximity talks with him.

The U.N. has been at the center of the Cyprus negotiations since
the 1960’s; and it would be my contention that there will be no ne-
gotiated settlement on Cyprus without the active involvement, in-
deed the active work of the United Nations and its officials. And
the first requirement of American policy is to support the U.N. Ne-
gotiations of Secretary General Kofi Annan and his Special Cyprus
Coordinator, who are trying valiantly to put the U.N. talks back on
track.

It is particularly regrettable that we find ourselves in this situa-
tion in the year 2001 because we have come on various occasions
very close to a negotiated Cyprus settlement that would have
achieved the goals which the Chairman articulated at the begin-
ning of this hearing, namely the construction of a bizonal, bicom-
munal federal state on Cyprus in which the two communities were
politically equal but separate in terms of organizing their commu-
nities.

The instrument to create such a Cyprus began to be negotiated
in the late 1970’s. I would like to say that Clark Clifford played an
enormous role during the Carter Administration in beginning the
process of getting the Greek Cypriots to admit there could be noth-
ing less than a bizonal, bicommunal settlement in which the Turks
had a zone of their own in which their community could operate
freely.

These ideas were incorporated in international documents in
1977 and 1979, and we went from those documents slowly to a ne-
gotiated ‘‘set of ideas’’ which the Security Council of the United Na-
tions endorsed in August and October, 1992. It is these documents,
including a map which was attached and published alongside them,
which have been the basis for negotiations over the last decade and
which I believe could form and eventually will form the basis of a
Cyprus settlement.

Why are we so far from that settlement today? The answer can
be summed up, as some do, by saying that Mr. Denktash, the Turk-
ish Cypriot leader, has been intransigent. Some would say the
Turks have been unyielding in their instructions to Mr. Denktash
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to talk but not to act. Some would say the President of Cyprus, Mr.
Clerides, has moved farther and farther from the set of ideas en-
dorsed by the Security Council in 1992.

I think there is no simple answer to the question of why we have
moved away from the negotiated settlement that was in sight a
decade ago.

One thing is clear. In 1990, the government of Cyprus filed an
application to join the European Union and claimed at the time,
and I think with great sincerity and great honesty, that entry into
the European Union would provide a means to resolve most of the
issues related to Cyprus without the necessity of an agreed nego-
tiated settlement. The Greek Cypriots believe entry into the Euro-
pean Union would provide an economic stimulus to the Turkish
Cypriots, and help settle the so-called three freedoms—of move-
ment, of settlement, and of labor—that the Greek Cypriots had
sought to achieve since the 1970’s. European Union membership
for Cyprus would bring this about in an orderly, logical, straight-
forward manner.

The United States Government, beginning in the 1980’s, en-
dorsed the Cypriot application and indeed today supports the entry
of Cyprus into the European Union. There is nothing wrong with
such entry. Indeed, many of the things the Greek Cypriots say
would occur probably would occur following Cyprus’ entry into the
European Union.

However, the Turkish Cypriots have made clear from the late
1980’s that an entry by Cyprus into the European Union through
an application by the Greek Cypriots, acting alone, would destroy
prospects for a negotiated settlement. If you want to call it a
threat, you may call it a threat. If you want to call it a prophecy,
you may call it a prophecy. But however you characterize their ac-
tions, the Turkish Cypriots have increasingly refused to come to
the table and negotiate seriously about the issues which they fear
will be settled through Cypriot entry into the European Union.

The entry of Cyprus into the European Union is, as Mr. Sitilides
said, just a few short months off. Final decisions will be taken next
year. Entry of Cyprus could occur in the years 2004 or 2006. It is
not clear. Much depends on whether the individual members of the
European Union are asked to ratify the accession of Cyprus, or
whether ratification is done by governments without reference to
the wishes of the people in the European Union.

The Turkish government, fearing entry of Cyprus in the Euro-
pean Union before they, the Turks, are able to enter the European
Union have, like a deer before headlights, frozen—refused to make
any move. They are waiting to see what happens.

There is, of course, the possibility that the Europeans will act
more slowly than they have suggested. There is the possibility that
some members of the European Union will vote against Cypriot
membership for the European Union simply because of their belief
that a divided Cyprus, a Cyprus at war with itself, will be a poor
member of the Union and will create a security threat to the com-
munity, rather than enhance its strength in the Mediterranean re-
gion.

Whatever the reasons, the Turks in Ankara are angry. The
Turks are suspicious of Europe, the Turks are reluctant to move

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 15:58 Aug 09, 2001 Jkt 073068 PO 00000 Frm 00073 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6601 F:\WORK\EUROPE\061301\73068 HINTREL1 PsN: HINTREL1



70

the Turkish-Cypriots back to the negotiating table. The United
States, therefore, which has supported European entry of Cyprus,
faces an important and I think critical dilemma. We can push
ahead urging the Turks to get Mr. Denktash back to the negoti-
ating table. We can proceed to urge the Europeans to admit Cyprus
as quickly and as smoothly as possible, recognizing that once Cy-
prus is a member of that community the Europeans become respon-
sible for what goes on on the island and the security of that portion
of Cyprus which they have control—that is, for the Greek part of
the island.

With 30,000 Turkish troops on Cyprus, a figure which Mr.
Sitilides correctly stated, the danger exists that the Turks will stay
on the island and will only be able to be removed by a European
force. Some Europeans are reluctant to face that reality. Others say
that Europe is building such a European force. If necessary, it will
be used on Cyprus.

The British negotiator for EU entry for Cyprus often talks of a
train wreck waiting to happen. I believe he is correct. This is the
train wreck ready to happen. It could happen in 2002. It could hap-
pen in 2003. It could happen sometime thereafter.

The answer for the United States is not simply to appoint a new
Presidential Envoy. We have had Presidential Envoys since before
my time and indeed since my time. Those envoys have performed
a very valuable function. They have worked with the U.N. and they
have worked with Turkey to prepare a document. The issue at
hand is, however, no longer that document but the situation with
respect to future EU membership of Cyprus.

Let me answer any questions you have.
Mr. GALLEGLY. Thank you very much, Mr. Ambassador.
We will entertain some questions from our Members. We are

probably going to have a vote in a few minutes, so we will try to
get a couple of questions in or as many as we can before we have
to go vote.

I have a couple quick questions for Mr. Sitilides.
In a recent article in a Greek American newspaper, a Greek writ-

er stated, and I quote, it is not a secret that varieties of anti-Amer-
icanism are alive and well in Greece. The majority of the popu-
lation probably espouses a serious mistrust of the U.S. and its in-
tentions toward Greece.

My question for you, Mr. Sitilides, is how would you respond to
this assessment and your opinion of what the general feeling inside
Greece is as it relates to the United States.

Mr. SITILIDES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I would disagree with that analysis. As I mentioned in my open-

ing remarks, after 1974, with the end of the rule of the military
junta and the Cyprus crisis, there was much more sentiment
against the United States and a stronger level of mistrust. I think
much of this has abated over the last 27 years for a number of rea-
sons.

First of all is the fact that, as I mentioned, Greece has recal-
culated a number of its interests and its policies have harmonized
with those of the United States. Greece and the U.S. face a number
of common issues and common threats in the region, and I believe
there is a much more sophisticated perspective in Athens today to-

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 15:58 Aug 09, 2001 Jkt 073068 PO 00000 Frm 00074 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6601 F:\WORK\EUROPE\061301\73068 HINTREL1 PsN: HINTREL1



71

ward the United States, Europe, and international affairs gen-
erally.

There is also a very personal connection here, Mr. Chairman,
and that is the fact that hundreds of thousands in Greece, if not
several million, have family in the United States or have travelled
to the United States. They are frustrated over the Cyprus issue, as
far as I can tell personally, and there is a sense that the U.S. has
favored Turkey over Greece over the years for geostrategic pur-
poses.

Whether that perception is correct or not is another debate—but,
it is there. But I don’t think it is as pronounced as it may have
been earlier for substantive reasons and for emotional reasons, it
doesn’t exist to that degree today. Probably some pockets of it, but
not as blatantly as some might hold.

Mr. GALLEGLY. Thank you very much.
Ambassador Ledsky, the Turkish military insists on keeping

some 30,000 plus of its soldiers in Cyprus, and I think common
sense will tell you that is not helpful toward the negotiation proc-
ess. The question I have for you is, do you see this as—is the threat
to the Turkish Cypriot so great as to justify such a large military
force on the island?

Mr. LEDSKY. The answer is clearly no. That size force is not
needed to protect the Turkish Cypriots from the much smaller
Greek forces that are on the island. And the Turks have from time
to time moved some troops on, moved some troops off. I think it
is fairly clear that in a settlement one element has to be the re-
moval of Turkish troops or the vast majority of Turkish troops from
the island. I think this is understood by the Turks. This is under-
stood by the Turkish Cypriots.

This was part of the negotiations in early 1992. There is a kind
of gentlemen’s agreement that was written into the document of
1992, and my understanding is over the last year there has been
repeated quiet negotiations involving the U.N., the Turks and U.S.
negotiators to arrive at a security balance for Cyprus which would
be put in force at the time of the negotiated settlement. I don’t
think this is one of the major problem areas that still has to be re-
solved. Indeed, I think it is an area that is well on its way to reso-
lution.

Mr. GALLEGLY. Thank you, Mr. Ambassador.
Mr. Sherman.
Mr. SHERMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Lesser, your written testimony states that the current eco-

nomic crisis in Turkey could have adverse repercussions on Greek-
Turkish relations. Perhaps you could comment on that, but also
comment on whether these economic problems would inspire Tur-
key to perhaps retrench, view its situation as less powerful, and
perhaps now would be an auspicious time for them to cut what deal
they could to resolve the Cyprus issue and lay a foundation for bet-
ter economic relations with Greece and all of Europe.

Mr. LESSER. Yes, well, thank you. Let me try to say a few words
about that. It is a very, very good question. I think it can be an-
swered on a number levels.

Clearly, the scale of what has happened in Turkey economically
has caused everyone, including the economic policymakers, to focus
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on the internal scene; and it has simply left a lot less energy to
deal with everything else, including the issues that you mentioned.
I think it is interesting to note that Greece, within Europe, has
been extremely supportive of an economic support package for Tur-
key because they see it as in their interest to have a stable Turkey
on their borders, and I think that is a correct assessment.

In terms of hastening a solution to Cyprus, clearly one can find
people, usually outside of the government, usually in the business
sector in Turkey, who view the subsidies to northern Cyprus and
the cost of the military presence there as a drag on the Turkish
economy, and they would like to see it end. Clearly, that is part
of the equation and works in favor of a settlement.

On the other hand, if this economic crisis leads Turkey in the di-
rection of less political stability, one of the beneficiaries of that may
be nationalist elements in Turkey, and they have very hard-line
views on issues like Cyprus. So, really, the resolution of Turkey’s
internal problems, politically as well as economically, will have a
lot to say about the future; and it could go either way.

Thank you.
Mr. SHERMAN. Just to follow up on that. Do these business inter-

ests that you mention in Turkey and some other clear thinkers rec-
ognize that the cost of occupying Cyprus, that iceberg—the visible
portion is the subsidies and the cost of maintaining the 30-plus-
thousand troops? The submerged portion is the reluctance of com-
panies to invest in a country that is in some ways in a military
conflict, the reluctance to visualize Turkey as 3 or 4 years away,
as opposed to 20 or 30 years away from the EU. The effect on in-
vestment and economics of this continuing conflict makes the cost
of maintaining 35,000 troops insignificant.

I wonder if Mr. Sitilides could comment on that as well and try
to explain why it is that Turkey and its, I guess, puppet regimes
are averse to Cypriot accession to the EU.

Mr. SITILIDES. Thank you, Congressman.
First of all, let me address the first part. There are different fig-

ures that are bandied about regarding the cost of maintaining the
Turkish force in Cyprus, and I think the commonly accepted figure
is around $200 million a year, approximately.

This is a very difficult issue. If I had a concrete answer, I would
have taken it from others who would have solved the Cyprus prob-
lem years ago, including Ambassador Ledsky sitting next to me.

There are several important issues in Cyprus, as I mentioned in
my opening statement, that have not been sufficiently addressed
today. We believe that part of the problem, in addition to the ef-
forts undertaken to achieve a political settlement, involves stra-
tegic issues for Turkey. Looking toward Cyprus 30 miles off its
southern coast, the notion exists in Turkey that it will never tol-
erate a hostile military presence in Cyprus. Through the years, be-
cause of the problems in the Greek-Turkish relationship, the Greek
military presence in Cyprus was viewed as hostile by Turkey. As
long as these security issues are not appropriately addressed by
those that make these security and defense-related decisions in
Turkey—and I would posit specifically the Turkish General Staff,
which has been inadequately engaged in this process—I believe it
is difficult to achieve the kind of security progress, as part of the
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larger Cyprus settlement equation, that has been necessary over
the years.

Mr. SHERMAN. Perhaps you could also comment on whether for-
ward-thinking elements in Turkey are aware of the total economic
cost, including the psychological impact on investors in their whole
visualization of Turkey and Turkey’s future from the failure to
solve the Cyprus problem.

Mr. SITILIDES. In my own trips to Turkey over the years, and in
discussions with Turkish business leaders and many in the mass
media as well, there is a growing sense that the Cyprus problem
is a very weighty albatross around Turkey’s neck in its relationship
with Europe and internationally.

One interesting note, Congressman, and this is just a personal
observation: in the last 2 to 3 months, there has been daylight in
the Turkish mass media regarding the Cyprus issue. I personally
have been surprised—and there are those here who have been deal-
ing with this issue longer than I have, who can offer comment as
well—of the extent to which the Turkish leadership’s position on
Cyprus has been publicly criticized by renowned columnists in
prominent media in Turkey, including many who took a hard line
on Cyprus or who ignored it as an issue that was considered solved
after 1974.

So there seems to be some type of change, at least among certain
segments of the opinion-making leadership in Turkey. We do not
have a sense that that has actually penetrated decision-making cir-
cles yet, because we are still hearing much of the same rhetoric,
and some of it is becoming even tougher. And there is a feeling it
will become even more difficult in the months ahead, especially
leading up to this December 2002 vote in the European Union. The
Turkish side may take an even tougher line in the months ahead
and a more intransigent line on the Cyprus issue. It will make this
issue a more difficult one to crack, except if we begin to find ways
to address security issues that complement the efforts to achieve a
political settlement.

But I think there is significant daylight in Turkey in certain seg-
ments, especially among the elite, in Istanbul, Ankara, Izmir, and
the Aegean region. Business leaders have a terrible time dealing
with the Cyprus issue when they are dealing with their American
and European friends. They know it is a problem, but they are not
the ones in the end who are going to resolve this on the Turkish
side.

Mr. BEREUTER. [presiding.] The time of the gentleman has ex-
pired.

We will start the clock now because we are approaching a vote
on floor.

I want to compliment the Chairman in his absence (he will be
gone for about 20 minutes) for the excellent panel he has brought
together and to all of the witnesses for the wisdom, good counsel,
and high degree of specificity of some recommendations that you
have given us.

I want to use my time to make some comments to the audience
and for the record here as a friend of Turkey, as a friend of Greece,
and as a friend of Cyprus, but whose first responsibility is our own
national interest.
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First of all, the Chairman read a quotation a few minutes ago
to you, Mr. Sitilides, about the anti-Americanism that allegedly ex-
ists in Greece. You made comments, I think, to some extent, the
author of the statement and you are both right.

As I have spent a lot of time in the 19 NATO countries, I think
there is more anti-Americanism in Greece today. Greek-Americans
probably don’t see that as much because of the special relationships
they have and the ties to the United States. I think there is a big
improvement in Greek-American relations, and I think there is an
improvement in Greek-Turkish relations that we ought to build
upon.

Nevertheless, when it comes to Greece, for example, we need to
continue to push them to be more aggressive on bringing terrorists
to justice than they have been. You know, perhaps, that our em-
bassy was hit with a rocket some years ago, and it was only fortu-
nate that it was a dud. You may also know that Americans and
British have been killed because of their relationship to our govern-
ment or to the British government. And I think that, as we ap-
proach the centennial of the modern Olympics to be celebrated in
Athens in 2004, it is important that Greece and their friends here
in the United States push Greece hard to bring this terrorist ele-
ment to justice or it will damage dramatically the celebration that
ought to be there for the centennial of the Olympics.

With respect to Turkey, it seems to me that while we have much
in common, and you pointed out, Dr. Lesser, that we may have
more in common with them about our concerns about terrorism,
they should not expect us to ignore the lack of civil rights for their
own citizens and the lack of progress on Cyprus. And we in the
United States are a friend of both countries. We need to be. They
are both important allies.

With respect to Cyprus, I think, well, it is a frustration; and I
wish the European Union well on the leverage they might have to
bring together Mr. Denktash, President Clerides, and all the people
they represent. Mr. Denktash and President Clerides are the last
generation that has lived together, and if they can’t bring Cyprus
together then I am more pessimistic. Yet when I see the younger
generation on both sides of that green line I have some optimism
that if they knew each other better they could bring a solution to
bear.

With respect to Cyprus, we need to have Cyprus know that we
are concerned about their major role as a money-laundering center
for the former Soviet Union. The European Union will surely pro-
vide the encouragement to bring to an end the degree of money
laundering that exists in Cyprus today.

Finally, let me say I led a delegation recently of House Members
to Bulgaria and other aspirants to NATO. And it is interesting how
once I visited the Greek Defense Ministry and the Warsaw Pact at
that time was not the major enemy as far as the Greek ministry
was concerned. But the big red arrows came from Turkey, their
own NATO ally. And, unfortunately, those tensions, while reduced,
still exist.

But Bulgaria sees itself now as a responsible neighbor for not
only the former Yugoslavian Republic of Macedonia but a friend of
Greece and a friend of Turkey. Bulgarians look to themselves as
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playing a bridge role in assisting this NATO alliance—whether or
not they are a member—to help reduce tensions between their two
neighbors to the south. They are certainly to be encouraged in that
respect.

I think Americans have every right to be impatient with the pace
of the European Union as it keeps these countries, including Cy-
prus and about 14 other countries, in limbo. If we want to have a
Europe free and whole, then NATO needs to expand. But, in many
cases, the European Union more quickly needs to be expanding,
and it has to be a little less selfish with its resources.

So having lectured everybody except the Congress of the United
States, let me end my comments.

Mr. Wexler.
Mr. WEXLER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
In an effort to be brief, I would just like to associate my remarks

with Mr. Bereuter’s in their entirety. I think he hit every point ex-
actly correctly.

I would like to ask of Ambassador Ledsky, if I could, if we could
assume that, for argument’s sake, that Mr. Denktash and the
Turkish economy, they do the reforms that they need to do. Then
in the period of 1, 2, 3 years, the reforms, as we all hope, they will
have an impact in a positive way on the Turkish economy and
there is some light at the end of the tunnel with respect to the
Turkish economy. If we assume that, I am confused as to best-case
scenario with respect to Cyprus. What should the American policy
be? And my confusion stems from the point that it seems that you
start from a given that we must continue to support the Greek side
in its effort to gain access to the European Union, and that when
that occurs, that inevitably will create a strain. There seems to be
little or no suggestion as to how America, more importantly, the
European Union can overcome it. So what is the best-case scenario?
What do we do to create the best case scenario?

Mr. LEDSKY. You have asked the $64 question. I honestly don’t
have an answer. I see things moving in directions which conflict
with each other. My own view is that if the Turkish body politic
moves in the right direction in the next 3 or 4 or 5 years, and I
think it will, because I am an optimist on Turkey, good things will
happen. They have happened over the last 3 or 4 years, and I think
more will happen over the next 3 or 4 years. At some point in time,
a negotiated Cyprus settlement along bizonal, bicommunal federal
lines is not only possible, but will come about because of some of
the reasons you have suggested on the panel, namely, that the
Turkish business community, the Turkish intellectual community,
the Turkish Western community understands the burden of Cy-
prus, understands the expense of Cyprus, understands that it
brings little gain and hence will move toward a negotiated settle-
ment.

The danger, as I see it is that accession by Cyprus to the EU in
its present form, being negotiated simply between the Greek Cyp-
riot administration and the European Union in Brussels will bring
about a Cyprus in which the Europeans are engaged partially but
not wholly, will bring about a situation where the Turkish forces
will become nervous about the presence of European forces across
the green line and where something dangerous could occur.
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My view is that America has been, to some extent, pushed out
of the picture by Europe. We have become, in some ways, powerless
for the next 18 to 24 months. There is nothing we can do. We have
to wait for this European train to move forward to whatever des-
tination it is going, trying in the meantime to make sure that the
Europeans understand the consequences of their actions. Under-
stand the security risks they are taking on themselves. But there
is nothing much we can do, and that is why I am actually coming
to a point where I think the idea of American leadership and a new
American Presidential Envoy, a new American initiative, should be
avoided in the period ahead.

Mr. BEREUTER. Time of the gentleman has expired. We have two
votes, about 25 minutes, and I would like to see if Mr. Menendez
and Mr. Crowley would like to make comments. Then we will ad-
journ the hearing, but you have about 6 minutes to divide between
you, if that is all right.

Mr. MENENDEZ. I think we can do that.
Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Chairman if it pleases, I am just going to sub-

mit a statement for the record.
Mr. BEREUTER. Without objection that will be the case.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Crowley follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE JOSEPH CROWLEY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to have this opportunity to speak in strong support
of the U.S. relationship with these three important countries: Greece, Cyprus and
Turkey. However, I would like to speak, in particular, about two key issues which
have do doubt been the focus of this hearing today—That of Cypriot accession to
the European Union (EU) and the ongoing division of Cyprus.

In its Conclusions at Helsinki, the European Council, in December of 1999, wel-
comed the launch of proximity talks that year aiming at a comprehensive settlement
of the Cyprus problem. The Council further noted that, while a political settlement
of the Cyprus problem would facilitate accession of Cyprus to the EU, it would not
be a precondition to accession. In his confirmation hearing held on March 20, Un-
dersecretary of State for Political Affairs Marc Grossman stated that we must im-
press upon the Turkish Cypriots and the people in Ankara that they have got to
get involved in the stalled proximity talks. A settlement to the problem would surely
be a welcome development for all the governments involved.

Most of us understand that accession of Cyprus to the EU will provide a much-
needed impetus to a political solution. But, what Turkish Cypriot leader Rauf
Denktash must understand is that Cyprus will accede to the EU whether or not he
returns to the negotiating table. Because Cyprus is divided, I fear the people living
on the northern part of the island under Mr. Denktash’s rule, will not benefit from
EU membership. The north must rejoin the rest of the island so that its people can
share in the wealth, both political and economic, which EU membership has to offer.
Mr. Denktash’s recalcitrance will not block the Cypriot government from reaching
its goal. What Mr. Denktash must decide is whether or not he wants to be a produc-
tive part of Cyprus’ future. I truly hope, for the sake of all Cypriots, that he elects
to do so.

The people of Cyprus, with their long and rich cultural and political history, de-
serve far more than to see their island forever divided because of misguided political
aspirations. There must be a reunited Cyprus, one that is bizonal, bicommunal and
federal, created on the basis of the United Nations Security Council resolutions. I
urge Mr. Denktash to return to the negotiating table once again so that a negotiated
settlement can be reached. EU accession for Cyprus will benefit everyone: the U.S.,
Greece, Turkey, and all of Cyprus’ other allies. Cyprus must take its rightful place
in the community of nations as a strong, unified country with the opportunity to
grow and prosper economically, to be afforded the same legal, political and social
rights as other nations. Cypriot accession to the EU will begin that process, but res-
olution of the political problem dividing the island will provide the ultimate closure
Cyprus needs to move forward.
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In closing, I would like to commend my colleagues, Congresswoman Carolyn
Maloney and Congressman Michael Bilirakis, for introducing a House Concurrent
Resolution in support of Cypriot accession to the EU. I am proud to be a co-sponsor
of that bill.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BEREUTER. We will also submit statements for the record for
Mr. Pallone, Mr. Gilman, Ms. Lee, and the ATAA.

[The information referred to follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE FRANK PALLONE, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY

Good afternoon. I would like to thank Chairman Gallegly and Ranking Member
Hastings for holding this hearing today and for allowing me the opportunity to give
an opening statement. Mr. Chairman, today’s hearing comes at a critical time for
this region of the world. During my twelve years in Congress, I have been working
with many of my colleagues to bring a just resolution to the Cyprus problem—a
problem that is currently creating the most tension between these three nations.

Given the instability in the adjacent regions of the Middle East and the Balkans,
now is good time to heal the wound in Cyprus that has been poisoning the relations
between Greece and Turkey, both important allies of the U.S.

Earlier this year, I joined 59 of my colleagues on a letter to President Bush re-
questing that he make the reunification of Cyprus a high and urgent priority in his
Administration. The United States, which is trusted by all sides in this conflict, has
the ability to help move this process forward. We must continue to support the
United Nations framework for negotiations between the Greek-Cypriot and Turkish-
Cypriot communities.

I was encouraged by statements made by President Bush reaffirming U.S. backing
of the peace process, however I am concerned that once again Turkey is not willing
to cooperate. Currently, peace negotiations are at a standstill. Over the years, I
have become quite familiar with the Turkish side’s well-known negotiation tactics.
The Turkish side agrees to peace negotiations on the Cyprus problem only for the
purpose of undermining them once they begin and then blames the Greek Cypriots
for their failure. Once again, face-to-face negotiations that were scheduled for Janu-
ary have never occurred because Turkish Cypriot leader Rauf Denktash refuses to
attend.

While the U.S. should do everything possible to re-start the U.N. negotiations, it
should be made crystal clear to the Turkish leadership and Mr. Denktash that their
unacceptable demands for recognition of a separate state in order to return to the
negotiating table are completely unacceptable. No effort should be made to appease
the Turkish Cypriot leader in order to return to the negotiating table. And not only
should Mr. Denktash return to the negotiating table, but he should negotiate in
good faith in order to reach a comprehensive settlement within the framework pro-
vided for by the relevant United Nation Security Council’s Resolutions. These reso-
lutions establish a bizonal, bicommunal federation with a single international per-
sonality and sovereignty and a single citizenship.

Cyprus is also currently a leading candidate for accession to the European Union.
In December 1999, the European Council determined that if no settlement to the
Cyprus problem had been reached by the completion of accession negotiations, the
Council’s decision on accession would be made without a settlement being a pre-
condition. At the same meeting, the council also decided to grant Turkey European
Union accession status, and at a separate meeting last December the council said
that Turkey must strongly support the U.N. Secretary General’s efforts to bring
about a successful conclusion to the process of finding a comprehensive settlement
of the Cyprus problem.

The European Council also addressed another issue critical to the region at the
December 2000 meeting—the disputes in the Aegean. I believe the historical record
proving Greek sovereignty over the disputed territories is very clear. Greece’s view,
which is shared by the European Union, that the two parties should take the issue
to the International Court of Justice in the Hague, is generous to say the least.
Once again this year, I am a cosponsor of legislation calling for the same process
to be followed in the dispute over the islets of Imia.

Before the meeting last December, I sent a letter to the President of the Council
of the European Union, urging he keep the Cyprus and Aegean statements in the
Accession Partnership Document (APD) that was being negotiated with Ankara for
Turkey’s possible admission into the European Union. Since these important state-
ments remain in that document, I believe it in the best interest of Turkey to cooper-
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ate with the U.N. and the rest of the international community on both Cyprus and
the Aegean in order to advance its own goals with the European Union. So far, how-
ever, we have regrettably seen only the full backing offered by Turkey to Mr.
Denktash in his decision to boycott the U.N. talks, as well as threatening state-
ments if EU accession takes place.

Mr. Chairman, I believe relations between Greece and Turkey will be dramatically
improved by a settlement of the Cyprus question, since for a number of years Cy-
prus has been a national cause for Greece and a number one priority of its foreign
policy. We should work to ensure that the recent signs of improvement in Greco-
Turkish relations are also felt in Cyprus and on the efforts to resolve the problem.
Thank you.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE BENJAMIN A. GILMAN, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate your holding today’s hearing and your bringing this
fine panel before us today.

The problems of the Eastern Mediterranean deserve close scrutiny—and more
than that, they deserve action—by our Administration and this Committee.

There is a new spirit of cooperation across the Aegean, but, regrettably, it has yet
resulted in a complete normalization of relations between our allies Greece and Tur-
key, and most tragically, it has not yet paid off for the people of Cyprus.

It has been nearly 30 years since the Turkish invasion of Cyprus.
The political leadership in northern Cyprus, and the political and military leader-

ships in Turkey, have not come to grips with the reality that Cypriot accession to
the European Union is going to happen with or without their cooperation.

They need to realize that the interests of Turkish Cypriots and of Anatolian Turks
would be greatly enhanced by Cypriot admission to the EU. Once Cyprus comes in
and the deadlock there is broken, Greece will not block Turkey’s accession, as its
Foreign Minister informed us quite openly during his recent visit.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask your consent that a letter I wrote to Defense
Secretary Rumsfeld asking that he engage the Turkish military leadership on the
issue of Cyprus be inserted into the Record of this hearing.

Enclosure:

U.S. CONGRESS,
COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS,

Washington, DC, June 4, 2001.
Hon. DONALD H. RUMSFELD,
Secretary of Defense,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SECRETARY RUMSFELD: Cyprus is at a critical juncture in its history. I re-
spectfully suggest that your personal attention and involvement is needed. A resolu-
tion of the tragic division of Cyprus would benefit U. S. interests in the eastern
Mediterranean, and would strengthen NATO by improving relations between our
two key allies Greece and Turkey. It would defuse an ongoing regional arms race.

A solution to the conflict on Cyprus would have positive- economic effects as well.
It would increase the likelihood for Turkish accession to the European Union. We
must persuade Turkey that it is in its best interests to allow a political solution on
Cyprus, and that a Cyprus settlement, in accordance with United Nations resolu-
tions, would benefit all parties involved.

It seems to me that a high-level approach to the Turkish military is in order, as
the military seems to have been the ‘‘spoiler’’ in several past attempts to settle the
conflict. I would be interested in your thoughts on this suggestion, especially in light
of your recent travel in the region.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.
With best wishes,

Sincerely,
BENJAMIN A. GILMAN, Chairman,

Subcommittee on the Middle East and South Asia.

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 15:58 Aug 09, 2001 Jkt 073068 PO 00000 Frm 00082 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6621 F:\WORK\EUROPE\061301\73068 HINTREL1 PsN: HINTREL1



79

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE BARBARA LEE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you, Ranking Member Hastings, for holding
this hearing about the Eastern Mediterranean, one of the historically most impor-
tant and volatile regions of Europe.

The progress these countries have made in searching for peaceful solutions to dif-
ficult problems represents a true accomplishment and a model for others. I applaud
the role they have played in, as the Foreign Minister of Greece put it, moving from
‘‘a situation of perennial crisis to permanent stability.’’

In addition to seeking solutions to long-standing issues of their own, these coun-
tries have worked to help bring stability to the Balkans, one of the most unstable
regions on earth.

Progress toward peace has been made, but more remains to be done, most notably
in Cyprus. It is my hope that United Nations negotiations will help lead to a lasting
solution. The occupation of Cyprus must end. And, it is absolutely vital that respect
for human rights underlie any future policy.

The Eastern Mediterranean is located at the juncture of three continents: Europe,
Asia, and Africa. As a geographic and cultural nexus, these ancient civilizations will
remain at the center of international relations in the years to come.

Thank you and I yield back the balance of my time.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE ASSEMBLY OF TURKISH AMERICAN ASSOCIATIONS

REGARDING CYPRUS

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:
The Assembly of Turkish American Associations is grateful for the opportunity to

submit its views on United States policy towards Cyprus, both towards the Greek
Cypriot administration and the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus established in
1983.

We believe that sound United States policies would be promoted by understanding
the following key points:

1. Distrust. Substantial but understandable mistrust obtains between Turkish
Cypriots and Greek Cypriots. The Republic of Cyprus attained independence from
British colonial rule in 1960. During the years 1955–58 as independence was nego-
tiated, Greek Cypriots forged a terrorist organization (EOKA) featuring the likes of
George Grivas and Nicos Sampson wedded to employing terrorist crimes to gain
unity or ENOSIS with Greece. British personnel, Turkish Cypriots, and Greek Cyp-
riot dissenters alike were targeted for EOKA’s villainy.

Turkish Cypriots did not look on the prospect of ENOSIS with equanimity. The
example of Crete was riveting. After long years of Ottoman rule, the island was an-
nexed by Greece in 1913, and persons of Turkish extraction or heritage were ex-
pelled or otherwise eliminated from the island. In modern terminology, Crete under-
went ethnic cleansing, and Turkish Cypriots did not relish a second edition of Crete
if Cyprus similarly succumbed to Greek sovereignty.

Accordingly, the 1960 Constitution that accompanied Cypriot independence en-
shrined an equal partnership dispensation that would prevent Greek Cypriot domi-
nation of Turkish Cypriots and vice versa. National security and foreign policy was
shared equally by a Greek Cypriot president and a Turkish Cypriot vice president.
The legislative branch, the judiciary, the civil service, the armed forces, and munici-
palities similarly divided power between Greek Cypriots and Turkish Cypriots, gen-
erally in a 7–3 ratio in favor of the former.

The 1960 Constitution also explicitly prohibited ENOSIS, and was reinforced by
international covenants authorizing unilateral intervention by either Turkey,
Greece, or Great Britain to maintain its integrity, for example, the Treaty of Guar-
antee. Greece and Turkey retained skeletal forces on Cyprus, and Britain retained
military bases.

With a few road bumps, the partnership Constitution operated smoothly for three
years. Current President of the Greek Cypriot administration, Glafcos Clerides, in
his memoirs confesses that Turkish Cypriots had not brandished their blocking pow-
ers to frustrate Greek Cypriot policies. Despite the clear absence of justification,
then Greek Cypriot President Archbishop Makarios insisted in November 1963 that
Turkish Cypriots accede to thirteen revolutionary constitutional amendments that
would reduce them to serfdom. When Turkish Cypriots balked, President Makarios
launched a campaign of genocide (known euphemistically as The Akritas Plan), a
term employed by reporters from acclaimed newspapers, such as The Washington
Post. Newspaper reports of genocide were confirmed by peace envoy and United
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States Undersecretary of State George Ball. He writes in his memoirs that Presi-
dent Makarios was uninterested in peace but craved the opportunity to turn Cyprus
into his private abattoir and continue happily to kill Turkish Cypriots.

Turkish Cypriot bravery foiled the genocide attempt, but Turkish Cypriots were
nevertheless herded into tiny enclaves constituting but three percent of the island
and subjected to a punishing Greek Cypriot embargo. The United Nations Security
Council passed various resolutions hoping to bring peace and a constitutional dis-
pensation to Cyprus, and a peacekeeping force was dispatched in 1964 and has re-
mained ever since.

Fighting erupted intermittently between Greek Cypriots and Turkish Cypriots,
with the aggressors more often the former than the latter, until 1974. Then a coup
against Greek Cypriot President Makarios was initiated by the Greek military and
their Greek Cypriot collaborators. Its aim was illegal ENOSIS and the elimination
or extermination of Turkish Cypriots from the island. The coup success proved eva-
nescent. Terrorist Nicos Sampson vaulted into the presidency for a few days, but
the coup collapsed soon thereafter. As authorized by the Treaty of Guarantee, Tur-
key dispatched a rescue mission to Cyprus on July 20, 1974 to thwart the second
attempted genocide by Greeks and Greek Cypriots. Turkey had sought British inter-
vention to forestall the ongoing mayhem, but the latter was unmoved, forcing the
former to act unilaterally. Turkey’s rescue mission was declared legal by the Athens
Court of Appeal in a 1979 decision, and by the Standing Committee of the Consult-
ative Assembly of the Council of Europe. It has never been declared a war under
international law. The Turkish Cypriot fear of genocide was well founded. In a Feb-
ruary 26, 1981 Athens newspaper publication, Nicos Sampson boasted that, ‘‘if
Turks did not launch the operation, we not only could succeed in ENOSIS, but also
eradicate the Turks from the Island.’’

Since 1974, Cyprus has been divided de facto between a Greek Cypriot adminis-
tration in the south and a Turkish Cypriot administration in the north. Both are
democratic, and both receive independent human rights reports by the United
States Department of State. Turkey maintains troops in the TRNC to deter Greek
Cypriot aggression. The Greek Cypriot administration spends more per capita on its
military than any other nation in the world. It attempted to install advanced S–300
missiles purchased from Russia a few years back. Its military is virtually merged
with Greece’s through joint exercises and planning and otherwise. Its legislature
features an official policy of illegal ENOSIS as the objective of Greek Cypriots, and
maintains a punitive embargo on the TRNC which denies Turkish Cypriots cus-
tomary international commerce, communications, travel, and otherwise.

This history explains why Turkish Cypriots are exceptionally wary of a second
matrimony with Greek Cypriots without a prolonged courtship featuring numerous
confidence building measures to overcome deep and legitimate feelings of distrust
and ulterior designs for ENOSIS.

2. Prevailing Status and Negotiations. At present, only the Republic of Turkey rec-
ognizes the sovereign independence of the TRNC. That makes no sense. Even Presi-
dent Clerides has confessed to TRNC President Rauf Denktas that he exercises no
sovereignty over northern Cyprus. And under international law, the TRNC qualifies
for statehood because it exercises effective sovereignty over a specified territory with
a discrete population. Moreover, the United States and the United Nations encour-
age the Greek Cypriot administration to negotiating intransigence by falsely treat-
ing it as governing all of Cyprus and adhering to its punitive embargo on the TRNC.
Greek Cypriots thus are given no incentive to compromise their demand for a uni-
tary state in which Turkish Cypriots would be politically overwhelmed. That largely
explains why negotiations over Cyprus have sputtered and stalled for decades with
virtually no progress.

At present, President Denktas has proffered a confederation proposal similar to
the American Articles of Confederation. The Greek Cypriots have rejected the idea
out of hand, but have not countered with a proposal of their own, other than instant
sovereign unity which is extremist by any measure. No negotiations are underway
because the Greek Cypriot administration refuses to recognize the TRNC as a polit-
ical equal as declared in United Nations Security Council resolutions. Moreover, the
Greek Cypriots are negotiating unilateral entry into the European Union in viola-
tion of the 1960 Constitution and international law, which prohibits Cypriot union
with any other political entity, either individually or collectively.

3. United States Policy. In forging policy on Cyprus, the United States should be
attentive to the following. The Greek Cypriot administration serves as a money
laundering haven for the Russian mafia and indicted war criminal Slobodan
Milosevic and his thieving cronies. Greek Cypriots vociferously denounced NATO
interventions in Bosnia and Kosovo. They aided and abetted convicted terrorist
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Abdullah Ocalan of the Marxist-Leninist PKK by providing a counterfeit passport,
and have otherwise been sympathetic to Kurdish and sister anti-Turkish terrorists.

The TRNC supports NATO and United States intervention in the Balkans. It is
unswervingly committed to fighting terrorism. It is devoted to and practices democ-
racy. It is working diligently with the United Nations to identify missing persons
from the previous fighting on Cyprus, and to negotiate a global property settlement
with Greek Cypriots to insure fairness to all those displaced by the previous con-
flicts.

The United States could overcome the punitive and counterproductive embargo on
the TRNC without officially recognizing its sovereign independence, just as it con-
ducts trade with Taiwan and Hong Kong without treating them as independent na-
tions.

We are convinced that United States recognition of the sovereign equality of both
Turkish Cypriots and Greek Cypriots would jump-start serious negotiations towards
a dispensation that is fair and just to both communities.

Turkey is vastly more important to the national security and energy interests of
the United States than is Greece.

Thank you for entertaining our views.

Mr. BEREUTER. So you will have the 5 minutes, Mr. Menendez.
Mr. MENENDEZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and I thank the

panel. You know, Mr. Ledsky, I listened to your response to my col-
league and I am somewhat perplexed and somewhat concerned and
I have travelled to Cyprus several times, and I get a different set
of circumstances. I don’t understand why the Turks would find
themselves agitated by Cyprus’s accession into the European
Union, the same European Union they seek to be part of, and so
therefore, why do you fear that which you seek to be a part of, if
you truly seek to be a part of it number one.

Number two is, I heard your comments and I hope you are right
that we are well on the way to a resolution of demilitarization, but
having been on the island, I am deeply concerned that I don’t see
signs of demilitarization and I have heard the Greek Cypriot side
offer to pay for an international peacekeeping force and to demili-
tarize on both sides of the island and to use resources that would
otherwise have been used for militarization for investments in the
northern side, which clearly could use it from my visit to the north-
ern side as well.

So how is it that one would suggest that the Turkish concern of
the EU’s accession of Cyprus under the present set of cir-
cumstances is justified when you, in fact, have a Turkey who is
now at Helsinki been granted the status of a candidate country for
accession, and wants to be a part of the very European Union you
are concerned about? And lastly, don’t you think it is wrong to have
the Turkish Cypriots, who I think on balance have been much more
intransigent in this process in terms of offering solutions they put
preconditions that if you don’t recognize us, then we won’t even
come to the negotiating table.

How do you allow them to produce a veto, which almost seems,
in essence, what they would be allowed to do?

Mr. LEDSKY. You asked some very tough questions. Let me an-
swer your middle question because it is the easiest. I never said
the island was on its road to demilitarization or that an under-
standing on demilitarization had been reached. I said that in the
U.N. Negotiations, the security issue had been tackled, that there
was a gentleman’s understanding of how the security issues on Cy-
prus would be resolved, and they will be resolved under this gentle-
man’s agreement with a much reduced level of Turkish forces on
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the island, only a token Turkish force as I understand it. That is
not demilitarization. There will be a Turkish military presence on
the island under all of the documents that have been negotiated.

I did not, also in response to your final question, say that the
Turkish Cypriots were justified in their fears, justified in their re-
luctance to have the government of Cyprus negotiate for U.N.
Entry.

I think you are quite correct, the Greek side has been much more
straightforward, much more giving, much more sympathetic to the
plight of the people on the other side of the island. On the other
hand, the psychology in the north and the psychology in Turkey is
very much we do not want to receive a handout from our so-called
big brother. We are a political equal on this island. We ourselves
want to be part of the negotiation. We don’t want charity or offered
employment or offered economic assistance by the Greeks. There is,
after all, generations of suspicion and dislike which have to be
overcome, and all I am saying is this is the Turkish Cypriot atti-
tude. I am neither justifying or saying that it is justifiable.

Mr. MENENDEZ. In the context of your answer, I understand it,
but let me just simply say it seems to me when I listen to younger
Turkish Cypriot business people, they want accession, they under-
stand what it means for their opportunities, and I hope that as a
country we continue to support the accession, because I think it
can be the breakthrough that we all hope for and thank the panel.

Mr. BEREUTER. We need to rush. I want to thank the witnesses
for their excellent testimony and for their assistance to this Sub-
committee. We very much appreciate it. This Subcommittee is ad-
journed.

[Whereupon, at 2:53 p.m., the Subcommittee was adjourned.]

Æ
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