THE CYPRUS PROBLEM 1964-1974: THE DIVERGENT
DEVELOPMENT OF THE TWO COMMUNITIES AND THE

QUEST FOR SETTLEMENT

THESIS

Submitted in fulfilment of the requirements for the degree of

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY in HISTORY

Marilena Varnava

INSTITUTE OF COMMONWEALTH STUDIES
SCHOOL OF ADVANCED STUDY

UNIVERSITY OF LONDON

JANUARY 2015



DECLARATION

| confirm that the work presented is my own work.

Signature:

Marilena Varnava



ABSTRACT

This thesis will examine the development of the Cyprus problem from September
1964, when Galo Plaza assumed the UN Mediatory role, until July 1974, when the
coup d’état and the Turkish invasion took place. Its main focus is on the internal
aspects of the emerging deadlock. The efforts at peace-making will be examined in
three phases: Plaza’'s mediation of 1964-1965, the negotiating impasse on the island
during the period 1965-1967, and finally the inter-communal talks of 1968-1974.
Each of these successive phases, particularly the latter two, were inextricably
interwoven with developments within the two main communities. Hence, identifying
these developments will be the primary concern of the thesis. Inevitably, the role of
Archbishop Makarios 1ll, as the dominant political personality, must be taken into full

account during the three phases.

Starting with the most critical and hitherto under-explored period of 1964-1968, the
thesis will shed light on how the de facto separation of the two communities was
established and how the separate administrative and economic structures were
consolidated. This divergent development of the two communities produced new
realities that had to be confronted by the respective negotiators and peace-makers at
all levels. Subsequently, a detailed analysis of the first round of the inter-communal
talks, from 1968 until 1971, will explore how and why the two communities missed
the crucial opportunity for a settlement which appeared in 1968. Although the

negotiations continued until 1974, it will become evident that after 1972, the



implications of the internal division within the Greek-Cypriot community meant that

any chance for a viable compromise settlement ‘evaporated’.

Without ignoring the external aspects of the Cyprus problem, the study will argue
that the burden of responsibility for the constant failures to settle the problem until
1972 lies mainly on factors produced within the island itself. Specifically, the Greek-
Cypriot political leadership, as the predominant force on the island, crucially failed to
grasp the nature of the changes within the island’s post-independence arena, and
hence to adapt their goals accordingly. Recurrent attempts within both communities
to create faits accomplis favourable to their own bargaining positions before being
prepared to embark on a definitive settlement, only served to heighten the barriers to
a stable and peaceful outcome. This thesis will, therefore, enlarge our understanding

of an underlying failure which the events of 1974 were to throw into stark relief.
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INTRODUCTION

In December 1963, only three years after the birth of the Republic of Cyprus, a
violent, inter-communal clash abruptly terminated the already shaky co-existence of
the Greek-Cypriots and Turkish-Cypriots in the state apparatus of the island that had
been envisaged in the 1960 Constitution. Thereupon, both communities’ leaderships
set in motion their plans for consolidating separate administrations, making Cyprus ‘a
simmering cauldron’ which exploded ten years later, in July 1974. The essential
purpose of this thesis therefore, is to explore the development of the Cyprus problem
through the decade 1964-1974 with a main focus on the goals, the decision-making

and actions of the leaderships of the two communities.

It should be borne in mind that the Cyprus question, even before independence, had
evolved through several phases closely entwined with the international context. The
interests of the great powers at stake in the region interacted with the inter-
communal relations and distorted the internal rivalries within the communities
themselves. There is still a widespread perception, especially among the Greek-
Cypriots, that the island’s fate was pre-determined, according to the interests of the
big powers and the secret ‘arrangements’ between the junta in Greece and Turkey.
There are several theories and studies that tend to confirm this belief. This thesis
however, through extensive archival research, focuses instead on the primary and
decisive contribution by specifically Cypriot players to the events that led up to July
1974. Through this examination several elements are distinguished, which explain
the compelling motives that drove the two communal leaderships, and how these

moulded the political context of Cyprus. It becomes transparent that wishful thinking,
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lack of rational political evaluation of internal problems and the international context,
and consequently the misperception of threats, led to self-fulfilling prophecies,

catastrophic for the peaceful co-existence of the two communities in Cyprus.

The main underlying cause of the island’s fragile situation during the period under
examination can be detected in the background that led to Independence and the
nature of the Constitution of the new state. As a former colony, the Republic of
Cyprus had inherited several colonial legacies which made its existence even more
challenging. The rivalry and mistrust between the two ethnic communities
exacerbated by the former colonial power, the failings of political institutions and the
dearth of good governance skills were some of the default characteristics of the new
state. Nevertheless, in this case another erratic factor has been the role of the
Church and its involvement in the island’s politics. More specifically, the role of the
enigmatic figure of the President, Archbishop Makarios 1, and his great influence on
Greek-Cypriots, remains an issue of much debate. No other leader in the history of
Cyprus had an analogous impact on the ‘hearts and minds’ of the Greek-Cypriots,
and that had given him, until recently at least, ‘immunity’ for the political mistakes he
had made. Interestingly Paul Sant Cassia explains that Makarios’ policies were
highly affected by his dual capacity as the spiritual and secular leader of the Greek-
Cypriots and that gave him “immense popularity which never declined in spite of the
ultimately disastrous effects his tight-rope walking policies led to”.! Therefore, both

his personality and his policies are closely examined in this thesis.

Conversely, for the Turkish-Cypriot community things were very different. The lack of

an experienced political leadership along with the self-imposed isolation after 1964,

! Paul Sant Cassia, “The Archbishop in the Beleaguered City: An Analysis of the Conflicting Roles
and Political Oratory of Makarios”, Byzantine and Modern Greek Studies, 8:1, (1982), 191-212 (p.192)
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led to a constantly growing economic and military dependence on Ankara. It was
only after April 1968, with the return of the previously exiled Turkish-Cypriot leader
Rauf Denktash from Turkey, when it seemed that in the event of a settlement on the
island, Makarios would have to face a worthy opponent. It should be stressed that
although the Turkish-Cypriot community deeply relied on Turkey’s diplomatic and
economic aid, it was also true that it remained very much a distinctive entity,

capable, to a limited extent, of expressing its own views and positions.

The immediate background of the thesis coincides with the adoption on 4 March
1964 of the UN Security Council Resolution 186 with which the UN peace-keeping
force and the UN Mediator were assigned to the island following the inter-communal
crisis of December 1963, in order firstly, to maintain a peaceful status quo and
secondly, to seek for a solution to the Cyprus problem.? This Resolution is
considered as the most important diplomatic victory for the Greek-Cypriots since it
gave international legitimacy to the entirely Greek-Cypriot led state. This success
was further enhanced with a second important diplomatic victory, the Report of the
UN Mediator, Galo Plaza in March 1965. As explained in subsequent chapters,
Plaza’s report largely affected the negotiating positions of both two communities in

the following decade.

The starting point therefore, of this study lies in the arrival of Galo Plaza, the second
UN Mediator, in Nicosia in September 1964. From that point onwards Plaza

employed a new, more Cypriot-centric, approach to settle the inter-communal

% More on the UN involvement in Cyprus in: Oliver P. Richmond, Mediating in Cyprus: The Cypriot
Communities and the United Nations, (London: Frank Cass, 1998); James Ker-Lindsay, ‘The Origins
of the United Nations Force in Cyprus (UNFICYP), International Politics on the Road to Security-
Council Resolution 186 (1964) (Unpublished PhD Thesis, University of Kent at Canterbury 1997),
Oliver P. Richmond and James Ker-Lindsay, (eds.) The Work of the UN in Cyprus: Promoting Peace
and Development (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan 2001)
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problem, while all previous attempts to find a solution on the basis of a Greco-
Turkish understanding were, at least temporarily, shelved. Thereafter, it seemed that
focus was concentrated solely on the UN Mediator and the two communities’
leaderships. By March 1965 however, mediation was effectively terminated. Plaza’s
conclusions were used as an excuse by both communities to justify their preference
for a negotiating stalemate on the island, so as to give time to each side to upgrade
its own bargaining position. Nonetheless, each year a series of new faits accomplis
on the ground induced the ‘benign stalemate’, as the British had characterized it,>

and steadily reduced the chances for finding an acceptable settlement.

When in June 1968 the active peace-making efforts resumed, it was evident that the
situation on the island was very different from 1965. In 1969 the British High
Commissioner in Nicosia stated: “Cyprus is partitioned in the most haphazard and
intricate way between intermingled areas controlled by the Greek Government of
Cyprus and the Turkish-Cypriot administration respectively, making the communal
map of Cyprus look like the latter days of the Holy Roman Empire”.* This however,
was a reality that the Greek-Cypriot leadership failed to realize in its full implications,
but the Turkish-Cypriot leadership exploited. Therefore, the most crucial opportunity
to settle the Cyprus problem, through the inter-communal talks of 1968, was to be
missed. Although the negotiations continued until were violently terminated on 15
July 1974, by 1972 it was evident that the developments on the island and especially
the increasingly violent opposition against President Makarios led the inter-

communal discussions up a blind alley. Thereafter, the window of opportunity for a

negotiated settlement progressively closed.

® peter Ramsbotham (Nicosia) to Foreign Commonwealth Office (hereinafter FCO), 23 May 1969:
FCO 9/781, The National Archives of the UK (hereinafter TNA)
* Sir Norman Costar (Nicosia): Valedictory Dispatch, 26 March 1969: FCO 9/785, TNA
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Undoubtedly, the decade under examination was one of the most critical periods for
Cyprus. Nevertheless, it should be equally interesting to keep in mind that during this
decade, throughout the globe, world-changing developments were taking place. The
western powers, especially Britain and America, had to tackle a lot of challenges in
their foreign policy commitments. Firstly, the great decolonization wave of the 1960s,
Britain’s economic problems and its decision to reduce its forces in the
Mediterranean had inevitably reduced its previous hegemonic role, especially in the
Middle East. On the other hand, American foreign policy was greatly pre-occupied
with the war in Vietnam. Simultaneously, anti-war student demonstrations were
organized all over Europe and America. While 1968 proved to be a critical time for
Cyprus, the Prague Spring, Soviet Union’s invasion to Czechoslovakia and, the
catastrophic for the US interests, Tet offensive in Vietnam had marked some of the
most crucial developments in global politics. Equally severe were the two Arab-
Israeli wars, the Six-Day war of 1967 — when, as Claude Nicolet states, US realized
“that even NATO allies were no longer as responsive to American pressure as they
had been during the 1950s™ - and the Yom Kippur War of 1973, which had almost

led to a US-Soviet confrontation.

Finally, this decade was also pivotal for the development of European and
international laws prohibiting discrimination, advancing equality, protecting minorities
and strengthening human rights. Indeed, this was an era in which the anti-Apartheid
and Civil Rights movements were particularly active. In the US for instance,
Congress enacted the Civil Rights Act 1964, while the British parliament enacted the

Race Relations Act 1965. Additionally, various international treaties were negotiated.

> Claude Nicolet, United States Police Towards Cyprus, 1954-1974, Removing the Greek-Turkish
Bone of Contention (Mdéhnesee: Bibliopolis, 2001), p.304
14



These included the International Convent on Civil and Political Rights 1966 and the

Convention on the Suppression and Punishment of the Crime of Apartheid 1973.

What is of great interest in the case of Cyprus, however, is that although there were
indeed shockwave developments inside and outside of Europe and important
progress on the question of protection of human rights, most of the times people in
Cyprus showed limited interest on these. Hence, these world-wide developments
had minimal impact on the evolution of the island’s politics or on the Cyprus problem
itself. Indicative is the fact that seismic events throughout the globe had a very

marginal presence in the Cypriot press of that period.

Chapter overview
The thesis starts with a brief historical background of how the Cyprus question

evolved from the 1950s until the summer of 1964. Thereafter, the main body of this
study is divided in two parts. Part |, comprising chapters one, two, three and four,
deals with the period from 1964, when Galo Plaza assumed the mediatory role in
Cyprus until the eve of the November 1967 inter-communal clash. Part Il, comprising
chapters five, six and seven, focuses on the immediate aftermath of the latter crisis
and the initiation of the inter-communal talks in 1968 until their violent termination in

July 1974.

Chapter One presents the first attempt of the UN mediation in Cyprus of 1964-1965.
The chapter provides an analysis of Galo Plaza’s strategies and achievements, the
reasons that led to the termination of his mediation and the impact of his conclusions
in the later evolution both of the peace-making efforts and the negotiating policies of

the contested parties.
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Chapter Two analyses the internal restructuring of the Cyprus state after the
separation of the two communities in 1964. It highlights the goals set by each
community’s leadership according to the new state of affairs and how these were
pursued from 1964 until 1967. Throughout this period, the Greek-Cypriot community,
effectively holding the political reins of the island, succeeded in overcoming the
previous administrative obstacles of the Constitution. Conversely, the Turkish-
Cypriot leadership, isolated in the enclaves, managed to establish its own, separate
administrative structures on the island, whilst arguing that this was a necessity
deriving from the Greek-Cypriot faits accomplis. As it is indicated in Chapter Six, the

new realities of this period came to haunt the negotiating process of 1968-1974.

Subsequently, Chapter Three goes on to explore the economic situation of the two
communities during the same period of 1964-1967 and the impact of this particular
context on the evolution of the inter-communal problem. The quick economic
recovery of the Greek-Cypriot community from the 1964 set-back, along with its
material and social growth, cultivated the independence mentality among the
majority of Greek-Cypriots. Meanwhile, we shall show how the economic sanctions
imposed on the Turkish-Cypriot enclaves became the Greek-Cypriot ‘tool’ which

sought to force the Turkish-Cypriot leadership to surrender to the former’s demands.

Chapter Four deals with the prolonged diplomatic efforts inside and outside the
island to break the stalemate created after the submission of Plaza’s report. This
chapter briefly explains the dynamics of the sterile dialogue between Greece and
Turkey, initiated in May 1965 and lasted until September 1967. Nonetheless, the
most important part of the chapter analyses what had been discussed in Cyprus
simultaneously with the Greco-Turkish negotiations, and explains why despite their

16



constant efforts, the UN Secretary-General’'s representatives failed to recapture the
initiative or find even the minimum common ground between the two communities. In
this chapter, the role of President Makarios in “defusing the power” of the enosis

dream is also highlighted.®

Chapter Five coincides with the beginning of the second Part of the thesis. Initially,
there is a brief analysis of the November 1967 crisis which is considered a turning
point both for the peace-making process and the political development of the two
communities. By April 1968 the UN Secretary-General convinced the parties to
accept a constructive inter-communal dialogue, which began two months later.
Parallel with this development were very significant changes within the island. This
chapter therefore, explains the aims of the parties in the eve of the talks and their

negotiating tactics as these were transformed after this ‘reshuffling of the deck’.

Chapter Six explores extensively the first round of the inter-communal talks, from
June 1968 until December 1971. The chapter evolves simultaneously with the
analysis of the developments on the negotiating table and the political developments
in Cyprus, which crucially affected the pace and progress of the talks. By mid-1971,
however, the first round of the talks collapsed and the UN Secretary-General tried to
find a suitable way to break the impasse. We shall argue that the first round of the
inter-communal talks was one of the most important opportunities missed for settling

the Cyprus problem.

Chapter Seven provides an overall perspective on the inter-communal talks from

January 1972 until July 1974, held under a new procedure. Nonetheless, the

® Michael A. Attalides, Cyprus: Nationalism and International Politics, (Mhnesse: Bibliopolis 2005),
p.183
17



problems created within the Greek-Cypriot community and the seeds of division that
had been pervasively cultivated during the previous phase of the talks, reduced the
second round of the negotiations to what became a mere safety-valve for avoiding
the threat of violence should talks collapse altogether. The internal developments led
to three detrimental ‘pauses’ during negotiations. Paradoxically however, progress at
the negotiating table was unprecedented. By July 1974 there was a compromise
legal formula for all constitutional aspects. However, even if the coup d’etat or the
Turkish invasion were ultimately averted, a mere legal formula and a constitutional
compromise would have not been sufficient for providing an authentic and lasting

political solution to the Cyprus question.

Finally, the conclusion to the thesis reviews the various threads of the argument,
locating the real cause for failure within the post-independence political culture of the

island.

Literature review
The post-independence history of Cyprus has only recently become the focus of

proper academic study. Nevertheless, the history of the inter-communal conflict of
Cyprus, interacting as it did with Cold War rivalries and regional diplomacy, are
subjects that invariably dominate the existing secondary literature of that period.
What is presently not extensively studied in the historiography is an analysis based
on primary documentation, where available, and relevant secondary literature, on the
issue of the divergent evolution of the two communities and subsequently of the
Cyprus problem from 1964 until the landmark year of 1974. More specifically, the
interactive effect of the development of the Cyprus question on the separate

development of the two communities and vice versa needs to be much more clearly
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distinguished. Furthermore, the period between the two severe inter-communal
clashes of 1964 and 1967 is not examined in an essential way from a Cypriot-centric
angle. This is a period therefore, that forms a central part of this thesis. Likewise, this
study aims to fill in the gap of the most crucial effort to settle the constitutional

problem on the island of the period 1968 and 1971.

Undoubtedly, the existing literature provides a vital and general background of the
period under examination. It should be kept in mind however, that most of the current
literature was produced before the lifting of classification restrictions of official

documentation.

First and foremost, Glafkos Clerides’s memoirs represent the most detailed personal
account by a leading protagonist concerning the evolution of the Cyprus problem and
Cypriot politics in general. My Deposition - H Kara8eor pou (1988-1989), constituted
undoubtedly one of the key books for this study. Supplementary to this was Niyazi
Kizilyurek’s, Glafkos Clerides: The path of a country (2008), containing an extensive
interview in which Clerides reflected broadly on the situation and the decision-
making of that era. Relevant analyses covering Makarios’ policies and the rising of
his ‘disloyal opposition’ were presented in The rise and the fall of the Cyprus republic
by Kyriakos Markides (1977) and two suggestive articles by Paul Sant Cassia.” The
latter provided an interdisciplinary dimension to the project, explaining the
connection between the actions of the paramilitary organizations and the evolution of

the Greek-Cypriot politics of that period.

" Paul Sant Cassia, “The Archbishop in the Beleaguered City: An Analysis of the Conflicting Roles
and Political Oratory of Makarios”, Byzantine and Modern Greek Studies, 8.1, (1982), 191-212; and
“Patterns of covert politics in post-independence Cyprus”, European Journal of Sociology, XXIV
(1983), pp.115-135;
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One of the most important field-studies on the internal and separate evolution of the
two communities is the Political Geography and the Cyprus Conflict, 1963-1971
(1976), conducted by the Canadian officer of UNFICYP, Richard A. Patrick. As a
comprehensive analysis of the Cyprus conflict, it constitutes one of the very few
analyses providing detailed information on the Turkish-Cypriot reorganization after

1963.

One of the most authoritative accounts of US policy towards the Cyprus problem,
and helpful for this thesis, is Claude Nicolet’s United States Policy towards Cyprus,
1954-1974. Removing the Greek-Turkish Bone of Contention (2001). The dense
primary documentation used for this study, especially from the US State Department
affords a clear account of the American foreign policy towards the Cyprus question
of the period, as well as supplementary information about the Greek and Turkish

foreign policies on the Cyprus issue.

An insightful account for the progress and evolution of the inter-communal talks of
1968-1974 is Polyvios G. Polyviou Cyprus: Conflict and Negotiation 1960-1980
(1980) which deals with the evolution of the inter-communal talks. Last but not least,
Kumpiakd: H TeAeuraia Eukaipia 1972-1974 (The Cyprus issue: The last chance
1972-1974, 2003), written by Michael Dekleris, the Greek constitutional expert who
was assigned to facilitate the progress of the inter-communal talks in 1972, was

essential for the concluding part of this thesis.

Methodology and sources
In order to make the best possible use of all the available sources and information,

the presentation of this thesis evolves on a broadly chronological basis. Meanwhile
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however, and in order to avoid possible repetition or confusion of the reader, where
necessary, there is particular focus and analysis on certain developments and
events that constituted key junctures both for each community and the Cyprus
guestion in general. As already stated, the main body of the thesis is divided into two
parts in which there is a clear distinction between the phases of the Cyprus problem.
The substantive treatment firstly focuses on 1964-1967 and the latter one from late-

1967 until July 1974,

Although the use of the available secondary literature was unquestionably of vital
importance for shaping the necessary background, there has also been an extensive
use and analysis of primary resources. The archival material cited at The National
Archives of the United Kingdom at Kew, London (hereinafter called TNA) has been
undoubtedly the most crucial source of information. The official correspondence held
at the TNA, contains the most insightful narratives and analyses of events and

personalities from all the interested parties.

Besides possessing an interest in the smooth functioning of the Sovereign Bases,
and also being a Guarantor Power of the independence of Cyprus, the British still
had vital concerns at stake on the island. Therefore, the archival material kept in the
Dominions Office (DO), in the Foreign Office (FO) and - after the merger of the
Commonwealth and Foreign Office in 1968 - the Foreign Commonwealth Office
(FCO), as well as the documents from the Prime Minister’'s Office (PREM), provided
detailed reports and evaluations of administrative and economic aspects of the
Republic of Cyprus, and for each community in particular. Meanwhile, there is, where
relevant, a precise focus on various diplomatic and military crises and the crisis-
management of various players. The weekly, quarterly and annual dispatches of the
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five successive British High Commissioners in Nicosia were also essential for this
project, along with the detailed minutes held following the discussions of various
British diplomats with key political figures from Cyprus, as well as from Greece,

Turkey and the US.

Through the British archives it was possible to offset one of the greatest difficulties in
the conduct of the thesis. Due to the difficulties in consulting material in the Turkish
language, the official documentation held by the TNA brings to light vital information
concerning Turkish-Cypriots as well as their Greek counterparts. It should be kept in
mind however, that since the Greek-Cypriots were the majority and the main driving
force of the state’s machinery, material in the TNA is concerned to a larger extent
with the Greek-Cypriot affairs. Nevertheless, for the purposes of this thesis, the
information available on Turkish-Cypriot dimensions has been plentiful and entirely

adequate.

In addition, the TNA files contain translations from both leading Greek and Turkish-
Cypriot newspapers and extracts from the press of international actors (the UK, the
US, Greece and Turkey). These allowed a more complete perspective of an often
explosive atmosphere. Intelligence reports kept by the War Office (WO) in London,
also provided some key information on specific security incidents and the prevailing
conditions on the island, elements that give a more lucid image of the internal affairs

of Cyprus.

Supplementary to the study of the British archives, the publication of certain archives
from the US Department of State especially for the period 1964-1968 proved to be

also crucial. The online publication of the Foreign Relations of the United States,
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1964-1968,Volume XVI, Cyprus; Greece; Turkey;® was a source of additional
information on discussions and meetings of American diplomats with key political
figures of the three interested countries, as well as of official correspondence of the

British and American diplomats concerning the Cyprus issue.

Although extensively consulted, the State Archives in Nicosia, Cyprus, gave mostly a
general background of most important events with limited information about daily
problems within the Greek-Cypriot community and inter-communal relations in
general. It remains the case that it is the British and American archives which yield
the most accessible information both on the internal policies of both main
communities and the diplomatic goals of the Republic itself. Still the comprehensive
study of the Greek-Cypriot and Turkish-Cypriot newspapers held in the Makarios Il
Foundation and the Press and Information Office (PIO) in Nicosia,’ vividly illustrated
the intense day-by-day situation, the propaganda games and the constant

polarization of public opinion on both sides.

Critical for the period 1968-1969 was also the personal archive of Glafkos Clerides,®
the Greek-Cypriot negotiator in the inter-communal talks after 1968. The official
minutes of the negotiators’ meetings, notes from discussions of the Greek-Cypriot
interlocutor with other important political figures and correspondence between the
various ministries enabled a better understanding of the prevailing political

atmosphere inside and outside the negotiating ‘chamber’.

® Online at: http://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1964-68v16, [Accessed on 2 December

2014]

° Also online at: http://www.piopressreleases.com.cy/easyconsole.cfm/id/1 [Accessed on 1 December

2014]

1% To be found at: http://www.glafkosclerides.com.cy/Archives.aspx [Accessed on 1 December 2014]
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Lastly, certain oral interviews with Greek-Cypriot politicians of that period were
conducted as a purely supplementary source. There were of course certain practical
limitations, since recollection of historical events or even facts almost fifty years later

are prone to distortion.

Historical Background

February 1959 constituted a critical landmark in the history of Cyprus. This small
British colony in the eastern edge of the Mediterranean became independent, during
a period when ‘self-determination’ movements were gaining ground, new
independent states were emerging and Cold War rivalries helped to shape the
political development of the newly founded states. It was in this context that the
Republic of Cyprus emerged after a four-year struggle against the British colonial
rulers. However, independence and the creation of a new autonomous state was not
what the majority of the inhabitants of the island wanted or believed in. This majority
was of Greek origin and believed for many years that the final destiny of their island
would be enosis; unification with their motherland of Greece. Nonetheless, there
were critical factors and interests at stake which barred the fulfilment of their ideal

aim and will be central to our analysis.

An important part of the background of this study is that during the almost 300 years
of Ottoman rule on the island (1571-1878) a small but important Ottoman minority
was formed, which at independence in 1960 was recognized as an entity almost
equal in political rights and privileges to those of the majority of the nascent republic.
Despite their substantial cultural differences and the fact that they were never truly
integrated, the Greek Orthodox and Muslim population of Cyprus had co-existed

peacefully for years. Since 1830, when Greece gained its independence and then in
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1843 when the campaign for the ‘Megali Idea’ was launched, Cyprus’ Greek
population pursued an often subdued but nonetheless consistently expressed desire
to be joined to a Hellenic motherland. The struggle for enosis intensified during the
1940s and continued, if often covertly, after independence but was terminated in

1974 after the Turkish invasion.

Before presenting briefly the recent history of the conflict of these two communities
on the island, it is should be borne in mind that the Greek community of Cyprus over
a long period underestimated not only the existence of the Turkish minority but
developed a strong tendency to overlook the fact that Cyprus geographically is
located under the ‘soft underbelly’ of Turkey, only 40 miles away from its southern
cost. Thus Turkey’s strategic interests inevitably came to play a significant role in the

determination of the island’s destiny.

The pursuit of Enosis
Since Cyprus was occupied by the British in 1878 and became a Crown Colony in

1925, the Greeks of Cyprus actively sought the fulfilment of their national obligation.
The Orthodox Church and the right-wing circles had the leading role in this
campaign. Determined to take the matter to the United Nations, Archbishop
Makarios Ill, after his enthronement in October 1950, pursued an intensified
unification campaign and decided to initiate a mission of internationalization of the
Cyprus issue. The left wing circles and the communist party of AKEL also came to
support this campaign.'* The Greeks of Cyprus believed that their numerical
superiority (80%) of the island’s population legitimated their struggle for enosis. That

however, was nullified by Britain’s determination not to accept any radical change in

“AKEL: The Communist Party of Cyprus, known as KKK was founded in 1926. In 1941 was evolved,
into a new political formation named as AKEL (Avop8wriké Kéuua Epyaléuevou Aaod).
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the status quo on the island, the opposition of the Turkish minority of Cyprus and the

increasing influence of Turkey at a regional level.

During the political fermentation of the Greek-Cypriots during the 1950s, the role of
Archbishop Makarios proved to be crucial and indeed he managed to hold the
political reins of the Greek-Cypriot community until his death in 1977. It should be
stressed that since Ottoman rule in Cyprus, the Church and in particular the
Archbishop had been the Ethnarch or recognized political leader of the Greek-
Cypriots. However, Archbishop Makarios breathed a new life into an often moribund
Ethnarchy. His intelligence, charismatic personality and great oratorical skills allowed

him to build up an immense popular appeal.*?

By 1955 the efforts of the Greek-Cypriots for unification with Greece had borne very
limited fruit due to Britain’s refusal to discuss ‘self-determination’ of the island within
the UN. The Greek-Cypriots then decided to take a more radical initiative. On 1 April
1955, the National Organization of Cypriot Fighters, known as EOKA, initiated a
guerrilla campaign against the colonial rule aiming at enosis.*®> EOKA was organised
under the military leadership of General Georgios Grivas, a Greek-Cypriot officer of
the Greek army, and under the political leadership of Archbishop Makarios. Although
the British tried initially to negotiate a political compromise with Makarios, they failed
and in March 1956 the latter was deported to Seychelles. His exile, according to

Sant Cassia, increased immeasurably his popularity among his community, while “it

'2 Further information about Makarios’ role during this period: Demetris Assos, Makarios: a Study of
Anti-Colonial Nationalist Leadership, 1950-1959, (Unpublished PhD Thesis, Institute of
Commonwealth Studies, University of London, 2009)
'3 Helpful treatment of the EOKA struggle and its implications could be found in: Robert Holland,
Britain and the revolt in Cyprus 1954-1959, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998); Nancy
Crawshaw, The Cyprus revolt : an account of the struggle for union with Greece (London: Allen and
Unwin, 1978); Evanthis Hatzivassiliou, Britain and the international status of Cyprus, 1955-59
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota, 1997)
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was seen as a point of passage marking the transition from an 'otherworldly' priest to

a 'this-worldly' politician”.**

Conversely with the Greek-Cypriot community, it was the threat of enosis which
sparked the acceleration of political activity among the Turkish-Cypriots during the
1940s. Alongside a growing Turkish-Cypriot apprehension of union with Greece went
a distinct Turkish consciousness, the enhancement of secularism and thus — as in
Turkey - the gradual prevalence of kemalists over the old Turkish-Cypriot political
elite.’® Leading figures of this movement were Dr. Fazil Kuchuk and the young
lawyer, Rauf Denktash, who later became the leaders of the Turkish-Cypriot
community. The culmination of this activity came in November 1948, when the first

Turkish-Cypriot demonstration was organized against enosis.*®

Ultimately this Turkish-Cypriot opposition became an integral feature in British tactics
to address the Greek-Cypriot upheaval. In September 1955 Turkey was officially
established as an equal political partner on the Cypriot issue alongside Greece,
when Britain organized a tripartite conference to discuss the island’s future in the
wider context of the Eastern Mediterranean. Moreover, in December 1956, the
British Secretary of State for the Colonies, Alan Lennox-Boyd, stated that in case the
right of self-determination is exercised by Greek-Cypriots, then Turkish-Cypriots
would equally have the right to decide their future status on the island.'’
Notwithstanding, as the EOKA campaign evolved and intensified, several Turkish-

Cypriot extremists with the encouragement and practical support of Ankara, formed

! sant Cassia, The Archbishop in the Beleaguered City, op. cit., p.198
15 Niyazi Kizilyurek, Or Toupkokurrpiol, n Toupkia kai To Kutrpiakd, (Athens: Papazisi Publications,
2009), pp.45-50;
,lbérif Hasan Tahsin, H Avodoc¢ rou Nrevkrdag atnv Kopuen, (Nicosia: Diafania, 2001), p.45

Ibid.
“Hubert Faustmann, ‘The Colonial Legacy of Division’ in James Ker-Lindsay and Hubert Faustmann
(eds), The Government and Politics of Cyprus (Oxford: Peter Lang, 2008), p.53
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in 1958 the most effective hitherto resistance movement, the paramilitary
organization, called TMT — Turkish Resistance Organization aiming at the fulfilment
of the so-called KIP project (Kibris istirdat Plani- Plan for the Reclamation of
Cyprus). According to this project, TMT would “reclaim the land which had previously
belonged to Turkey”.'® Since its formation, the TMT remained clandestine, actively
pursuing its aim through underground activities. It was not until the breakdown in the

stability of Cyprus after December 1963, that it was to come into the open.*®

At the beginning of 1959 it was decided that Cyprus would become independent.
Although a new state was about to be established, the most important ingredient for
the nascent Republic, that of a common Cypriot ethnic identity had still been missing.
Additionally, due to the lack of political institutions in Cyprus, EOKA and TMT were
about to become the organizational prototypes and ideologies for the secret armed
groups formed within the island between 1960 and 1974. Inevitably, even after
independence, violence and clandestine activities constituted the natural default
position for many ex-EOKA and TMT fighters for achieving their ‘national’ goals.
Inevitably, Cyprus democracy was built upon fragile foundations, while the rule of law
was not properly entrenched in the Cyprus’ political culture. This reality was
profoundly evident throughout this decade. Additionally, the cultivation of mistrust
and fear during the last years of the British rule, were also critical factors that

hindered the smooth functioning of the new independent state.

'8 |smail Tansu, In Reality no one was asleep: a secret underground organization with State
support...TMT, (Nicosia: Bolan Printing Limited 2007), p.27
 Ibid.
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The transitional period
Ultimately, the compromise agreements - the Zurich-London Accords - that traced

the outline of an independent state in Cyprus excluded both enosis and partition.?°
Its basic constitutional framework along with several elements about its international
status and its relations with the two motherlands and Britain were incorporated in the
new Constitution and three founding Treaties; the Treaty of Alliance which gave the
right to Greece and Turkey to station military contingents in Cyprus for defence
purposes; the Treaty of Guarantee with which Greece, Turkey and Britain
guaranteed the territorial integrity of the Republic of Cyprus, either jointly or solely;
and the Treaty of Establishment which it envisaged the establishment of two British
Sovereign Base Areas on the island. These treaties were signed by all interested
parties, including the two Cypriot communities, at the Lancaster House in London on

19 February 1959.

After three years in exile, on 1 March 1959, Makarios arrived back home from
Athens, and was met by a massive welcoming demonstration. As the historian Diana
Markides notes, however, the two hundred thousand Greek-Cypriots that lined up
from the airport to the Archbishopric Palace “were not paying homage to the
signatory of the Lancaster House Agreements, but acknowledging the ethnarch who
had led them out of colonial servitude”.?* Although independence was not what the
Greek-Cypriots were aiming for in 1955, Makarios in his speech tried to inspire his

people that a new, better era now lay ahead.? That did not alter the fact that these

20 Evangelos Averoff-Tossizza, Lost Opportunities: The Cyprus Question 1950-1964 (New Rochelle:
Caratzas 1986), pp.305-362
%! Diana Weston Markides, Cyprus 1957-1963, From Colonial conflict to Constitutional Crisis, The key
role of the Municipal Issue (Minnesota: Minnesota Mediterranean and East European Monographs,
2001), p.44
%2 stella Soulioti, Fettered Independence, Cyprus, 1878-1964, Vol. 1: The Narrative, (Minnesota:
Minnesota Mediterranean and East European Monographs 2006), pp.101-102
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agreements were considered by many Greek-Cypriots and certainly by Georgios
Grivas,® a painful and an unfair compromise that had to be accepted in order to
avoid further bloodshed. Not only enosis was not achieved, but the Turkish-Cypriot
minority, which represented only the 18% of the Cypriot population, gained
significant political privileges and a disproportionate representation in all pillars of the

new state.?*

The eighteen months of the transition from the colonial rule to Independence was
indeed, a very crucial period.? All pending constitutional and other relevant issues
had to be finalized, elections had to be conducted while inter-communal hostilities
and antagonism had to be contained. The strong bi-communal character and the
inherent divisiveness of the Constitution were making these tasks even more
complex. Addressing these was very difficult since nationalist factions from the two
communities were constantly sabotaging the efforts of the working committees
established in order to lead the island smoothly towards the official Independence

Day.?

The brittle inter-communal relationship and the disagreements over the
implementation of various ambivalent provisions of the 1959 Agreements were not
the only challenges. Political rivalries within the Greek-Cypriot community
overshadowed the transition. In order to entice several young ex-EOKA fighters,
Makarios assigned them to key-posts both within the transitional government and his

later Cabinet. That proved crucial for two reasons. Firstly, by actively engaging those

3 Averoff-Tossizza, op. cit., p.387
4 Basic Structure of the Republic of Cyprus in APPENDIX | of this thesis
% For more information on the transition period: Soulioti op. cit., pp.101-107; Weston Markides op.
cit., pp.43-69; Hubert Faustmann, ‘Independence Postponed 1959-1960’, in: Emilios Solomou, Hubert
Faustmann (eds), Colonial Cyprus 1878-1960. Selected Readings from the Cyprus Review (Nicosia:
University of Nicosia Press, 2010), pp.235-246
% Weston Markides, op. cit., p.69
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who had previously fought for enosis with the new state’s apparatus, had weakened
Grivas’ later efforts to sabotage the birth of the Republic. On the other hand
however, it meant that the old political elites, who were also disappointed by the
1959 Agreements, were excluded from the new administration and so fuelled further
resentment among various Greek-Cypriots factions. In this context and with the
prospect of the first Presidential elections of December 1959, two different political
campaigns were initiated among the Greek-Cypriots which led to several unstable

coalitions and the first post-EOKA political formations.?’

Soon after the signing of the Agreements, Makarios had encouraged the formation of
a political organization by ex-EOKA fighters and other right-wing members,
designated as the Unified Democratic Front of Recreation, EDMA (Evwriko
Anuokpariké Mérwmo Avadnuioupyiag). Nonetheless, due to various internal
guarrels in a few months EDMA was transformed into a new organization called
Patriotic Front ([Tarpiwrniké Mérwrro).?® The Patriotic Front, although not a fully-
fledged political party, constituted a loose coalition of Makarios supporters,
representing the broader right-wing of Greek-Cypriots. With their support for
Makarios’ candidacy during the December elections, the Patriotic Front supported

the implementation of the Zurich-London Agreements.

Conversely, two ex-opponents and members of the old political bourgeois, loannis
Clerides and the hard-line mayor of Nicosia, Themistoclis Dervis, formed in

November 1959 the Democratic Union. This new party was not only seeking to

" An analysis of t the first political formations and the first presidential and parliamentary elections
can be found in Glafkos Clerides, My Deposition, Vol.l (Nicosia: Alitheia Publishing 1989) pp.87-108
2 Christophoros Christophorou, ‘The Evolution of the Greek-Cypriot party politics’, In James Ker-
Lindsay and Hubert Faustmann (eds), The Government and Politics of Cyprus (Oxford: Peter Lang,
2008), p.86
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overthrow the Zurich-London Agreements but also to eliminate Makarios’ political
dominance among the Greek-Cypriots. Paradoxically, when loannis Clerides
announced that he would oppose Makarios in the forthcoming elections, he was
supported from politicians both of the extreme right-wing and of the communist party,
AKEL. Like Dervis and Clerides, AKEL joined the anti-Zurich forces due to its
resentment concerning Makarios’ political actions during the transition.?® On 13
December 1959 the first elections for the President and Vice-President of the
Republic of Cyprus were held. As expected Archbishop Makarios Ill won by gaining
66.85% of the Greek-Cypriot votes. In the separate elections held within the Turkish-

Cypriot community, Fazil Kuchuk, was elected unopposed as the Vice-President.

A few months later, on 31 July 1960, the elections for the fifty members of the House
of Representatives (35 Greek-Cypriots and 15 Turkish-Cypriots) were held. For the
Greek-Cypriot seats there was a loose pre-electoral agreement between Makarios,
the Patriotic Front and AKEL, in which it was decided that thirty seats would be
allocated to the former and the five remaining seats to the latter. After the
Presidential elections, AKEL and Makarios proceeded to establish a mutually
beneficial alliance, which lasted until the latter’s death.*® Although AKEL enjoyed the
support of a significant percentage of the Cypriot population, its representation within
the Parliament had to be contained. It should be kept in mind that it was a period that
Cold War rivalries were reaching a peak and a strong communist party in the Cyprus
Parliament would have been an ‘anathema’ for the West. Besides, for AKEL

Makarios was the only guarantee that Cyprus would not fall under NATO’s influence

29 Weston Markides, op. cit., pp.58-59
% Christophorou, op. cit., p.86
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- mainly by declaring imminent enosis with Greece.>* Nonetheless, this agreement
was equally important to Makarios, because it enabled him to establish his complete
dominance over Greek-Cypriot politics. The AKEL-Makarios alliance had another
important effect. Being essentially Makarios’ greatest supporter throughout his
presidency, AKEL did not manage to evolve a distinctive role of its own in the
island’s politics. That perhaps was one of the underlying reasons for the absence of
a properly structured right-wing party. Therefore, it could be argued that AKEL'’s
containment was also one of the factors that affected the normal development of

political institutions on the island.

The fifteen Turkish-Cypriots seats were taken by the Cyprus Turkish National
People’s Party of Fazil Kuchuk.®> Neither the selection of the Turkish-Cypriot
members however, was purely democratic since those who were not previously
approved by Ankara were forced to withdraw their candidacy.® It is noteworthy that
one of the most influential Turkish-Cypriot political leaders, Rauf Denktash, remained
outside the central governmental machinery of the new state. The truth was that
Denktash never believed in this new bi-communal state and therefore, refused to
assume a post, either in the executive or in the parliament, that would have
promoted institutional inter-communal co-operation.®* Instead, he became the
President of the Turkish Communal Chamber, an institution that dealt exclusively

with Turkish-Cypriot affairs.

8 Kyriakos C. Markides, The Rise and the Fall of the Cyprus Republic, (London: Yale University
Press, 1977), p.82
%2 Faustmann, op. cit., p.234
% Tahsin, op. cit., p.130
% Kizilyurek, op. cit., p.82;
Weston Markides, op. cit., p.49
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By early August 1960 everything was set for the official inauguration of the Republic
of Cyprus. It should be noted that the initial date for the transfer of sovereignty was
set for exactly a year after the signing of the Zurich-London Agreements, that is on
19 February 1960.*® The negotiations however, over the implementation of several
constitutional arrangements, and mainly the negotiations over the size of the British
Sovereign Base Areas, had not been concluded when expected and thus the date
for the inauguration was repeatedly deferred. After several postponements, 16
August 1960 was set as the effective date for the Independence Day of Cyprus.*®
Nevertheless there was certainly nothing exceptional or enthusiastic about the
Independence celebrations on that day. The inauguration of the new Republic was

overseen by the Governor of the island, Sir Hugh Foot, with a short procedure.

It is rather doubtful if the occasion was indeed a celebration for any of the parties
concerned.®” It seemed a “business handover’ to Makarios.®® The Greek-Cypriots
failed to achieve enosis, while the Turkish-Cypriots did not secure partition or the
transferring of the island to its previous owner. The British for their part, had worried
that independence might prove even worse than enosis.* This fear was valid to a
degree since independence implied the dominance of Makarios in the internal affairs
of the island and thus of policies characterized by ambivalent intentions not only
towards the future of their Bases, but also for the extent of Soviet involvement on the
island. The transitional period that led up to the official transfer of sovereignty and

the ‘celebration’ planned for that day, were a clear indication of the lukewarm

% Robert Holland and Hubert Faustmann, “Independence through the Colonial Eye: A view from the
British Archive”, The Cyprus Review, 22, No.2, (Fall 2010), 49-60 (p.49)
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feelings of both communities and of the ex-colonial power. Such ambivalence was
also illustrated in 1963 when it was decided by the Council of Ministers to move the
Independence Day commemoration to 1 October due to the fact that the 16 August
was during the main summer holiday period. It was not until 1979 that 1 October

became a public holiday in the official Cypriot calendar.*°

Furthermore, it was still an unspoken but shared assumption for both communities
that independence was not a permanent settlement. It was just an interim path
towards their unfulfilled but continuing and contradictory goals. While the Greek-
Cypriots believed that as a majority they would eventually have the right for enosis,
the Turkish-Cypriot leadership argued that the Zurich Agreements recognized them
as the co-founders of the new state and not just a minority with certain rights, as the
Greek-Cypriots wanted them to be.*! That was their strongest negotiating card until
1974. Nonetheless, the separatist elements which permeated the fundamental
structure of the constitution enhanced the communal mistrust not only among the
elected political leaders of the two communities but also among the people
themselves. In this way the cultivation of a common Cypriot identity was hobbled at

the start.

‘Constitutional breakdown’
The already limited signs of goodwill of the Greek and Turkish-Cypriot leaderships

for the smooth functioning of the state and the constitution were, therefore, subject to
erosion from the outset. Lack of co-operation between the leaders of the two

communities, mostly at the executive level, increased the difficulties created by the

“° Yiannis Papadakis, “Reflections on the 1st October Commemoration of the Independence of
Cyprus", The Cyprus Review, 22:2, (Fall 2010), 61-66 (p.62)
1 Zaim M. Necatigil, The Cyprus Question and the Turkish Position in International Law, (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1989), p.15
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enhanced bi-communal nature of the Constitution. Glafkos Clerides, the President of

the Parliament, stated:

Although there was a considerable degree of cooperation in the House
[of Representatives] on a number of issues ... the main problem was
that no feeling of trust was created between the two leaders, the
President and Vice-President, which could have started at the top and
worked its way down.*?

The assumption that goodwill could have solved the main political difficulties of the
first three years of the Republic might be questionable but the possibility is still
relevant for our analysis. Clerides explains that during 1960-1961 there were clear
signs that through the necessary compromises in all three pillars of the state the
constitution could have worked.”® Nevertheless, the main problems that eventually
led to the breakdown were firstly the constitutional need for separate majorities for
the adoption of the tax legislation and secondly, the establishment of separate
municipalities in the five main towns of the island. These were the main issues to

which the two communities’ leaderships were unable to find a compromise solution.**

Besides these political differences, the fundamental need to build bridges of
cooperation and trust was also hampered by another factor. Both communities were
secretly importing arms, making ammunition and enhancing the numerical strength
of their secret armies by bringing in mainland Greeks or Turks.*® The paramilitary
organizations formed under the command of Greek-Cypriot officials, like the

underground army of the Minister of Interior, Polikarpos Yorkadijis, and the other two

*2 cited in Niyazi Kizilyurek, Glafkos Clerides: The path of a country (Nicosia: Rimal Publications,
2008), p.97
*3 Clerides, Vol.l, op. cit., p.130
** General information about the main constitutional tension areas to be found in: Stanley Kyriakides,
Cyprus: Constitutionalism and Crisis Government (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press,
1968) pp.72-103; Clerides, Vol.l, op. cit., pp.114-126
“* Saint Cassia, Patterns of covert politics, op. cit., p.122;
Attalides, Nationalism and International Politics, op. cit., p.55
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under the command of Nikos Sampson and Vassos Lyssarides, both Members of the
Parliament, were a clear indication that the Cyprus problem had not been solved in
1960. In the Turkish-Cypriot community similar tendencies were at work.*® The TMT
focused on the aims set in 1958, and continued to recruit fighters, until time was
‘right’ for action.*” The time was ‘right by the end of 1963, when the explosive

situation needed a small spark to lead to the inter-communal violence that followed.

Due to the lack of the necessary compromise to address the constitutional impasse,
Makarios in November 1963 decided to take a radical step and made a proposal to
the Vice-President for certain amendments — the famous ‘Thirteen Points’ - on the
basic constitutional framework, which according to the former were necessary for the
smooth functioning of the state.*® The immediate and strongly negative response of
Turkey gave little room for manoeuvre to the Turkish-Cypriot leadership which
seemed willing to, at least, study Makarios’ proposals.”® Therefore, the Turkish-
Cypriots rejected them and the tense atmosphere created on the island led swiftly to
an inter-communal clash, on 21 December 1963, and to the subsequent

constitutional breakdown.

It is essential here to say more about the ‘Thirteen Points’ of Makarios. These were
indeed aiming at reducing the disproportionate constitutional privileges of the
Turkish-Cypriots and enhancing the unitary character of the state. Through the
account of the development of the inter-communal negotiations of 1968-1974 in the
later chapters, it will be evident that most of the points that were strongly rejected in

1963, in fact came to constitute the first Turkish-Cypriot concessions in 1968. When

*® Tansu op. cit.
*“’Ibid., p.13
*® See APPENDIX |1 of this thesis
* Soulioti, op. cit., p.315
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the time was ripe for negotiations and concessions, the 1963 proposals for
proportional representation of the two communities in the state’s apparatus along
with the abolition of the veto rights of the Vice-President were to be accepted by the
Turkish-Cypriot side. Moreover, by 1974 through the inter-communal talks there
were legal compromise formulas which settled on paper many problematic issues of
the Constitution. That however, seemed impossible in 1963. This element illustrates
that in policy-making and especially in a context of hostility and mistrust, rationality in
evaluating all the possible consequences, the value trade-offs, the empathy for the
opponent and the ‘ripe moment’ for any kind of radical changes are of crucial
importance. Unfortunately in the negotiating history of the period examined in this
study, these qualities were often absent from the decision-making processes of the

leaders of both communities.

By the end of 1963 the power-sharing model of the constitution collapsed. All the
Turkish-Cypriots employees of the state promptly withdrew from the government and
from their public posts and a large percentage of the Turkish-Cypriot population
retreated into enclaves created in several strategic parts of the island. For the Greek-
Cypriots, these withdrawals were perceived as acts of rebellion. For the Turkish-
Cypriot standpoint, this was an act of necessity for their physical protection.*®
However, the truth, as always, lays somewhere in the middle; but whatever the exact
truth might have been, these deeply contested versions have determined the
competing discourses at the international level and within the separate political

universes of the communities themselves.

**Necati Miinir Ertekiin, The Cyprus dispute and the birth of the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus
(Nicosia: K. Rustem, 1984), p.13
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Establishment of UN peace-building operation
The escalation of violence between the two communities in December of 1963 posed

severe problems for the Guarantor powers and the wider stability of the region. The
danger for the eruption of a Greco-Turkish war was looming, since Turkey was
threating to intervene in Cyprus in order to protect the Turkish-Cypriot minority. A
while later, Makarios declared that both the Treaty of Alliance and Guarantee were
the main source of the anomalous situation and thus his Government decided to
abrogate them.® Conversely, Vice-President Kuchuk stated that the December crisis
bore out primarily that the two communities could not live peacefully together, the
Constitution was dead and thus partition was the only viable solution.® It was urgent,
therefore, especially for the British and the Americans, to find a way to reconcile the
wide gap in both communities’ perceptions before the crisis further deteriorated and
negatively affected their own security interests in the area. Initially, Britain took the
lead and invited the interested parties to a conference in London, which ended in
failure. The best possible option for the Greek-Cypriot leadership was recourse to
the UN but this was still discounted by the western powers due to the fear that it
might provide a cover for Soviet involvement.>® It should be borne in mind that most
UN member-states, as Cyprus, belonged to the Non-Aligned movement. Therefore,
through the UN, Makarios’ Government could have gathered valuable diplomatic
support. Aimost two months after the outbreak of the inter-communal violence, it was

impossible to reach a satisfactory agreement over the peace-keeping of the island.

> Soulioti, op. cit., p.368
*2 |pid., p.369
°3 Cyprus Mail, 4 January 1964
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After several attempts to break the deadlock over the latter, Britain decided to take

the matter to the UN Security Council.>*

From 18 February until 4 March 1964, there was an intense debate in the Security
Council in New York about the most appropriate way to address the Cyprus crisis.
The bipolarity of Cold-War rivalries was evident throughout.® Nonetheless, by 4
March the Security Council adopted the Resolution 186 unanimously, which made
provision for establishing a peacekeeping force, to be called United Nations Force in

Cyprus (UNFICYP), and envisaged the appointment of a UN Mediator.>®

It is true that the Resolution 186 is perceived to be a landmark for the Cyprus
problem.>” First and foremost, it constituted one of the most important diplomatic
victories for the Greek-Cypriots because it initially prevented NATO’s active
involvement in the Cyprus question, as favoured by the Western powers and Turkey,
and secondly, it recognized the Cyprus Government, even without the Turkish-
Cypriot representation in it, as the only legitimate party responsible for the
maintenance and restoration of the law and order on the island. Conversely, the
Turkish-Cypriots, disregarding American and Turkish suggestions, decided even
after this Resolution to remain isolated, thereby missing an important face-saving

opportunity to return to their abandoned posts.>®

Soon, however, it was evident that both the UNFICYP and the UN mediator were
unable to lead the parties towards a stable solution. During the first months of

UNFICYP’s assignment in Cyprus, both communities’ militias hampered its smooth

> Ker-Lindsay, The Origins of the United Nations Force in Cyprus, op. cit., p.123
°° Further information about the Security-Council proceedings in: Ker Lindsay op. cit.; Soulioti op. cit.
% Security-Council Resolution 186 of 4 March 1964 (S/5575)
>" Soulioti, op. cit., p.465
*% Nicolet, op. cit., p.293
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functioning. Cyprus became essentially a ‘powder keg’, whilst bombing and shooting
incidents remained a constant theme on the daily news.>® Turkey threatened to
militarily intervene on several occasions, while the island was brought twice to the
brink of a war. Firstly, in June 1964, Ankara was ready to intervene, when the
Americans, with the notorious letter of President Johnson, stopped them at the
eleventh hour.?® This for Turkey was diplomatic humiliation. Nonetheless, the crisis
had not been completely averted. Each side’s forces tried to intercept the military
plans of the opponent for expanding de facto control over certain areas on the island.
By August this led to a recurrence of inter-communal fighting and subsequently to
new Turkish air raids over Cyprus, which seriously threatened again the peace of the

region.

Meanwhile, the first UN Mediator, Sakari Tuomiojia, almost a month after assuming
his post in Cyprus, admitted that he was at a complete impasse, unable to make any
breakthrough to restore normality. Both he and the UN Secretary-General therefore,
discreetly allowed the US to take the lead in the mediation.®* The Americans still
considered that the Cyprus problem should had been dealt principally between
Greece and Turkey, overestimating Athens’ ability to manipulate Makarios. Given the
constitutional breakdown, both the Americans and the British then concluded that
some form of enosis with territorial concessions for Turkey was the most appropriate,
and, from their point of view, pragmatic solution that would probably be acceptable to
the two NATO allies and more importantly secure Western interests in the area.®?

Consequently, after the June crisis, the Americans under Dean Acheson’s mediation

* UN Security-Council, Report by the Secretary-General on the UN operation in Cyprus, 26 April - 8
June 1964, (S/5764), 15 June 1964
% More information of the June 1964 crisis in: Nicolet op. cit., pp.236-246
® Nicolet, op. cit., p.230
%2 |pbid., p.231
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engaged in a series of negotiations with Athens and Ankara. The outcome of these,
were two plans in the name of the American policy-maker Dean Acheson, which
proposed two successive versions of enosis with certain territorial exchanges for
Turkey. Nonetheless, Acheson’s mediation ended in failure after both of his plans
were rejected, the first version by Athens and the latter by Ankara. Moreover,
Makarios’ rejection of both versions highlighted once again that the primary
responsibility for the island’s future lays solely with the Cyprus Government and the
UN, while he turned towards the Soviets for further military and diplomatic support.
After Acheson’s failure and the sudden death of Tuomiojia, the UN Secretary-
General decided to take back the lead in the mediation on the island. A new UN
mediator was appointed and the Americans decided to gradually disengage from

actively seeking for a long-term solution to the Cyprus question.®®

Constitutional breakdown, serious inter-communal clashes and a buffer zone dividing
the Greek and Turkish sector of the capital of the island, known as the Green Line,*
were the price Cyprus paid for this inter-communal crisis. Turkey for the first time in
January 1964 used as a pretext the Treaty of Guarantee to intervene in Cyprus. The
US and Soviet Union were actively engaged with the Cyprus problem, while the two
communities’ leaderships in Cyprus were completely estranged, having almost all
official channels of communication closed. The violent events of 1963/1964 was an
early indication of what was about to follow ten years later. The power-sharing

model, as had been articulated, in such a fragile manner at independence had

collapsed in violence creating refugees, missing persons, and physical destruction.

%3 |bid., p.306
% Soulioti, op. cit., p.371
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Very ominously for the future, the different paramilitary organizations saw in this the
opportunity to enhance their own authority and goals. In this situation the two political
leaderships were already becoming preoccupied with their own extreme factions,
underpinning inflexible positions and creating conditions for the failure of UN
Mediation in March 1965. After that, the impasse, — above all an impasse within the
island’s political culture itself — was to shape the political landscape of Cyprus for the
ten dramatic years ahead. The ensuing experience, with its principally internalized

focus will be the focus of our treatment.
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CHAPTER ONE

Galo Plaza Report, 1964-1965: Origins and Consequences

The events of December 1963 indicated that the Zurich-London Arrangements, not
only failed to produce a lasting and peaceful solution to the Cyprus question, but on
the contrary triggered a new unstable era. The internal turmoil led to a complex
situation that widened the perceptions’ gap about the optimal settlement between the
two communities. Since the initiation of the peace-making effort in March 1964, the
UN officials had been well aware that the variables surrounding the Cyprus question
included elements such as the interests at stake of various important players, a
fragile balance which threatened the region’s peace and an already precarious co-
existence of the two communities. In addition, the latters’ lack of trust and genuine
will to compromise progressively shaped a very difficult and challenging task for any
prospective Mediator. Although himself not optimistic on arrival, the second UN
Mediator in Cyprus, Senor Galo Plaza Lasso, still felt able to say that he saw some

“rays of hope”.®®

A few months later, on 26 March 1965 Plaza, submitted his report, containing what
he characterized as “directions which the parties should explore in the search for a
peaceful solution and an agreed settlement”.®® By clarifying that these directions
were to be considered neither as recommendations nor as concrete suggestions, he
highlighted the need for the immediate initiation of direct talks between the two

communities.®” However the parties’ perceptions, regarding not only the nature of

® Press Release UNC88, Press Conference by Galo Plaza, Special Representative of the Secretary-
General on 17 September 1964: DO 220/121, TNA

® UN Security-Council, Report of the UN Mediator on Cyprus to the Secretary-General, 26 March
éL965 (S/6253), paragraph 169

Ibid., paragraph 170
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these directions but their content as well, were diametrically different to Plaza’s view.
Although this report sought to bring the parties towards a constructive basis for direct
negotiations, it drove them further apart. A ‘comfortable’ impasse for both
leaderships — that is, one which both could see as not hindering their respective
long-term aims — was then created, which unavoidably led to the acceleration of the

separate political and social evolution of the two communities on the island.

In order to have a clear insight into the situation and the determining nature of the
Mediator’s report for the later evolution of the Cyprus problem, it is important to
identify the reasons that led to Plaza’s failure in 1965. This chapter therefore, will
initially examine the prevailing atmosphere upon his assuming of the Mediator’s post
in Cyprus, along with the negotiating objectives and agendas of the conflicting
parties. Subsequently, Plaza’s assessments will be identified along with the
reactions raised by the conflicting parties and the aftermath of his short-lived
mediation. Before these, however, it is important to sketch out a brief background to

the appointment of Galo Plaza in September 1964.

The new Mediator in Cyprus
In terms of reaching a functional settlement, the Cyprus problem is inevitably

perceived as one of the conspicuously unsuccessful missions of the UN. It is for that
reason that this problem has usually been characterized as the ‘diplomat’s
graveyard’. Perhaps it was indeed a bad omen the sudden death of the first such
Mediator, the Finnish Diplomat Sakari Tuomioja, on 9 September 1964, only a few
months after his assignment to Cyprus. Finding a suitable Mediator back in March

1964, acceptable to all of parties concerned was not an easy task for the UN
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Secretary-General. U Thant in particular, admitted that he was “completely stuck”®®
After the new wave of inter-communal clashes in August 1964, the failure of
Acheson'’s initiative and Washington’s gradual disengagement from the active efforts
to broker an agreement, there was again a pressing need for the UN Secretary-
General to recapture the initiative over the mediation efforts, not least by finding a

suitable successor of Tuomioja.

Having previously been the Political Advisor of UNFICYP, apparently familiar with all
the peculiarities and complexities of the Cyprus problem, and without any other
viable options, U Thant believed that Plaza was the natural alternative after
Tuomioja’s death. As the Political Advisor of the peacekeeping operation, Plaza’s
main task had been to effectively manage the daily tensions that occurred between
the two communities, to negotiate short-term solutions with Greek and Turkish-
Cypriot officials separately, and above all to head off any fresh recourse to
violence.®® Besides his previous post in Cyprus, Galo Plaza was an ex-President of
Ecuador and an “old hand at UN troubleshooting”.”® He was assigned in 1958 as a
chairman of a UN observation group in Lebanon and two years later as a chairman
of a study group on the Congo problems.”* He therefore, had a good deal of

experience of deeply divided and even collapsed societies.

Nevertheless, the name of the new Mediator drew mixed reactions within the
Turkish-Cypriot community and Turkey. Although generally considered as a skilled

UN official, the Turkish side perceived that Plaza, through his UNFICYP post, thus

% Sir Patrick Dean (New York) to Foreign Office (hereafter FO), 14 March 1964: DO 220/120, TNA
° Linda B. Miller, World Order and Local Disorder: the United Nations and internal conflicts
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1967) p.130;
7Doerek Dodson, (FO): Visit of the UN Mediator, 16 October 1964: FO 371/174770, TNA
" I'tl"_r:je Morning Record, 23 September 1964
id.
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far tended to favour the Greek-Cypriots. Besides, his Latin-American background
made him instinctively anti-colonial and strongly supportive of the principle of self-
determination. For that reason, before U Thant made public his final decision,
Ankara discreetly but unsuccessfully lobbied in order to ward off Plaza’'s
appointment.”® The British had convinced them, however, that U Thant's choice was
perhaps the only viable alternative at that critical juncture. Turkey, therefore,
grudgingly agreed to the latter’'s assignment and on 16 September 1964 Galo Plaza
officially succeeded the late Sakari Tuomiojia. Nevertheless, the impartiality or
otherwise of the new Mediator continued to constitute a great source of concern for
Turkey and Turkish-Cypriots, and from their perspective the final outcome of the

report seemed to prove them right.

Lessons from Dean Acheson’s mediation of summer 1964

| am not going into this blindfolded. | am very much aware of the
difficulties involved in this complex task. However, if it is believed that |
am in a position to make a positive contribution to the cause of peace, |
find it a moral obligation to accept the assignment. If | fail, | will move
on and let a better man to take over. Mediators must be understood to
be expendable.”

With these words Galo Plaza opened on 17 September a new chapter in the peace-
making of the Cyprus problem. He knew that if he wanted to produce any concrete
results he had to follow a totally new approach to that of his predecessor. The
developments that took place throughout the summer of 1964 and particularly the
failure of the US mediation with Dean Acheson in Geneva gave important lessons
that all parties had to take now under serious consideration. Primarily, the Cyprus

problem was not an exclusively Greco-Turkish affair and thus a solution on the basis

2 John Rennie (FO): Cyprus, Appointment of a Mediator, 14 September 1964: FO 371/174770, TNA
" Press Release UNC88, 17 September 1964: DO 220/121, TNA

48



of enosis with territorial exchanges for Turkey was not as feasible as Britain and US -
believed. Although after summer of 1964 enosis was still regarded by the West as
the only solution that would guarantee stability in the area, the UN continued to seek
out possible middle ground between the two communities and their motherlands. It
should be stated that although Plaza sought American and British diplomatic support
and their help to exert moderate influence on the parties, he also requested that they
accept that mediation would be an exclusively UN initiative which only he would take
responsibility for it if it failed.”* The Anglo-Americans consented and decided to
shelve the enosis option for the moment, let the UN take the lead in seeking a
solution that would focus firstly on preserving independence on the island and,

above all, put a stop to any further destabilisation.”

The most important lesson for Plaza was that Makarios and the Cyprus Government
had to be maintained at the centre of the negotiating attempts since anything else
was a recipe for failure.”® Makarios had made plain that he was not going to accept
any solution that would seem to be imposed from the outside, regardless of its
benefits.”” The Republic of Cyprus was a sovereign state and in principle a solution
had to be sought within the island according to Security Council Resolution 186 and
with the UN in the driving seat. Besides, Makarios’ political manoeuvres during the
Geneva negotiations of Acheson provided evidence, not for the first time, of the
falsity of the British, American and Turkish belief that Greece had the necessary

leverage to force Makarios to accept a solution in the making of which he had not

" Memorandum of Conversation, US Department of State (hereafter DoS), 9 November 1964: DoS,
Office of the Historian, Doc.164
® Nicolet, US Police Towards Cyprus, op. cit., pp.306-312;
Dodson, Visit of the UN Mediator 16 October 1964: FO 371/174770, TNA
& Major-General Alec Bishop (Nicosia) to Commonwealth Relations Office (hereafter CRO), 21
September 1964: DO 220/121, TNA
" Memorandum of Conversation, DoS, 9 November 1964: DoS Office of the Historian, Doc.164
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been involved.” It should be stressed, however, that throughout the following
decade Turkey never really accepted this counter-thesis, whilst Greece tried
unsuccessfully to reverse it by constantly trying to strengthen its military presence
and political influence on the island.” Nonetheless, after Geneva the Greek
Government, ostensibly at least, decided to follow a common line with the Cyprus
Government, refused to have bilateral discussions with Turkey and argued that a

solution should first be sought on the basis of independence.®

Despite all the above however, the most important ‘side-effect’ for the West during
the Geneva negotiations was that it reinforced Makarios’ turn to the Soviet Union. In
August 1964 Makarios secured not only military support but also a diplomatic
‘shield’, with a statement confirming that “if a foreign armed intervention takes place
in Cyprus the Soviet Union will help Cyprus to defend its freedom and

independence”.®*

Acheson’s mediation, meanwhile, had a negative effect on Turco-American relations.
Following the diplomatic humiliation in June 1964, when President Johnson
prevented Ankara from intervening in Cyprus, the Turkish Government believed that
Washington was letting them down again. Ankara was coming under fire at home for
being too subservient to the Western alliance, including over Cyprus. In these

circumstances, enosis in any form became impossible for Turkey.®? Whilst never

For more information see: Petros E. Garoufalias, EAAG¢ kai Kutrpog: Tpayika SedAuara, eukaipie
mou xa@énkav (19 ®eBpouapiou 1964-15 loudiou 1965), (Athens: Bergadi Publications 1982); Spyros
Papageorgiou, Ao tnv Zupixn eis arov ArriAa, Téuocg Il (Athens: Ladias 1980)
" Henry Labouisse (Athens) to DoS, 9 October 1964: Office of the Historian, Doc.163
% Attalides, Nationalism and International Politics, op. cit.,, p.8
& |pid., p.141
82 Raymond Hare (Ankara) to DoS, 8 September 1964: DoS, Office of the Historian, Doc.156;
Tozun Bahceli, Cyprus in the Politics of Turkey since 1955. In Norma Salem (ed) Cyprus: A Regional
Conflict and its Resolution, (London: Macmillan Press, 1992), 62-70 (p.66);
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abandoning the belief that Cyprus was a matter to be dealt primarily between Greece
and Turkey, the Turkish Government now seemed willing to go along with UN
Mediation, whilst harbouring misgivings about Plaza.?® It also hedged its bets,
however, on making fresh declarations about the inviolability of the Zurich-London
settlement, and at the same time on arguing that any new constitutional arrangement

in Cyprus had to be a federal one.

Having all these realities in mind, in taking up the reins, Plaza’s basic idea was to
concentrate principally on the leaders of the two communities with the concept of
thrashing out a solution “without an absolute winner or absolute loser”.?*
Absoluteness, however, remained the nub of the matter. Plaza soon began to
discover that each of the Cypriot parties was not preoccupied with an urgent
agreement to sooth existing discontents, but rather with gaining time to strengthen
their own negotiating positions through outside alliances and, most essentially, a
series of faits accomplis on the island. Meanwhile, polarization of their public opinion

was essential for this ‘game’.®® The American Ambassador in Ankara caught the

essence in November 1964 when he reported:

Despite Galo Plaza's inveterate optimism and political virtuosity,
including close rapport with Makarios, his multiple conversations
with all parties concerned have not resulted in any narrowing of
gap,...., but instead have served [to] reveal that gap greater than
was thought.®

Suha Bolukbasi, The superpowers and the Third World: Turkish-American relations and Cyprus
gLanham: University Press of America 1988) p.89
% Bishop to CRO, 12 October 1964: FO 371/174770, TNA
% press Release UNC88, 17 September 1964: DO 220/121, TNA
% Zenon Stavrinides, The Cyprus Conflict: National Identity and Statehood, (Nicosia: Loris Stavrinides
Press 1976), pp.57-60
% Hare to DoS, 30 November 1964: DoS, Office of the Historian, Doc.166
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The parties’ agendas
It could be argued that the developments of the first half of 1964 had nonetheless

secured the diplomatic preponderance of the Greek-Cypriot community vis-a-vis the
Turkish-Cypriots. The Security Council debate in March 1964 saw the Cyprus
Government and the Greek-Cypriot position broadly victorious. The Greek-Cypriots
controlled the state’s machinery enjoying the international recognition given to them
by the Resolution 186, whilst the Turkish-Cypriots were isolated, without any official
voice in the Government and fully dependent on Ankara’s diplomatic, and even

potentially physical, support.

Nevertheless, a second diplomatic battle within the UN was anticipated by both
sides. Particularly, after September 1964 both sides were getting prepared for a
General Assembly debate. Their preparation activities, however, to some extent,
overshadowed Plaza’s negotiations.®” At this point, we shall briefly define the
objectives of each party and the mechanisms employed in order to achieve them

during Plaza’s mediation.

Firstly, the Greek-Cypriot leaders agitated in favour of an independent, unitary,
integral, demilitarised and sovereign State with adequate safeguards for minority
rights and respect for the legitimate right of the people of Cyprus to determine their
future without outside interventions.®® There should be however, a particular
emphasis on the latter part of this assertion. The respect of the right of self-
determination for the Greek-Cypriot leadership naturally meant that as soon as
unfettered independence was consolidated, the Cypriots should have the right to

pursue freely unification of the island with Greece. Nevertheless, this enosis was

8 Robert Stephens, Cyprus: A Place of Arms. Power Politics and Ethnic Conflict in the Eastern
Mediterranean (London, Pall Mall Press 1966), p.202
8 UN Security-Council, Report of the UN Mediator, (S/6253) paragraph 67
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very different from the one that the Greek Government and the West had sought.®®
For the Cyprus Government it meant primarily, unconditional enosis, without any
territorial exchanges to Turkey, and secondly, that Cyprus would enjoy a special
status within Greece’s administration, since it would not be bound by any of the
latter’s international commitments.?® Makarios already knew, however, that this was
impractical. Nevertheless, he could not openly admit that enosis, which was still
perceived by Greek-Cypriots as the only road for national salvation, was an illusory
dream.’® Although he continued to pay constant lip-service to enosis, Makarios
decided to put the dream into cold storage for the moment, and work towards the
consolidation of the first goal; an independent, unitary state with minority rights for
the Turkish-Cypriots. As will be explained, the first step towards that goal was to
institutionally re-organize and economically develop the state along the lines he
favoured, by removing all the contentious provisions of the Constitution. The
absence of the Turkish-Cypriot factor was going to make this task easier. Secondly,
he had to find ways to get rid of the 1959 Treaties of Alliance and Guarantee, which
for him not only undermined but also posed a real threat to the sovereignty of the
Republic. Finally, he had to force the Turkish-Cypriot community into accepting the

minority status on offer, but without provoking military intervention by Turkey.

In order to achieve the latter, the Cyprus Government decided to impose a series of
measures aiming to tighten the pressure on the Turkish-Cypriots residing in the
enclaves created after the inter-communal clashes of December 1963. More

specifically, the embargo of the so-called ‘strategic materials’ that could have been

2(9) Memorandum of Conversation, (DoS), 9 November 1964: DoS, Office of the Historian, Doc.164
Ibid.;
FO to UK Mission New York, 20 October 1964: DO 220/121, TNA
% Interview with Glafkos Clerides, Nicosia, 23 September 2011
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used for building arms and fortifications - such as iron, tiles, cement, several types of
clothing and raw materials, building materials, fuel, batteries and so on - and
restrictions of movement were an indispensable part of the Government’s attrition
policy towards the isolated Turkish-Cypriots.”” In February 1965, however, a few
months after the strict embargo, the Cyprus Government argued that it was ready to
discuss with the Turkish-Cypriots but solely on the basis of minority rights.*® All other
procedures, seemingly, were rejected.’® We shall see that this proved to be a highly

ineffective policy.

On the other hand, nullifying the two 1960 Treaties was practically very difficult due
to its wider legal and international implications. Immediately after the December
1963 clash, Makarios unilaterally declared that the Treaties were no longer valid for
the Cyprus Government, but this statement was not accepted by the other
signatories, especially Britain and Turkey.® The treaties had been signed by the two
communities themselves and the three guarantors, whilst their abrogation or
amendment needed the consent of all the signatories. Nonetheless, the Cyprus
Government was determined to eliminate all the obstacles to its sovereignty and
believed that the forthcoming UN General Assembly debate and resolution would
provide a stepping stone in that direction.?® It tried therefore, to secure diplomatic
support by initiating a ‘good-will mission’ towards the Non-Aligned countries - where

the quest for self-determination was highlighted - and towards the Soviet Union -

2 UN Security-Council, Report by the Secretary-General on the UN operations in Cyprus, 10
September 1964, (S/5950) paragraphs 188-191;

Richard A. Patrick., Political geography and the Cyprus conflict, 1963-1971 (Waterloo: Department of
Geography, Faculty of Environmental Studies, University of Waterloo, 1976) p.106
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stressing the West's allegedly sinister and divisive plans in the region.”” In the
meantime, the Cyprus Government tried to incapacitate the Treaty of Alliance by
creating obstacles and setting pre-conditions for the rotation of Turkey’s troops.® In
October 1964, when the troop rotation issue came up, Ankara appeared flexible and
accepted some of the Cyprus Government’s pre-conditions. However, in February
1965, when that issue re-surfaced, the Turkish Government was determined to show
a firm hand, even in indicating a preparedness to intervene if the rotation was

hampered.*

On the other side of the buffer line, as already stated, there was an isolated and
internally weak Turkish-Cypriot leadership. By rejecting their characterization as a
rebellious minority, the Turkish-Cypriots tried to convince the international
community that they were in fact the victims of what they depicted as a repressive
and illegal Greek-Cypriot Government, which was planning their complete
domination.'® The imposition of what was characterized by Ankara as a criminal
blockade on the Turkish-Cypriots who lived in the enclaves, was seen as a proof of
the Greek-Cypriots’ determination to condemn them to live under concentration
camp conditions until they were brought to their knees.'®* Moreover, the constant
rhetoric of enosis by the Greek-Cypriots leaders (increasingly formulaic though it
may have been for some of them) was a firm indication for Ankara and the Turkish-

Cypriots that the sole adequate mechanism for ensuring their safe existence on the
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island was the physical and geographical separation of the two communities through

a federal state or even partition. %

In fact, the conditions for the establishment of a federation, such as defined and
geographically coherent areas where Greek and Turkish-Cypriots might carry on a
separate existence, did not exist. On the contrary, Turkish-Cypriot and mixed villages
were spread throughout the island and the creation of a federated state would have
implied a compulsory movement of population. As in 1956 when Lord Radcliffe, the
constitutional expert assigned to prepare proposals for a Cyprus Constitution, now
Plaza was constantly emphasizing to the Turkish side that the above reality confirms
that a federal system in Cyprus would not be functional.'® The Turkish-Cypriot
leadership, including the TMT under Ankara’s guidance, sought to effect the
necessary conditions. The creation of strategic enclaves in several parts of the island
and Turkish-Cypriot self-isolation in them was a prerequisite for such consolidation.
The main ones were in Nicosia and the villages of Limnitis, Lefka and Kokkina. In
addition, securing the control of the main road which connected Nicosia and Kyrenia
was perceived as a key development for the Turkish-Cypriot aims. This road enabled
them to concentrate the necessary military equipment and to forbid the Greek-
Cypriot movement throughout their own sectors.’®* Such a heightening of the

minority’s sense of security was essential to maintaining its morale.

For ensuring the separation of the two communities on the ground, the TMT leaders

and Turkish military officials imposed severe restrictions of movement outside these
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enclaves, trying thus to cut off inter-communal contacts and prevent any
fraternization with Greek-Cypriots. Pamphlets were occasionally circulated
throughout the Turkish-Cypriot enclaves regarding fines and punishments for
association with Greek-Cypriots.'® Simultaneously, Turkish-Cypriot military and
political leaders initiated an aggressive propaganda proposing their distinctive
version of the present situation and the events which had shaped them.'® For that
reason, it was essential to promote the strengthening of a common Turkish
consciousness, especially during the first months of the separation, by engaging as
many Turkish-Cypriots as possible with the separate administration and the fighters’
corps.’®” Additionally, the cultivation of mistrust for the ‘common enemy’ and the
physical elimination of voices in favour of peaceful co-existence, were also crucial
parts of their plans. Simultaneously, the Turkish-Cypriot leadership was able to point
to the economic restrictions imposed on them to give evidence of their victimization
by Makarios’ Government. This was also illustrated in several UNFICYP
commanders’ reports, recalling visits to the Kokkina caves inhabited by refugees, so

allowing the TMT leaders to claim that the situation was worse than it really was.'%®

With their own leverage faltering, both within the island and in the UN debates, the
Turkish-Cypriot leaders felt threatened, and to counterbalance this weakness Ankara
initiated an internationalisation strategy designed to maximize its limited political
assets. Through this strategy the Turkish Government sought to portray the

illegitimacy of the Cyprus Government and the inability of the two communities to live
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together under a unified state.’® It was essential for Ankara to gain outside support
in order to prevent a General Assembly resolution which could diplomatically
strengthen Makarios’ position, especially on the aspect the 1960 Treaties. Ankara’s
first stop was Moscow, where the Turkish diplomacy ‘played’ the enosis card.
Although the Soviets in August 1964 had given assurances to the Cyprus
Government for support in case of an external aggression, at the same time USSR
wanted to prevent any type of enosis, since that would have brought Cyprus under
NATO'’s protection. Ankara and Moscow therefore, were ready to form a common
front against enosis were it to become at all imminent. The Turco-Soviet
rapprochement of autumn 1964 secured two important gains for Turkey; firstly, in
November 1964 a joint communiqué which made reference to both communities’
legal rights and the inviolability of the 1960 Treaties*'%; and, secondly, in January
1965, a statement by the Soviet Foreign Minister, Andrei Gromyko, favourable to the

concept of a federal solution for Cyprus.**

Moscow’s support for Turkey’s position in this sense had affected to some extent the
dynamics of the Cyprus problem. As the American Ambassador in Turkey explained,
the Turco-Soviet rapprochement alleviated the previous American concern for the
growing Soviet influence over Makarios’ Government.**?> As a result, it reduced

America’s previous sense of urgency to find a solution on the basis of enosis.

After a series of negotiations and a shuttle diplomacy between the interested parties,
the UN mediator had a clear image both of their overt and hidden agendas. It should

be re-emphasized, however, that at that juncture it was the Greek-Cypriots who held
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July 1965: DO 220/11, TNA

2 Hare to DoS, 30 November 1964: DoS, Office of the Historian, Doc.166
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a tight rein of the island.**® Moreover, it was true that in terms of history, legality and
democracy, the Greek-Cypriot objectives had clear elements of legitimacy, indeed.
Nevertheless, the Greek-Cypriot leaders crucially failed to make accurate and
pragmatic evaluation about their ‘opponents’ objectives and position.*** One of these
mistakes was the erroneous beliefs of the Cyprus Foreign Ministry about the primary
concern of Turkey and Turkish-Cypriots. . The Greek-Cypriots underestimated the
importance of safeguarding Ankara’s own prestige and the security concerns of the
Turkish-Cypriots in any prospective settlement; they also overestimated the UN'’s
capabilities for providing adequate guarantees and anything other than moral
support to the parties. Spyros Kyprianou, the Cypriot Foreign Minister, reiterated his
belief that Turkey’s “sine qua non in the Cyprus problem” was the rights of the
Turkish-Cypriots themselves. After securing the latter, however, Ankara would have
probably sought a solution that would have satisfied its security concerns and finally
a compromise that would have constituted an honourable exit from the Cyprus

impasse.**® Kyprianou concluded:

The Turkish-Cypriots for the most part, do not have a preference as
to independence or enosis but are most interested in where they
can get reliable guarantees of human rights. He thought that they
would be happy to accept these if they involve some degree in
autonomy and religion, culture, education, and personal status,
combined with some Government financial assistance.'®

3 Hare to DoS, 30 November 1964: DoS, Office of the Historian, Doc.166
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These assessments were proved to be mistaken but they would continue to highly

affect the Greek-Cypriot decision-making process until 1974.**"

The truth was really an inversion of this ranking. The Cyprus problem had become a
huge liability for Turkey and therefore, the first and most important concern for
Ankara was to find a face-saving way out both for its public opinion and the armed
forces.'*® A second concern was Turkey’s broader geopolitical and security interests,
insofar as Cyprus had any relevance from them, and very much last was the well-
being of the Turkish-Cypriots “with the latter being much the weakest point”, as the

Turkish Prime-Minister, Ismet Inonu confessed to Plaza.*®

It should also be borne in mind that Turkish general elections were scheduled for
October 1965 and that inevitably increased domestic pressure. This was not the first
time that the Cyprus issue had a great impact on Turkish politics. Since the 1950s,
the Cyprus issue had continuously affected Turkey’'s domestic and foreign policy.
Admittedly, Cyprus was only one of several territorial issues in which Turkish
interests were involved in the wider region, stretching into Asia and the Caucasus,
and which also raised the possibilities of tension with the Soviet Union. Of these
various engagements, however, Cyprus was the one where the risks could be more
easily calibrated and whenever necessary kept within bounds. Furthermore, the
‘threat of extinction’ of the Turkish-Cypriot minority bound up with the Greek-Cypriot
claim for enosis became a convenient tool for mobilizing new followers and popular

support for new political movements and parties in Turkey itself. Those movements

7 Reports from meetings of the Cypriot and Turkish Foreign Ministers in December 1969 reflect the
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were actively seeking to energize public opinion not only amongst the Turks but also
to encourage the Turkish-Cypriots to fight against enosis. The Turkish press
campaign towards that goal was an element that clearly had a purely domestic
political dimension. The press created internal pressures on the Turkish
Governments to evolve a more effective and radical strategy towards the
‘unredeemed’ Turkish-Cypriot population.*® This factor had become increasingly
significant over the second half of the 1950s, and continued throughout the following

decade.

Having in mind the totally inflexible positions of Nicosia and Ankara, Plaza could
have only succeeded if he could manage to simultaneously lead the parties towards

moderation with the same face-saving formula. Was that possible?

Galo Plaza measures his options
Pursuing their respective strategies, and positioning themselves for the looming

General Assembly debate, by the end of 1964 both Greek-Cypriots and Turkish-
Cypriots remained inflexible during their consultations with the Mediator.*?* Although
Plaza had reached several tentative conclusions, about the most functional and
lasting solution for the Cyprus problem and for the most appropriate procedure
towards it he decided to let the ‘storm’ of the expected UN debate fade and then to
make known his conclusions. However, by early February 1965 it became known
that the General Assembly on Cyprus would not take place and thus Plaza set about
drafting his report. The latter also calculated that the previous Turco-Soviet

rapprochement would constrain mainly the Greek-Cypriot reactions to his report, and

2°Helpful treatment for Cyprus and Turkish politics within: Haralambos Kafkarides, Toupkia-Kumpog

1923-1960: H Toupkikn MNoAimikn oto Kutrpiaké amré tov Ataroupk atov Mevrepéc (Nicosia: Amorgos,
2010) pp.137-157
2L UN Security-Council, Report of the UN Mediator, (S/6253), paragraph 8
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in particular that Makarios would line up behind it.*?* Since at that point the
international balance was seemingly changing, Plaza believed the time was ripe to
introduce the element he considered vital for success all round. He explained that he
would give both parties a “face-saving device to explain to their people why they
abandoned their entrenched positions”.*** This device for Plaza was his report. In

particular, he was aiming to:

Dislodge the present impasse without risking any serious deterioration
of the situation in particular in creating the necessary conditions for a
new phase in the mediation process, including the possibility of
multilateral talks.***

What, then, were the main options for settlement and the relevant factors that Plaza
had to consider? First of all, there was enosis, entailing two important implications.
Although it was the best possible solution for the West, essentially what Athens
wanted and what the Greek-Cypriots favoured for the distant future, it was not
possible for a UN representative to effectively recommend the dissolution of a
member state of the UN organization.'®® Its own membership would not permit any
such dangerous precedent. Enosis was perhaps only possible if it was the outcome
of a referendum but not from a unilateral UN proposal.*® Even in that case however,
there was one crucial element missing; a clear understanding between the Greek

Government and Makarios as to what enosis actually meant.*?’

Alternatively, there was the option of independence under a federal state with

physical separation of the two communities as Turks and Turkish-Cypriots favoured.
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Plaza ruled out this option since it was “utterly repugnant” to the majority of the
Cypriots.'®® Also, it would have required forced movement of population along with
the creation of more refugees. This would have damaging financial consequences,
especially for Turkish-Cypriots, who would be forced to look even more towards
Turkey for economic and material aid. That reality could easily lead to full partition

and that was contrary to the philosophy of the UN Charter of Human Rights.*?°

Lastly, there was the option of a solution on the basis of independence with
adequate UN guarantees for the Turkish-Cypriots and demilitarization of the
island.™*° Plaza saw this as potentially acceptable to all parties since it would have
satisfied the Turks on the grounds that the Zurich-London Treaties were still valid,
and was essentially what Makarios was in favour of, even if he could not yet say so
openly. Simultaneously, the Turkish-Cypriot rights would have been effectively
guaranteed. Lastly, demilitarizing the island and preventing enosis helped to satisfy

Turkey’s security interests.™®

Nonetheless, this type of settlement required some form of negotiations. But this was
where the problems really began. Since it was imperative that Makarios remained in
the centre of any negotiations, these had to be conducted between the two
communities. This option however, was constantly rejected by Turkey. Meanwhile,
Makarios agreed to negotiate as the President of the Republic of Cyprus and not as
a community leader opposite some Turkish-Cypriot counterpart. Arguably, the most

efficient negotiating method was through direct exchanges between Makarios and
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Turkey who held effective control within their respective communities. This however,
was an option that primarily clashed with the principles set by the contested parties
and was, impossible for the UN Mediator to suggest.*** Both the UN Mediation and
Western diplomacy increasingly sought in vain to ‘square the circle’ of any type of
negotiations over Cyprus.™*® Plaza’s report appeared to be the ‘last hurrah’ in such

an exercise.

On the eve of the submission of the Mediator’s report, there was no sign that the
latter was succeeding in bringing the parties towards a common ground. The Greek-
Cypriot side was at least content that the looming report had overtaken a UN
General Assembly debate in which Turkey, after the Turco-Soviet rapprochement of
November 1964, might have mobilised support. The Greek-Cypriots were confident
that Plaza’s conclusions would veer in their direction, and even though likely to be
rejected by the Turkish-Cypriots, could reinforce their own future bargaining

positions. ***

Conversely, the Turkish Government had a very different perception not only about
the timing of the publication of the report but also about its content. Ankara
expressed strong reactions to the possibility of Plaza submitting a possibly
unfavourable report before the forthcoming elections in Turkey of October 1965.1%

Ankara was anxious to ensure that even if the report was published, the Mediator

should merely reiterate basic historical and current facts, without making any

32 Memorandum of Conversation (D0S), 4 February 1965: DoS, Office of the Historian, Doc.175;

Steward to Lord Caradon, 5 March 1965: FO 371/179996, TNA;
Adair to Diggines, 31 December 1965: DO 220/50, TNA
133 Rusk to Athens, 22 January 1965: DoS, Office of the Historian, Doc.170;
Memorandum of Conversation, DoS, 4 February 1965: DoS, Office of the Historian, Doc.175;
Belcher to DoS, 1 February 1965: DoS, Office of the Historian, Doc.174;
Record of Conversation, with Galo Plaza, DoS, 2 February 1965: DO 220/121, TNA
34 Hunt, Dispatch: Reactions to the UN Mediator’s Report, 7 May 1965: DO 220/110, TNA
1% Bishop to CRO 26 February 1965: DO 220/121, TNA;
Steward to Lord Caradon, 5 March 1965: FO 371/179996, TNA
64



substantive proposals.’*® Otherwise, the Turkish Foreign Minister had threatened

Plaza to reject it in advance.®®” The Turkish Ambassador in Britain explained:

The Mediator’s report should not contain a clear-cut solution, or even
a basis on which the solution could be achieved... the Turks were
asking that the mediator should be encouraged to say that the
problem was insoluble and that he had nothing to suggest.**®

The Turkish-Cypriots for their part, according to the British High Commissioner in
Nicosia, Sir David Hunt, did not expect much from Plaza since they believed that he
was “a willing dupe of Makarios”.*® Hunt explained the general attitude of the

Turkish-Cypriot side as follows:

Let us wait and see what he [i.e Plaza] has to say but whatever it is we
stand on our constitutional rights as a community and [we] are ready to
negotiate only if the three Guarantor Powers are involved.'*°

It seemed, therefore, that the Turkish authorities, even more than the Turkish-
Cypriots, were almost bound to react strongly to Plaza’s report. Finally, aware that
the Mediator’s report would probably be inclined towards the Greek-Cypriot position
and afraid of the Turkish reaction, Britain and US were sceptical even about its
necessity.'* However, by March 1965, tension had again increased on the island
and there seemed no other alternative than to sit and wait in the hope that some

good might come out of it.

The UN Mediator’s report
A few days before the publication of his conclusions, Plaza explained that his report:
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Would be a detailed analysis of each element in the situation and |
hope that it would stimulate a flow of ideas which might help to move
the various parties away from their present entrenched position. It
would be the end of one chapter and the beginning of a new one. The
report would not contain any positive suggestions. | am a mediator
rather than an arbitrator. But | would lay down certain guide-lines. |
was not able to accept the Turkish view that the report should be
merely a historical account. | had tried to persuade the Turkish
Government that if they wanted the mediation to continue it was
essential to open up certain avenues along which future progress
might be made in negotiations.**?

On 26 March 1965, the report was unveiled at a UN Security Council meeting.**®
After making a brief historical background, an analysis of the previous mediation
effort and the objectives of the parties, the Mediator proceeded with his conclusions
and “indications of the possible future course”.*** Trying to deflect Turkish reactions,
he emphasized again that he was not an arbitrator and that nothing should be
imposed upon the parties. He stressed that the views contained in the report were

purely personal.**

Guided primarily by the UN Charter, most of his observations indeed favoured
Makarios’ position. Unsurprisingly, this infuriated the Turkish Government. Plaza
particularly recommended that a solution should be sought primarily within Cyprus
with negotiations between the two communities, on the basis of an independent,
demilitarized state with special guarantees for minority rights, that would be
supervised by a UN commissioner for as long as necessary, and autonomy for the
Turkish-Cypriots in religious, cultural, educational and personal status affairs.*®

Nevertheless, he proposed that there should also be a second stage of negotiations
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