Appendix for Incentive/Linkage Approach

The appendix accompanies Viewpoint article ‘Incentives and Linkages in Negotiating the Right of Return’ (Please add complete citation for Journal of Peace Research). The appendix provides data, mathematical models, and illustration for the arguments presented in the Viewpoint article. The following are the main features/arguments of the article:

a) We set initial agreed-upon benchmarks for 25,000 Greek Cypriots (GCs) returning under Turkish Cypriot administration. The estimate of the Greek Cypriot population is set at 726,660 at the time of a settlement,
 and that of the Turkish Cypriots (TCs) plus settlers who fit criteria for immediate naturalization is set at 159,162.
  

b) We set a linkage involving returning Greek Cypriot refugees
 on the one hand and Turkish Cypriot émigrés, settlers, and immigrants from Turkey on the other, with no return restrictions for Greek Cypriot refugees or Turkish Cypriot émigrés. 

c) We argue that all 100,000 Greek Cypriot refugees and descendants could be accommodated in the Turkish Cypriot areas, with a Greek Cypriot population percentage under 27%. 
d) Resulting from the readjustment, as Greek Cypriots increase their numbers in the Turkish Cypriot areas, Turkish Cypriots could increase their percentage of the total Cyprus population to approximately 26% – at the most.
e) We also argue for readjustments if there are any deviations from the original benchmarks favoring disproportionately either the Greek or the Turkish Cypriot side.
f) We estimate that another factor that might influence demographics is the return of Turkish Cypriot émigrés from the diaspora approximately 100,000.

In Graph I below, ‘Returning GC Refugees and the Total Population Required in the TC State,’ GC1 demonstrates major advantages over the Annan Plan III and Annan Plan V formulae (for data used to generate graphs in Matlab see appendix I at the end of this document). First, unlike the various versions of the Annan Plan in GC1, GC2 and GC3 there are no lengthy time quotas in establishing residency or restrictions on voting rights. Nor is there any ambiguity as to whether the 2/3 Turkish speakers majority provision in Annan V implies that the remaining 1/3 will be Greek Cypriot refugees only, or whether non-refugees and foreigners will count as well.
 Second, because there is a direct link between returning refugees and population changes in the Turkish Cypriot state (i.e. 2:1 in GC1), GC1 is steeper than Annan III; therefore, we could accommodate the 100,000 refugees more easily. Finally, Annan Plans III or V could do nothing in the hypothetical scenarios A (200, 40) and B (200, 60) which represent demographic scenarios that favor disproportionately the Turkish Cypriot and Greek Cypriot sides respectively. For each of these, the incentives/linkage approach suggests readjustment aiming to preserve the original balance of the plan.  

Additional demographic arrangements can be obtained if we explore miscellaneous options for the return of GCs in the TC constituent state. In Graph I below we offer two additional mathematical models aiming to optimize the performance of our formula. GC2 and GC3 offer even better results for the Greek Cypriot side than GC1 because they allow more GCs to initially return, based on comparatively lower settler and immigrant requirements. These are absolute gains for the GCs that can be traded for other issues at the beginning of the negotiations. Alternatively, in a multi-issue incentives/linkage system, sides could start with GC1 and switch to GC2 or GC3 to partly readjust for Turkey’s EU accession if there is need for more refugee return.  
Graph 1: Returning GC Refugees and the Total Population Required in the TC State  
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Graph II shows that GC1, GC2, GC3 satisfy all Greek Cypriots refugees while maintaining the GC population in the TC state well below the 27% limit at all times, adding a major incentive for both Turkey and the Turkish Cypriots in the negotiations. This concession to the Turkish and Turkish Cypriot sides is so significant that it could prove a catalyst in their endorsement of key Greek Cypriot demands in future negotiations. The ratios RGC1, RGC2 and RGC3 in Graph II correspond to GC1, GC2, and GC3 respectively and fulfill this requirement with our initial suggestion of RGC1/GC1 being as low as 24%. GC2 and GC3 combine more Greek Cypriot return at the beginning with the potential for the Turkish Cypriots to ‘recover’ their demographic percentage in later stages. 

Graph II: Greek Cypriots as a Percentage of the Total Population in the TC State 
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One of the major advantages demonstrated in the incentives/linage approach is the trade-off between Greek Cypriot percentages in the north with Turkish Cypriot percentages overall in the island. This occurs because our model does not require immigration quotas that reflect the current populations in the island (as Annan III and V do).When the Turkish Cypriots increase their percentages because of émigrés, settlers and immigrants, the Greek Cypriot side receives an equal chance to naturalize Greek citizens. However, Turkish Cypriots will have a much easier time getting immigrants from Turkey than will Greek Cypriots from Greece. We assume that for every two newcomers in the north, the south will succeed in naturalizing only one Greek newcomer. This will be the expected rate of immigration, given the loss of labor in the south because of refugees returning in the north. Graph III suggests that the TC population could increase to as much as 26% of the total Cyprus population if complete refugee return takes place.
Graph III: Turkish Cypriot Percentage of the Total Cypriot Population 
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� The 726,660 figure is an estimate for the first day after the settlement. It is based on the 2006 demographic report by the statistical service of the Republic of Cyprus. In 2006, the population was 778,700, including 118,100 foreign residents in the areas controlled by the Republic of Cyprus. There are 660,600 Greek Cypriots (a figure that includes the Maronite, Armenian, and Latin minorities which are treated as part of the Greek Cypriot community for the purposes of this article).Taking into consideration the fact that many permanent residents will qualify for citizenship in the near future, and that the compromise will have provisions for the naturalization of some Greek citizens in the island, as well as considering the effect of mixed marriages, the article assumes an initial benchmark of 726,660 (660,600 × 110%). For more information on the Greek Cypriot statistics, see Press and Information Office, 2006)


� The 159,162 figure is an estimate for the first day after the settlement. It is based on the 2006 census in the northern part of the island which found a population of 265,100. The census found 178,031 TRNC citizens; among those, 42,572 had both parents born in Turkey. The figure for current TRNC citizens with at least one parent born in Cyprus is 132,635 (the number includes those settlers whose ‘non-Cypriot’ parents were born in the island). Taking into consideration many other groups that might qualify for naturalization (for example, non-citizens married to Turkish Cypriots) and the fact that any compromise will have provisions for naturalization for at least a few thousand settlers with long presence in Cyprus, the article assumes an initial benchmark number of 159,162 Turkish Cypriot citizens on the first day after the settlement (132,635 × 120%). Even though the Turkish Cypriot side will naturalize fewer settlers than in Annan V, for the purpose of our illustration it gets twice as many naturalizations compared to Greek Cypriot ratios (120% instead of 110%). For more information on the Turkish Cypriot census see, (TRNC Prime Ministry, 2007) TRY


� Scholars and politicians in Cyprus almost exclusively use the term ‘refugee,’ although technically, the majority of Cypriot refugees have not crossed an international border and therefore, should be correctly described as displaced persons. In order to avoid confusion, however, the authors use the common term refugee. Estimates of refugees vary as many refugees have married to non-refugees or immigrated. Cyprus law considers as refugees eligible for government aid those whose father’s were present in the north and became refugees after 1974. Law discriminates against other Greek Cypriot property holders in northern Cyprus and individuals whose mother’s were refugees in 1974. 


� It is estimated that 57,000 left Cyprus after 1974 (Statistical Service of the Republic of Cyprus 2006: 11). In an article in Toplum Postasi, a Turkish Cypriot London newspaper, Reshat Akar refutes Rauf Denktaş’s claim of 400,000 Turkish Cypriots in the diaspora, arguing that 100,000 Turkish Cypriots live abroad (Akar 1997).


� Annan III came with time intervals in establishing residency, while Annan V stipulated no restrictions in temporary residency, time intervals in establishing permanent residency for the 33.33% figure of non-Turkish speakers, or permanent restrictions in certain voting rights (for the Senate) even after establishing permanent residency. There was also a possibility that the 33.33% allocated to non-Turkish native speakers could include non-refugee Greek Cypriots, third-country immigrants, EU permanent residents, or Kurdish-origin settlers. To this point, the experience of the Good Friday Agreement suggests the importance of making ethnic quotas explicit. For example, mandatory provisions for hiring Catholics at the reformed Police Service of Northern Ireland allowed Polish Catholics to apply under these quotas causing discomfort and confusion to all sides aiming to implement the spirit of the peace agreement for Northern Ireland.





