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Chapter One

INTRODUCTION

1. THE POPULATION OF CYPRUS
The people of the island is basically divided into two ethnicity, Greek Cypriots (who are Orthodox and speak Greek) and Turkish Cypriots (who are Muslim and speak Turkish). English is also widely spoken in both sectors. 78% of the population of the island are Greek Cypriots, and 18% the Turkish Cypriots
. Also a small number of minorities (Armenians, Maronites and Latins) are living in Cyprus (mostly in the South). The demographic structure of the island has been changing considerably because of the huge number of Turkish settlers (since 1974) and the significant number of Russian settlers (many of them Greek origin since 1990).
The Greek Cypriots feel that Hellenism and Orthodoxy are interlinked and form a part of their national identity. Correspondingly, the Turkish Cypriots consider themselves as an extended part of the Turkish Nation. “Unification with motherlands” was their primary goal.
2. HISTORY OF CYPRUS
During the BRONZE AGE (3900-2500 BC) copper brought wealth to Cyprus. Increasing wealth promoted the trade with the Near East, Egypt and the Agean. Since then Cyprus was dominated by Assyria, Egypt, Persia, Alexander the Great, the Roman Empire (when the Roman Empire was divided into two [395] Cyprus came under the Byzantium), the Arabs, Richard the Lion-Heart, the Knights Templars, the Lusignan Dynasty (1192-1489). The Venetians (1489-1571), Ottomans (1571-1878) and the Great Britain (1878-1960).
Under the Ottoman rule the Orthodox Church of Cyprus was given considerable control over the affairs of the Greek Cypriots and the two communities functioned more or less separately under the millet system
. Religious lines were usually drawn when it came to intermarriage, education and tax payment. 
With the advantages of the industrial revolution the Great Britain became a great power while the Ottoman Empire was declining. The European powers had a problem in deciding how to share the future collapsed Ottoman Empire and the current internal problems, this was called “the Eastern Question”
. Cyprus became more important for the Great Britain after the construction of Suez Canal by France (1869). When Ottomans fell into trouble in Turco-Russian War
, Cyprus was rented to the Great Britain (1878) in return to British help with a concept that British would station permanent troops in Cyprus and come to help Ottomans in case Russia attacked through East to come down to the southern coasts (particularly İskenderun Bay) of the Anatolia. Cyprus was given to The Great Britain officially by the Treaty of the Lausanne in 1923
. 
From the down of British occupation, Greeks had always demanded the union of Cyprus with Greece (ENOSIS). This demand opened the path to the formation of EOKA
 (National Organization of Greek Cypriot Fighters) after the World War II. The violent actions of EOKA started on April 1, 1955 with the aim of Enosis
 (unification with Greece) against the British colonial occupation. The Turkish Cypriots demanded Taksim (partition) or return of the island to Turkey. The Turkish Cypriot response to EOKA was the formation of TMT
 (Turkish Resistance Movement) on August 1, 1958. Significant number of the Turkish Cypriots joined the military and police services of the British administration between 1955-1960. The Greek Cypriots felt that the British colonialists exploited the minority in a “divide-and-rule” policy and used Turkish Cypriots as military police to fight the Greek members of EOKA. When situation became more complicated, British invited Turkey as an interested party for the future of the island at the first Cyprus Conference in London August 29-September 7, 1955.
Following the conference many plans and proposals were negotiated between Turkey, Greece and the Great Britain (1955-1958) but all of them failed. They were the following: 
· The proposals of John Harding (October 3, 1955)
.
· The Lord Radcliffe Plan (December 19, 1956)
.
· The proposals of Averoff (July 12, 1957)
.
· The proposals of Henry Spaak (October 1957)
.
· The Selwyn Lloyd’s Plan for “RESTRICTED INDEPENDENCE” (December 6, 1957)
.
· The Macmillan Plan (December 19, 1958)
.
Nevertheless February 19, 1959 brought a breakthrough in London.  The Treaty of Establishment of Cyprus, The Treaty of Guarantee, the Treaty of Alliance and several Additional Documents were signed by the prime ministers of three guarantor states of Cyprus (The Great Britain, Turkey and Greece). They were also signed by the leader of Greek Cypriots, Archbishop Makarios, and the leader of the Turkish Cypriots, Dr. Fazıl Küçük. The independence of the Republic of Cyprus was officially declared on August 16, 1960. The Republic of Cyprus became as a member of the UN on August 24, 1960. Yet, the settlement was very brittle. Already in 1963 Makarios promised thirteen amendments in the constitution without having the consent of the Turkish Cypriots. Thus, the legitimate constitutional order and the trust were broken and since there is no solution, yet, to the problem. 

3. WHY THERE IS A NEED FOR THIS STUDY?
Several reasons and goals have motivated me for this study. The future solution to the Cyprus problem is strictly connected to the guarantee system of Cyprus of 1960 which is still valid. Of course, objectively there is a reason to ask if my way to connect the future solution with the guarantee system is just wishful thinking or something which could be argued scientifically. Generally speaking, the study focuses on the following aspects:

· Some basic principles of the International Law regarding the validity of the treaties signed by the states.

· The power centres and the new global order and/or disorder.

· The security dilemma of Turkey and Greece.
· The EU enlargement and integration process related to Cyprus Problem.

· The Treaty of Guarantee, the Treaty of Alliance and the Additional Protocols No:1 and No:2, which were signed together with the Treaty of Establishment of the Republic of Cyprus in 1960. 
· The role of the United Nations in Cyprus.

· The privileges and obligations of the three guarantor states (Turkey, Greece and Great Britain) stipulated in the Treaty of Guarantee 1960. 

· The distinct and the dissenting opinions of the concerned parties on the 1960 guarantee system.
When we think about guarantees and Cyprus and try to decide whether it is a “part of the problem or part of the solution” there is also a need to answer the following questions: 
· Could the Treaty of guarantee of 1960 be kept as it is?
· Could the Treaty of guarantee of 1960 be totally abolished?
· Could the content and scope of 1960 Treaty of Guarantee be revised or amended? 

There are certain conditions and procedures to establish treaties in International Law. Accordingly, there are four conditions for a treaty.
1. A treaty could only be established between legal persons (mostly the sovereign states) who are authorized by International Law to do so.
2. A treaty should be harmonious with the International Law.
3. A treaty should establish new rights and responsibilities different from the former situation or should abolish the former situation.
4. A treaty must have two or more signing parties. 
In addition, there might be complementary additional records or secondary treaties linked to the primary one
.
The Treaty of Establishment of Cyprus, the Treaty of Guarantee, the Treaty of Alliance (1960) is concordant with the conditions mentioned above. In addition they were all authenticated by the signing parties (the Great Britain, Turkey, Greece and the Greek Cypriot and the Turkish Cypriot Leaders). Although there is no doubt with the legitimacy of those treaties there are claims that the treaties have been violated by all parties. The most significant ones are as follows:
· The Greek Cypriots attempted to change the constitutional order (1963) without having the consent of the Turkish Cypriots (fundamental issues in the constitution could not be changed unilaterally).  
· Greece staged a coup d’état against the legitimate President and the government of the Republic of Cyprus on July 15, 1974, with the demand for enosis. (Cyprus cannot join another state)
· Turkey occupied the 37% of the island. 
· The Great Britain neglected her duties over Cyprus. (Rights and responsibilities should be considered as a whole)
· Turkish Cypriots declared a separate state, namely TRNC (Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus) on November 15, 1983. (Partition and separation were forbidden) 
· Since May 1, 2004 the Republic of Cyprus became member of the European Union before a comprehensive solution to the problem and also despite the objections of both Turkey and the Turkish Cypriots. (Cyprus cannot become a member of any international organization where both Greece and Turkey are not members)
None of the guarantor states of Cyprus has declared the Treaty of Guarantee 1960 invalid according to the principle of the “pacta sunt servanda” in International Law.

Pacta sunt servanda means:   Pacts must be respected. It is a basic principle of Civil Law and of International Law with reference to international agreements; “every treaty in force binding upon the parties to it and must be performed by them in good faith”. The only limit to pacta sunt servanda is jus cogens (another principle of Common Law in International Law)

According to the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties (article 67/1) which was signed on May 23, 1969, any state which has an opinion that a treaty becomes invalid has to express a notification or made a declaration in order to inform the other parties and this should include the alternative proposals (article 65/1 of the same convention).


On the other hand when we examine the legal definition of jus cogens it is obvious that this "higher law" must be followed by all countries. For example, genocide or slave trade may be considered to go against jus cogens, due to peremptory norms. The 1986 Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties affirmed jus cogens as an accepted doctrine in International Law. States have used the concept of jus cogens in their efforts to achieve reforms in the existing law and international legal order
. In other words jus cogens, a subcategory of customary law, are norms that are accepted and recognised by the international community as the bare minimum acceptable behaviour from which no derogation is permitted. Jus cogens norms trump all competing principles of treaty and customary international law. 
Although Makarios claimed that guarantees were invalid because they contravened International Law, none of the three guarantor states has followed the procedures above. Also, there are some procedures in the International Law that should be followed by any legal person who wants to appeal to the International Court of Justice with a claim on the basis of jus cogens.

If the reason of invalidity of a treaty is because of jus cogens, the parties should make a joint appeal to the International Court of Justice. If the joint appeal is not possible in that case in accordance to the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties (Article 66/a), each party would have the right to appeal unilaterally.


None of the three guarantor states or any other legal person has appealed to the International Court of Justice with the claim of jus cogens regarding the Treaty of Guarantee of 1960. According to the Article 39 of the Vienna Convention on the Law of Treaties, any modification or amendment on any treaty needs the consent of all parties including the multilateral treaties
.
The Great Britain has neglected her duties over Cyprus but it has not yet announced a “renunciation”.
Renunciation means: The notification of a legal party who wants to give up its rights which obtained from a treaty
.

The second factor that has motivated this study is the reality that almost all concerned parties, all official and non-official mediators have largely stressed the content of a probable comprehensive solution rather than the guarantee system within the future solution. In other words, the future of the Treaty of Guarantee and its connection to the solution could be considered as an almost virginal issue. 
The framework of a probable comprehensive solution was drawn already in 1977 and 1979 summit agreements
. The future solution most probably would be based on the principles of bi-zonality, bi-communality, political equality and federalism. The 1977 Denktash-Makarios and 1979 Denktash-Kiprianou High Level Agreements were welcomed by all concerned parties and there is no official rejection from any party to those agreements. Although this framework was never been translated into a comprehensive solution, its principles have always been taken into consideration by the United Nations. Particularly the contents of the Annan Plan
 and the recent developments give us a broad perspective to note the reflections of this framework. It is very interesting to point out that very few words have been said about the future of the guarantee system. The mutual reluctance to discuss the Treaty of Guarantee has made it a taboo which must be broken.
After the strong Greek-Cypriot rejection of the 5th version of the Annan Plan (the latest proposals of the United Nations for a solution to the Cyprus problem) in a referendum on April 24, 2004 Alexandros Lordos made an evidence-based study in co-operation with Cymar Market Research Ltd in order to understand the Greek Cypriot response to the plan. In the conclusion of his study Lordos underlined six questions that need improvement to make the Plan acceptable for the Greek Cypriots in a probable second referendum. The first two were guarantees and security:
a. Guarantees

· International Guarantees should be given for the implementation of the agreement, which will include serious consequences for the side that violates provisions of the agreement.
· The agreement should state unequivocally that the new Federal State will be the legal successor state of the Republic of Cyprus.
b. Security
· The withdrawal of Turkish Troops should take place much sooner than provided in the current version of the Plan.

· Guarantor Powers should not have the right of unilateral intervention.

· The Greek and Turkish military contingents of 950 and 650 troops respectively, should not remain in Cyprus indefinitely
.

The future solution is connected to the Turkey’s EU accession process. The writer of this thesis has been member of a team visiting AKEL (the biggest political party in Cyprus known as “The Party Of The Working People”, that is the Communist Party) twice with a team from BDH (Peace and Democracy Movement) prior to the referendum in order to encourage the party leader Demetris Christofias (who is now the President of the Republic of Cyprus) to say “yes” to the Annan Plan. He was not strictly against the plan. Yet, he was reluctant to give support to the UN proposals mainly because of the security and guarantee issues.


In one of those meetings his question was: “Who will check the process and who will be authorized to prevent the unfortunate violations and which International power will guarantee the genuine application of the plan? The 19 years of memorandum are too long and this is for Turkey in her accession efforts to the EU. But there is a problem, that is to say if France or any other EU member state will veto Turkey’s accession to the European Union at any time because of any reason but Cyprus, what would happen to Cyprus then?” 



The Republic of Cyprus became a member of the EU on May 1, 2004 and the application of the acquis is suspended in those areas of Cyprus in which the Government of the Republic of Cyprus does not exercise effective control. Thus, the issues are so complicated that the old triple guarantee system is not sufficient to manage the situation.



The Republic of Cyprus is a sui generis (unique) state
. It is a creature of a series of International agreements. This means that the rights of the Republic of Cyprus were restricted from the very beginning. Any crucial change for the system (constitutional order, Treaty of Guarantee or Treaty of Alliance) has to be approved by all signing parties. From this perspective the Republic of Cyprus and all treaties related to the establishment of the Republic of Cyprus should be considered as a whole. The past experiences and the developments have shown us that the Republic of Cyprus could not be preserved as it was established in 1960 (the reasons and the consequences will be explained in chapter 3). The other related treaties should be revised accordingly. The present de facto situation does not fit with the totality criteria (mentioned above). On the contrary it gives an opportunity to all parties to claim the illegitimacy of the attempts and positions of the other parties. Consequently, the future solution should be extended to all matters including the Treaty of Guarantee of 1960. 



Beside the fact that the international treaties could not be abolished unilaterally the three guarantor states have a desire to preserve their privileges obtained through the Treaty of Guarantee, the Treaty of Alliance and the Treaty of Establishment of the Republic of Cyprus. It is very interesting to note that there is a Protocol on Cyprus stipulating that the Treaty of Accession of Cyprus in the European Union will not apply to the British Sovereign Military Bases in Cyprus (nor does the accession of England apply, because they are sovereign).

The Republic of Cyprus was established during the Cold War
. NATO held the control over Cyprus through three guarantor states which were its members. The Soviet Union collapsed in 1991 and the Cold War was over but NATO is still there with a desire for to promote Western interests. The Security Dilemma
 between Turkey and Greece has been reflected in the Turkish Cypriot-Greek Cypriot relations. The broken confidence has not been repaired yet. The Turkish Cypriots and the Greek Cypriots have been traumatized because of the violent events. The events and the unfortunate consequences of the bloody years of 1963-1967, the coup d’état on July 15, 1974 and the Turkish invasion on July 20, 1974 are still fresh in mind. The “S-300 missile crisis”
 in 1997 almost brought Turkey and Greece in the stage of war. The Greco-Turkish balance (including the historical claims over Cyprus) has always been a sensitive issue. 

Many issues are related to the International Relations and the International system. Two theories, neorealism and world-system theory, strongly influence contemporary academic discourse on international relations. Both claim to provide “structural” explanations of how states behave in the international system. Despite their common commitment to structural analysis, however, their understanding of system “structure”, and therefore of structural explanation, is quite different. 


Neorealists define international system structures in terms of the observable attributes of their member states and, as a result, they understand the explanatory role of those structures in individualist terms as constraining the choices of pre-existing state actors. 


World-system theorists, on the other hand, define international system structures in terms of the fundamental organising principles of the capitalistic world economy which underline and constitute states, and, thus, they understand the explanatory role of structures in structuralist terms as generating state actors themselves.


Despite important differences between them, each of these approaches solves the agent-structure problem by making either state agents or system structures ontologically primitive units. 


An alternative approach to the agent-structure problem is the structuration theory which is a relational solution to the agent-structure problem that conceptualizes agents and structures as mutually constituted or co-determined entities. Structuration theory is an “analytical” rather than “substantive” theory, in the sense that it is about the analysis rather than substance of the social world. Structuration theory, then conceptualizes agents and structures as mutually constitutive. Each is in some sense and effect of the other; they are “co-determined”. Social structures are the results of the intended and unintended consequences of human action, just as those actions presuppose or are mediated by an irreducible structural context.


In other word structuration theory is a mixture of the two major discourses mentioned above. This study follows the structuration theory, just because as this approach focuses in both agents and systems it gives an advantage not to reduce or to exaggerate the role of agent or structure
.        

Beside the theoretical framework, in order to prevent the confusion there should be a short explanation of the used terminology particularly for the Turkish Military actions since July 20, 1974. 

There are three different definitions for the Turkish military actions and existence in Cyprus, since July 20, 1974 as following:

1- Military Intervention

2- Invasion

3- Occupation

According to Charles C. Hauss (Director of Policy and Research at Search for Common Ground USA and teaches Political Science and Conflict Resolution at George Mason University) “most interventions, however, have at least one common goal -- ending the short-term crisis”
.
As 35 years have passed since 1974 the Cyprus dispute could not be considered as a short-term crisis. Thus, this study eliminates the term “military intervention” to characterize the present situation. The term “military intervention” is only used to describe the military actions in the early stages of mid 1974.    


Likewise according to Hüseyin Pazarcı “an invasion is a military action of foreign soldiers entering a foreign land and there is a differentiation between occupation and invasion as occupation is considered as the continuation of invasion”.  Thus, this study uses both terms to explain the process and the present situation.
 




In Chapter II the reasons of the establishment of the Treaty of Guarantees are, scrutinized through international, regional and domestic aspects.



The focus of Chapter III is on the content and the applications of the Treaty of Guarantee of 1960. This study will point out that the guarantor states did not remain true to the treaties.



In Chapter IV (conclusion) you will find the proposals for proper revisions on the Treaty of Guarantee.



Several books, documents, interviews, the publications of Journal of Peace Research, Journal of Conflict Resolution, Publications of Security Dialogue, Journal of International Studies, online research (for archives of CIA, U.N., E.U., Republic of Cyprus, Turkey, Greece and the UK), the special writings of Rauf R. Denktash and Ahmet An for this study and the personal experiences are the main sources of this study. 
Chapter Two

WHY WAS THE GUARANTEE SYSTEM OF 1960 ESTABLISHED?

Dramatic changes happened in the world system since the end of the World War II, and they created the framework for the establishment of the Republic of Cyprus (1960). Throughout history significant changes in the world order happened particularly after the great-power wars. The post-World War II period was the last example of such pro-great war transformations.
The concept of Balance of Power
 transformed from multi-polar system to bi-polar system. Beside the changes in spheres of influence, shared beliefs, key treaties and new institutions there were some major highlighted principles like self determination
.
There are strict and dialectic links between the facts and events on global, regional and domestic levels.  The great changes on global level rapidly linked and reflected at the regional and domestic levels. Post-World War II, the Great Britain, Turkey, Greece (the future guarantor states of Cyprus) and Cyprus were affected from all levels.
The relations of three guarantor states could not be understood in isolation. The Treaty of Guarantee will be scrutinized in Chapter II from international, regional and domestic aspects to answer the following questions:  
· What were the reasons and outcomes of the developments that brought independence to Cyprus? 
· How and why Turkey, Greece and the Great Britain obtained the guarantor state status of Cyprus?
The answers to the questions above will be examined at global, regional and domestic levels within the following framework:
1. The Competition for the New World Order after World War II and its reflections to the region and Cyprus. 

2. The Western attempts to contain the communism and the western desire for control over Cyprus.

3. The Turkish-Greek relations and the Turco-Greco balance. 

4. The violence of EOKA and TMT and the broken trust between the Turkish and Greek Cypriots. 
There are different roots of the issue at all levels (global, regional and domestic) which are overlapping. In the end of the chapter the major steps towards to 1960 establishment (including the triple guarantee system) will be examined in a chronological order.

1- THE COMPETITION FOR THE NEW WORLD ORDER AFTER WORLD WAR II AND ITS REFLECTIONS TO THE REGION AND CYPRUS

After World War II there was competition and also cooperation between the US (as a rising new world power) and the UK (as the former colonial power). The establishment of the Republic of Cyprus and the Treaty of Guarantees 1960 were the consequences of this connection.
1.1. The rise of the US and the fall of Colonialism (1945-1960): 

After the World War II, the United States entered the stage as a hegemonic power
. Most studies of hegemony point at two examples: Britain in the 19th century and the United States after the World War II. During this period (1945-1960), the Great Britain mostly lost its global hegemony but still had a control over the most parts of MENA
 (Middle East and North Africa) including Cyprus.
Although the US captured some pieces of land outside of America in the late 1800’s and in the early 1900’s, contrary to the British Imperialism
 the US never followed an old fashion imperialistic path. Pre-World War II, the US mostly followed an isolation policy
 and had no interest out of Americas. The first significant challenge to this isolationist model came from Woodrow Wilson (the US President who promoted internationalist model) at the end of the World War I. Woodrow Wilson declared his opinion in a summary which is known as the Fourteen Points
 on 8 January 1918. The primary aspects of his speech were the following:

1) The abolishment of colonialism.

2) The right of self-determination to all nations.
3) The promotion of free-trade.
Those principles would open the door to independency for the former colonial lands including Cyprus.
During and after World War II, the US President Franklin D. Roosevelt (who favoured the US leadership and activism in world affairs) followed Wilson’s path.

The economic and military success of the US peaked up while Japan and European powers were almost totally exhausted during the World War II. 

The late 1940’s the US GDP
 was more than half of the world’s total; the US vessels carried the majority of the world’s shipping; the US military could single-handedly defeat any other state or combination of states; and only the US had nuclear weapons. The US industry led the world in technology and productivity, and the US citizens enjoyed the world’s highest standard of living
.
At a conference in Bretton Woods in the summer of 1944 the US achieved to set a regime of stable monetary exchange, based on the US Dollar and backed by gold which is known as the Bretton Woods System
. The planners at Bretton Woods also established the World Bank
 and the International Monetary Fund (IMF)
. The biggest supplier of those institutions was the United States. Thus the US started to hold “carrot” in addition to “stick”. Although the US and the Soviet Union had been allied against Nazi Germany, the two sides differed on how to re-construct the post-war world. This contradiction brought a bi-polar system
 which led by the two super-powers (US-USSR) until the collapse of the Soviet Union.

In the first period of the Cold War (1947-1953), the Great Britain fell into a difficult position, mainly because of the US’s hegemonic behaviour and the Soviet expansionism. The Great Britain realised that she had no ability to protect her national interests without the US support.
The major US steps pro-World War II which forced the UK, Turkey and Greece (the future guarantor states of Cyprus) to comply were the following:

The formation of the United Nations (UN): It was founded in 1945 in San Francisco by 51 states. The UN Charter is based on the principle that states are equal under international law. The principles of sovereignty, independence and the territorial integrity were the major aspects of the UN Charter. Although many of those principles were against the colonial heritage, the Great Britain preferred to jump into the UN pool as one of the permanent member of the UN Security Council instead of standing against it. 

The Marshall Plan
: This was the primary plan of The US for re-building and creating a stronger foundation for the allied countries of Europe and repelling communism after the World War II. The US poured dollars into Europe as grant aid, with which European countries were required to purchase US goods. The US also continued to station US troops in Europe which stimulated economic recovery. The plan was in operation for four years beginning in July 1947. The lion share was given to the British.

Few months prior to the Marshall Plan on February 21, 1947, The British Embassy informed the US State Department officials that Great Britain could no longer provide financial aid to the governments of Greece and Turkey. This call brought the Truman Doctrine.
The Truman Doctrine
: Was a proclamation by US President Harry S. Truman on 12 March 1947. It stated that the US would support Greece and Turkey economically and militarily to prevent them from falling under the Soviet Control. 

This was a direct aid for Turkey and Greece and at the same time an indirect support to British.
Thus, the future guarantor states of Cyprus (UK, Turkey and Greece) became dependent on financial aid and military assistance of the US. 

The formation of the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO)
: It is a military alliance which constitutes a system of collective defence whereby its member states agree on mutual defence in response to an attack by any external party. Several European States, Canada and the US signed the North Atlantic Treaty on 4 April 1949. Three years later, on February 18, 1952, Greece and Turkey also joined NATO. Thus, the three future guarantor states of Cyprus became a member of NATO. 

2- THE WESTERN ATTEMPTS TO CONTAIN COMMUNISM AND THE WESTERN DESIRE FOR CONTROL OVER CYPRUS

One of the reasons for the establishment of the Treaty of Guarantees of 1960 was to prevent the rise of communism in the island and in the region due to the “Containment”
. 
The formation of the Treaty of Baghdad Pact (1955) and the Suez Crisis (1956) were the two major developments in the region which raised the importance of Cyprus.

The formation of the Treaty of Baghdad Pact (February 4, 1955)

In 1955 the US created (though it did not join) the Baghdad Pact, which brought Britain and the so-called “Northern Tier” states- Iran, Iraq, Pakistan and Turkey- into an anti-Soviet alliance
.
Cooperation with the Great Britain was the first US preference (particularly in MENA) but some crucial developments in the region brought the US’s power into a direct play as it happened in the Arab-Israeli Conflict
.
Both Israelis and Arabs were aware of that The British followed two-faced and dubious policies since the World War I. Thus, the trust on the British was minimal.

The other reason for the US direct play was the reality that the Arab-Israeli conflict turned to a front-line between the two super-powers (US-USSR).

The Suez Crisis (1956)
As a representative of the colonial power, the British forces became a target of the nationalist or anti-colonial movements. The US (who always promoted the de-colonisation process and never acted as an imperialistic power in the region) took the responsibility particularly in the period of Abd al-Nasser (the young colonel of Egypt, who had taken over in a coup in July 1952, espoused the doctrine of neutrality or non-alignment between the Cold-War rivals) particularly during the Suez Crisis (1956)
. The British and French secretly colluded (despite the objections of the two super-powers) with the Israelis to seize control of the Suez Canal which was nationalised by Nasser. The strategic importance of Cyprus increased once again because of the Suez Canal. The French and the British soldiers first landed on Cyprus then attacked to Suez
. The US ordered their immediate withdrawal because of a fear of an unfortunate confrontation with the USSR. The Americans triggered a run on the sterling which was so serious as to force the British to comply. During the Suez Crisis there was a rapid increase in the number of violent actions of EOKA against the British colonial rule in Cyprus. That coincidence produced many claim stressing that EOKA obtained CIA support against the British colonial rule in Cyprus. 

Oil interests fundamentally shaped the US policy both in the Persian-Gulf and MENA. The Iranian oil nationalised by the nationalist government of Musaddeq (1951)
. After the end of World War II, oil became a crucial issue and from the American perspective this sensitive issue could not be lead only by the British. The CIA and British intelligence were behind the coup that overthrew Musaddeq and restored the Shah in 1953
. The US companies began to raise their shares in return of the US interference.
Oil became a strategic issue for Anglo-Americans during and after the World War II. It is obvious that in the period of 1945-1960 the US and the UK were in a competition but also in solidarity (particularly against to the Soviet and Chinese involvement) in order to preserve their advantages in the region. Controlling oil resources and the transportation routes became a crucial issue. It is very interesting to point out that Cyprus located at a point which is very important for all parties in this competition.  
2.1. The rise of the Socialist idea in Cyprus and the Western desire to prevent communism


The Russian Revolution (1917) and the socialist ideas were very influential over the people of Cyprus (particularly the Greek Cypriots) since the end of 1920’s. The bad working conditions of the workers and the peasants triggered the struggle against colonialism. 

The first Congress of the Communist Party of Cyprus, (AKEL is the successor) was held in August 1926. CPC was the first political party in Cyprus which demanded independence for Cyprus. In its second congress in 1927 CPC promoted a “united front” against Colonialism. They soon introduced the following pronouncement:

· The united anti-British front must be our answer to the British threat. This front must include all Cypriots, all classes and all parties which, for one reason or another do not want British rule
.
2.1.1. The Role of the Orthodox Church to prevent the rise of Communism in Cyprus

The Greek Orthodox Church demanded ENOSIS. CPC started to criticize the idea of ENOSIS. Meanwhile there was no political fault against the British Colonial Rule among the Turks (few considered as exception). From the beginning the British support went to the church. The aim was to stop the rise of communism. Nationalism and religion were both essential for the aim mentioned above. Although this was the reality, British support to the church was limited. On 4 June 1939 a secret report sent by Sir Roland Storrs (the British Governor of Cyprus) to Parkinson (British Colonial Secretary) explained this limitation in following: 
· My opinion is that, for now on it would be essential to give support to the church in possible amounts but not as much as that they would create new problems. The conditions and the needs could be changed by the time but now despite to its all falsification the church is anti-communist and this is a fortune
. 
After the 1931 uprising in Cyprus (events of October 1931) the CPC had to pass into illegality in order to avoid from the oppressions of Palmer`s regime. Sir Herbert Richmond Palmer was Colonial Governor of Cyprus in the years following the 1931 uprising against the British rule. The contribution of the communists of Cyprus to the civil war in Spain (1936) on behalf of the Republicans (they also obtained a British support) and the beginning of the World War II has changed the conditions in Cyprus (because of the fact that the UK and the Soviet Union would become allied countries soon after the beginning of the World War II) and it became possible for the foundation of AKEL on April 14, 1941 as the successor of the CPC.  
Surprisingly AKEL started to give support to the idea of Enosis with an expectation that the leftist front hopefully would be victorious in the Civil War of Greece (1947-1949). 

In a meeting of the World Communist Parties in London (1947), a decision was held to promote Enosis in accordance to AKEL’s suggestion.

1) When AKEL and the Church began to share the same desire (Enosis), the British Colonial rule had to create another fault-line between the Greek Cypriots and the Turkish Cypriots. There were two major Turkish Cypriot organisations, namely;

2) Kıbrıs Adası Türk Azınlığı Kurumu-KATAK (the Institution of the Turkish Minority of the Island of Cyprus).
3) Kıbrıs Milli Türk Halk Partisi-KMTHP (Cyprus Turkish National People's Party). 
They unified on 6 November 1949 to form the Kıbrıs Türktür Partisi-KTP (Cyprus is Turkish Party) which claimed that Cyprus belongs to Turks. 

2.1.2. U-Turn of AKEL from ENOSIS towards the independence
In the mid 1950’s AKEL made another “u-turn” and stopped giving support to the idea of ENOSIS. The primary reasons for the u-turn of AKEL were the following:
· Leftist front lost the struggle in the Civil War of Greece.

· Greece became a NATO member (1952).

· The Soviet Union and the communists got angry about the containment and started to blame Greece. 

· The violent actions of the Greek Nationalists against the communists.

AKEL did not clearly declare its position against the Enosis for a while because it didn’t want to lose the popular support because of confuse. The other reason was to prevent AKEL members from the hate of the extremist Greek nationalists. In 1954 Foreign Secretary Anthony Eden (who was aware of AKEL`s tactic) bluntly reminded Greek Prime Minister Papagos that as far as the British were concerned there was no Cyprus question at the present time or in the future. It would seem then, as today that the communists could afford to support ENOSIS openly despite their true desire to have the island become independent, because the chances of union with Greece were remote
. 
We can easily observe that AKEL established links and increased its influence over the Turkish Cypriot workers with the labour unionism. Turkish Cypriot leadership and also nationalist Greeks were uncomfortable with this situation. The nationalistic Greek Cypriots established another labour union Cyprus Labour Confederation (SEK) with the support of the Church. This was the first crack in the labour movement. Very similar things were organised by the nationalist Turkish Cypriots to create another fault-line between the Turkish and Greek Cypriot workers.
The British had a fear of independent Cyprus. In such case the island would easily get under the control of the Soviet Union.  This fear became worse with the rise of Nasser (mid 1950’s) and the coming of the Cuban Revolution (1959). Eventually the West started to promote a guarantee system for Cyprus, in order to secure their interests even in the conditions of the independency. 

2.2. The US becomes the leading power in the region and takes the responsibility over Cyprus
At the beginning American perspective was quite different from the British. The US promoted liberation for people of colonies and also encouraged them to an anti-Soviet independency. In this manner the US appropriated the realisation of the idea of Enosis. Furthermore, it is known that earlier Greece was secretly encouraged by the US. 
On January 1, 1945 an American journalist C. L.  Sulzberger wrote in the New York Times about the American plans for Enosis
.
 Sir Anthony Eden (British Colonial Secretary) made a speech in parliament in 1955 which is summarised in following:
· Without the security of our military bases in Cyprus and without using them without obstacles, we could not achieve our mission neither in NATO and Baghdad Pact nor in the regions of the Middle East and Persian Gulf. Like all other governments our government must protect our national interests. Cyprus has a crucial importance in our struggle to protect our national interests particularly in oil issue. This is the most natural functioning of each government and no one can claim this as imperialism. We will achieve our mission
. 

It is interesting to point out that the formal establishment of EOKA (April 1, 1955) and the first violent actions of it started at a time which fits with the time of Eden’s speech. In my opinion Eden’s speech was considered as a challenge to the US pro-World War II strategies. The US reacted soon and gave a secret support to EOKA for its attacks against the British troops located in Cyprus. 
British response to the US backed Enosis was the traditional “divide and rule” policy.

Either Enosis or independence for Cyprus was not acceptable for British. The alternative approach was the idea of Taksim (partition).
In July 1956, British started to discuss the idea of Taksim for the first time
. With this way Turkey was pulled into the issue by British for to balance the Enosis demands. In addition to the US-UK contradiction on Cyprus issue, the Suez Crisis (1956) came to stage. 

After Nasser’s declaration for nationalisation of the Suez Canal on October 29, 1956 the military forces of the UK and France first gathered in Cyprus and then moved from Cyprus and landed on Suez on November 5, 1956. Israel, France and the UK were warned by the Soviet Union and threatened by missile attack if there would be no immediate withdrawal. On November 6, 1956 Eden stated that British troops would be withdrawn from Suez
.
The US ordered their immediate withdrawal from Suez because of the fear of any unfortunate confrontation with the USSR. The Americans triggered a run on the pound (Sterling) which was so serious as to force British to comply. Eventually when British started to act as a well-behaved boy in Suez Crisis, the Americans softened their demands for Enosis as a favour to British behaviour.

2.2.1. The US u-turn from Enosis to Taksim 

There is a general belief on that EOKA obtained the US support for ENOSIS but on the other hand there are such evidences that prove the US encouragement for Taksim (Partition).
On November 16, 1956 the Turkish Prime Minister Adnan Menderes was told by an American general who is a close friend of General Eisenhower that the idea of Taksim (partition) would be welcomed by them
. 

The primary US aims from this duplicity were the following:
1- Enosis and Taksim policies would promote nationalism in Cyprus and also in both Greece and Turkey. This would be essential to prevent the rise of communism and the Soviet expansionism on ideological level. 
2- The two new members of NATO Greece and Turkey would have a voice (beside the UK) over Cyprus.
3- Instead of direct confrontation with the UK, it might be better for the US to create a new opportunity for British to harmonise its policies with the US on the Cyprus Issue.
The new US approach was a fortune for British. 
In all initiatives it could easily be seen that the primary aim was to establish direct or indirect control of NATO over Cyprus. Although the old fashioned colonial status of Cyprus had to be changed in accordance to the new principles of the New World Order the independence of Cyprus became as a fear for the West. 

The Treaty of Guarantee and the Treaty of Alliance were linked to the Treaty of Establishment of Cyprus. Thus the rights of the Republic of Cyprus were restricted from the very beginning. This was to secure the western interests and also to prevent the rise of communism in the bi-polar struggle. 

In addition to the global perspectives, there were other regional and domestic reasons for the establishment of the Treaty of Guarantee. The sensitive relations between Turkey and Greece and the Turco-Greco balance and also the lack of confidence between the Turkish Cypriots and the Greek Cypriots were the primary ones. 
3- TURKISH-GREEK RELATIONS AND THE TURCO-GRECO BALANCE 

The Treaty of Guarantees of 1960 was established to preserve the Turkish-Greek balance over the region which was sensitive since the Treaty of Lausanne 1923.   
3.1. The roots of the Turkish-Greek confrontation and their reflections to the Turkish and Greek Cypriots
Greece was the first country which gained independence (1828) from the Ottoman Empire. Although many of the Muslim residents (mainly of Turkish origin) of Greece were excluded a significant number, remained in the territory of the independent Greece. On the other hand, a significant number of Orthodox (many of them of Greek origin) remained in the Ottoman territories.
The successful Greek liberation created national awareness among the non-Muslim subjects of Ottomans particularly in Balkans and encouraged them to revolt. This would trigger the collapse of the Ottoman rule in Balkans. The losses of the Ottomans which started with the Greek liberation were very serious. This would create a trauma in Turkish minds. In addition to its liberation Greece soon demanded more lands from the Ottomans according to its Megali Idea.
After the Greek liberation Greece was forgotten by the powerful western states and soon after Greece turned to a poor country. In such situation in order to find a remedy the Greek Kingdom turned its direction towards to wealthy Greeks and rich lands in Ottoman territories. The Ottoman Greeks also wanted to establish an ideological link with the Greek Kingdom. The new target and the new way for the development of Greece was to expand the borders of Greece until capturing the rich lands of other states which have Greek population living on it. This target was named as MEGALI IDEA (Big Idea) which was first announced by Kolettis (former Minister of Foreign Affairs of Greece) in 1844
.         
The Greek Cypriots are socialised into believing that Hellenism and Orthodoxy are interlinked and form part of their national identity. The Greek Cypriot demands for ENOSIS (unity with Greece) could be considered as an extended part of the Megali Idea mentioned above. Very similar national consciousness and desire started to arose among Turkish Intellectuals particularly with the beginning of the 20th Century. These ideas were formulated as Pan-Turkism and then Turanism
.

The Turkish Cypriots felt themselves as the extended part of the Turkish Nation particularly after the establishment of the Republic of Turkey (1923). Turkish Cypriots under the British rule voluntarily started to adopt the Kemalist reforms even before the Anatolian people. The first Turkish demand for Cyprus was formulated as “Cyprus belongs to Turks and will remain Turkish”. In the late 1950s in accordance to the British encouragement this would be replaced by Taksim (partition). 
After the World War I, the Ottoman Empire was exhausted and had no power anymore to defend its huge territory against the imperialistic attacks. Almost all European powers (Britain, Italy and France) attacked and captured the Ottoman lands. British encouraged Greece to capture the Ottoman lands particularly in Aegean Sea (islands) and in the West Anatolian region. Greek population who was living in Ottoman lands was in cooperation with the Greek invasion. This created a second trauma in Turkish minds and consequently there were no confidence among the Greek population in Ottoman lands. 


The Greek soldiers, who captured İzmir, on May 15 1919, were welcomed by the joyful Greek community who were led by Archbishop Hristostomos but the soldiers also found a Muslim-Turkish population who were very angry and ready to react against Greek invasion
.
The victorious Turkish War of Independence which started on May 19, 1919 and ended on September 9, 1922 opened the path to the establishment of the Republic of Turkey October 29, 1923. Following the victorious Turkish War of Independence a peace conference was held in Lausanne (November 21, 1922-July 24, 1923) to find a peaceful solution to the Eastern Question. There was a broad agenda at Lausanne including the territorial and minority issues. Although Greece and Turkey agreed on almost all matters and signed several documents in Lausanne the application process was problematic because of their different interpretation of those documents and also because of lack of good will. 
3.2. Turkish-Greek relations after the World War II over Cyprus


The two major changes in international system after World War II shaped Greek-Turkish relations. The first one was the Cold War which promoted Turkish-Greek friendship in accordance to the containment policy. The second was the “recognition of the right of Self-Determination” which would lead to the confrontation of Greece and Turkey particularly because of the Cyprus problem.  
3.2.1. The promotion of Turkish-Greek friendship due to the containment
In the early 1950’s the primary aim for Greece and Turkey was to become a NATO member. Anti-communism was their common slogan. They both welcomed the US military bases on their lands and also sent their troops to the Korean War. Turkey and Greece became NATO members on February 18, 1952. They started to defend NATO interests over the region and played a role as the guardian of the South-East wing of NATO.  

Although the Cyprus issue was in the agenda of their public opinions the governments of Greece and Turkey hesitated to discuss the problem with a fear of not to give any damage to their friendship.
Turkey did not follow any foreign policy out of NATO. The establishment of friendly relations with the UK and Greece was a Turkish priority. Turkey preferred the British policy over the region instead of confrontation. 

From the Turkish Government perspective the colonial status of Cyprus should be preserved but if there would be changes about the status of the island in that case Turkey would obtain the right to have a voice. This way of behaving continued until Turkey received an invitation from the UK in 1955 and participated in the meetings for the future of Cyprus.
In its attempts to enter into the western allied system, Turkey had to transform its democracy from single party system to the multi party system. The major competitive political parties of Turkey of that period were CHP (Republican People’s Party-led by İsmet İnönü) and DP (Democrat Party-Led by Adnan Menderes). 
Neither CHP nor DP mentioned Cyprus problem, in their programmes of 1950 elections. On 20 June, 1950 Fuad Köprülü (the former Minister of Foreign Affairs of Turkey) stated that there was no Cyprus problem for Turkey
.   

Greece also was very sensitive to establish friendly relations with Turkey and the UK. 

According to its national priorities Greece had a target to be in the western allied system and because of that, despite to the Greek Public opinion, Greece did not want to give any damage to its relations with both Turkey and the UK.
3.2.2. Turkish-Greek confrontation over Cyprus due to the principle of the right of Self-Determination

Both Turkey and Greece wanted to act as “well-behaving boys” in the late 1940s and early 1950s in order to benefit as much as possible from the American aid and also to strengthen their positions both in the UN and NATO. When Greece became more confident, it made an application to the UN General Assembly on August 16, 1954 and demanded to put Cyprus issue on the agenda. Thus the Cyprus issue became internationalised for the first time in Post-World War II period. The major aim of Greece in her attempts was to provide the application of the principles of equal rights and self-determination to the population of Cyprus under the UN protection. Greece was aware that the application of the principles of equal rights and self-determination to the population of Cyprus would result in ENOSIS because the majority of the Cyprus population were Greek Cypriots. The United Kingdom and Turkey acted as a body in order to blockade the Greek demands. The UN General Assembly rejected the Greek demands on December 17, 1954 with its Decision No: 814 (IX) (Application, under the auspices of the UN, of the principle of equal rights and self-determination of peoples in the case of the population of the island of Cyprus)
. 

Turkey recognised the legitimacy of the British Colonial rule in Cyprus (once again since the Lausanne) and in return Turkey obtained British support which would promote Turkey as a stakeholder in the future of Cyprus. On June 20, 1955 British government made a call to the governments of Greece and Turkey and invited them to participate in a conference in London to discuss the political and security issues in the Eastern Mediterranean (including Cyprus). Thus, they took the first step towards the guarantee system for Cyprus. In fact, for the first time the triple guarantee system was offered for the Twelve Islands in Aegean Sea in 1945 but it was not realised
. 
The establishment of two armed organisations (first EOKA and then TMT) and their violent actions in Cyprus had increased the nationalistic reactions both in Greece and Turkey. Tension caused the following:
1- Crowded demonstrations took place for to protest the insufficient efforts of the governments of Greece and Turkey. 
2- Since the Lausanne there was a mutual oppression over the remained minorities but the events spin out of control particularly in Turkey. Situation became worse when plundering, looting and murdering started in Turkey on September 6-7
. 
3- Greek demands for ENOSIS and the Turkish demands for TAKSIM become as national targets. 
Greeks demanded ENOSIS which was linked to the Megali Idea and mainly stressed on the reality that the majority of the Cypriot population consisted of the Greek Cypriots. Turks subsequently demanded Taksim (partition) which was linked to the Pan-Turkism and mainly stressed the reality that Cyprus was an Ottoman land for centuries and that Turkey is the closest country to Cyprus and could not be silent while the Turkish Cypriots were under the Greek threat. 

After visiting Athens and Ankara, British Colonial Secretary announced British acceptance on the principle of self-determination for Cyprus but he added that Taksim would be one of the options
.

British announcement was welcomed by Turkey while Greece and the Greek Cypriots were became displeased. On December 28, 1956, the Turkish Prime Minister Menderes declared their new approach as Taksim in the Turkish Parliament. İnönü also supported this declaration as the leader of the opposition. 
Taksim would be appropriated by the Turkish public opinion. The former slogan either Cyprus or death” has replaced by the slogan “either Taksim or death”.
3.2.3. The US involvement for Cyprus and its reflections to the Turco-Greco relations 

The British failure in Suez Crisis became a turning point for Cyprus. The UK lost its position and capacity to act as a power in the region. The US took the responsibility to protect the western interests in the region. 
The US responsibilities and activism picked up particularly after the declaration of the Eisenhower Doctrine
 on January 5, 1957.

The UK abandoned its previous claims that Cyprus could only be considered within its domestic jurisdiction on the contrary began to discuss the international characteristics of the Cyprus Problem. The basic reason for this change was the new balance particularly after the declaration of the Eisenhower Doctrine. Thus, the US took the responsibility over the solution of the Cyprus problem. Aftermath it became obvious that the Cyprus Problem could only be solved within the NATO framework.

In these circumstances Greece had to change its conduct and began to recognise Turkey as one of the stakeholders of Cyprus. Consequently, Turkey, Greece and the UK started to discuss the Cyprus Problem by the US encouragement. From the new American perspective, whatever would be a solution to the Cyprus Problem should be out of both Taksim and ENOSIS options and at the same time it had to provide the direct or indirect control of NATO over Cyprus. This opened the path to the establishment of the triple guarantee system for Cyprus in 1960 after a range of meetings which were first held in Zürich and then in London in 1959. The reason why the US did not support ENOSIS or Taksim, was the fear that the violent actions and conflicts between two communities in Cyprus would spin out of control which would lead to the confrontation of Turkey and Greece and bring them into an armed conflict. This might create a crack in the south-east wing of NATO which would be difficult or almost impossible to repair. Consequently, the US forced the parties to abandon their ENOSIS and Taksim policies. The parties declared their abandonment from Taksim and ENOSIS at a meeting of NATO in December 1958
. 
4. THE BROKEN TRUST BETWEEN THE TURKISH AND GREEK CYPRIOTS 
The trust between the two major communities of Cyprus was broken because of the violent actions of EOKA and TMT. The establishment of the Treaty of Guarantees of 1960 was welcomed particularly by the Turkish Cypriots as a remedy to the “broken trust”.
EOKA and TMT were planned and organized with the foreign involvement rather than the domestic strive. Both acted in accordance to the Western interest. Soon after their establishment they both achieved a strict control over their communities. Many Turkish Cypriots and Greek Cypriots started to become TMT or EOKA members in a short time. Participation happened either voluntarily or by threat. 

We have to remember that during the Cold War the US secretly established many armed organisations particularly in the Middle East.

After the end of World War II, Greek army was driven by the US and started a non-humanitarian operation to crush the Greek Communist Party who obtained a respectful reputation through its struggle against Nazi Germany. The most barbarian unit of that army was the “x organisation” which was led by a Greek Cypriot General (Grivas). In 1955 Grivas began to work in Cyprus
.
There were various local and small underground organisations of Turkish Cypriots which were established spontaneously as a respond to EOKA and its actions. Establishment of TMT was first planned by the Turkish Special War Department. The aim was to create an authority which could act as a unifying element. Mehmet Ali Tremeşeli wrote it in his memories as summarised in following:
· In 1957 a Janissary Band came to Cyprus. That delegation was led by a lieutenant colonel (Necati). He directed many questions to me about EOKA, Grivas, Volkan, and also about other Turkish resistance organisations and eventually asked me what should be done. Soon after his visit, this lieutenant colonel became as the director of the Special War Department in Turkey
.
Both EOKA and TMT committed many crimes in the second half of 1950’s. Their primary targets were the communists and other intellectuals who were against ENOSIS and Taksim. Nevertheless they were able to manipulate the facts and happenings and to present themselves as the freedom fighters of their own communities. Many provocations of TMT have been shown as EOKA violations. The same goes with EOKA. Violent actions, provocations, propaganda and manipulations turned the two communities hostile and revengeful against each other.

1- Many examples and information about violations, provocations and manipulations can be supplied from various books, particularly from the following:

2- KIBRIS’TA FIRTINALI YILLAR 1942-62, AHMET AN, GALERİ KÜLTÜR YAYINLARI 1ST EDITION 1996-2ND EDITION 2005.

3- KARANLIK YÖN EOKA, MAKARIOS DRUŞOTIS, GALERİ KÜLTÜR YAYINLARI, 1ST EDITION 2005.  
The Turkish Cypriots and the Greek Cypriots became hostile in few years because of those cruel actions of EOKA and TMT. Despite the long peaceful common co-existence, there was no trust between the two communities. Consequently it became almost impossible to declare and carry out an independent Cyprus without international guarantees.  

4.1. Major steps towards to 1960 establishment and the Triple Guarantee System


The primary plans and proposals for Cyprus (1955-58) were the following:

· The proposals of John Harding (October 3, 1955)
· The Lord Radcliffe Plan (December 19, 1956)
· The proposals of Averoff (July 12, 1957)
· The proposals of Henry Spaak (October 1957)
· The Selwyn Lloyd’s Plan for “RESTRICTED INDEPENDENCE” (December 6, 1957)
· The Macmillan Plan (December 19, 1958)
Although they had all failed, it is obvious that those plans and proposals made contribution to the internationalisation process of the Cyprus Problem. In addition each one left something behind that was used as a material in the construction of 1960 establishment. When we study those plans and proposals as a whole it could easily be noticed that the primary aim was to provide NATO control over autonomous or independent Cyprus. The proposals of Averoff (July 12, 1957) could be seen as an exception from this perspective. According to Averoff, the independence could only be declared for a short time and after ten years Cypriots could be able to decide for the future of Cyprus without any restriction in accordance to the right of self determination. Averoff was expecting that the Greek Cypriots (the majority of the Cyprus population) would vote for ENOSIS.

The proposals of John Harding (British Governor of Cyprus)
 on October 3, 1955 and the Lord Radcliffe Plan on December 19, 1956 were British originated plans which both suggested autonomy for Cyprus instead of independence. This was because of the reality that British were not ready to welcome the independent Cyprus at that stage. Somehow the UK had to act in accordance to the UN Charter so had to accept the right of self determination in principle. Although this was the case the UK had different interpretation on that the right of self determination of Cypriots could only be realised separately as for Turkish Cypriots and Greek Cypriots.
On the other hand the US and NATO perspectives were quite different than the British proposals. The US and NATO mainly stressed on independence rather than autonomy. Paul Henry Spaak (Secretary General of NATO)
 presented his proposals on October 17, 1957 as the following:

a- Cyprus should be a constitutional independent state.

b- The constitutional order of the new state should be guaranteed by the signatory powers, namely the US, UK, Greece and Turkey. The signatures would be accepted as a confirmation for the constitution and also would be considered as a commitment that the signatory powers would be respectful to the new status of Cyprus. 

c- Cyprus should be an applicant for NATO and commonwealth membership soon after independency. 

d- It should be written in the constitution that if independent Cyprus will prefer to be out of commonwealth in any time, the signatory powers will have the right commonly to decide about the future status of Cyprus.

Thus, the first significant suggestion for an international guarantee system for Cyprus came from NATO with the proposals of Spaak.   
As the US and NATO insisted on independency rather than autonomy, British had to create another alternative in order to prevent division into opposing groups. Consequently, British agreed on the idea of an international guarantee system for Cyprus and started to think about the future British Sovereign Base Areas in Cyprus beside the international guarantee system for Cyprus. A debate started in England “Do we want Cyprus as a base or do we want a base in Cyprus?” The new approach came from Selwn Lloyd (British Ministry of Foreign Affairs) as “Restricted Independence” on December 6, 1957.

The primary aspects of his plan were the following:

a- There will be sovereign British bases on the island.

b- Also there will be a Turkish military base or a NATO base which should be commanded by Turkey.

c- Cyprus constitution should be under the international guarantee. There will be a High Commissioner who will be loyal to guarantor states. High Commissioner will act as a supervisor and the minority rights will be under his supervision. 

d- High Commissioner’s supervision will be extended to all matters of foreign affairs also to the some security and defence issues in order to maintain security and to prevent the communist penetration.

e- The independent Cyprus could only be possible after the realisation of the conditions mentioned above.

In order to persuade Greece and Turkey, Harold Macmillan (British Prime Minister)
 announced a new plan on June 19, 1958 in the parliament. His offer to Greece and Turkey was to establish a partnership or a common rule over Cyprus as “Triple Condominium”. In addition if Greece and Turkey will be in cooperation in genuineness with British, the UK would be ready to share its sovereignty with Greece and Turkey over Cyprus. 

The latest plan encouraged both Turkey and Greece. They mutually forced EOKA and TMT for cease-fire. Accordingly Grivas (as the leader of EOKA) declared cease-fire on August 4, 1958 at first and the following day on August 5, 1958 Lieutenant Colonel Rıza Vuruşkan (the famous leader of TMT who had a reputation with his nickname, Bozkurt) signed the declaration of TMT for cease-fire.

British gave the priority to Greece and Turkey in the creation of the framework of the constitution of the future Republic of Cyprus. Turkey and Greece started to negotiate the framework of the Cyprus constitution in February (6-11) 1959 in Zurich. They agreed on 27 basic principles and signed the documents in Zurich. The agreed documents had to be signed by the UK and also by the representatives of the two major communities of Cyprus. 

Nevertheless 19 February 1959 brought in a breakthrough in London.  The Treaty of Establishment of Cyprus, The Treaty of Guarantee, The Treaty of Alliance and several Additional Documents were signed by the prime ministers of three guarantor states of Cyprus (The Great Britain, Turkey and Greece). They were also signed by the leader of Greek Cypriots, Archbishop Makarios, and the leader of the Turkish Cypriots, Dr. Fazıl Küçük. The independency of the Republic of Cyprus was officially declared on 16 August 1960. The Republic of Cyprus became as a member of the UN on 24 August 1960.  
4.2. A special comment for the future of Cyprus from a personal memory

As we see in chapter two, the Cold War brought in specific warfare and methods. In some countries which were mostly under the US hegemony, there were many legal (as commando units) or illegal (as x organisations) units or organisations. There are doubts and many claims on that many of those Cold War organisations are still in existence and they reached to a capacity to act out of control of their creators. The most significant arguments on such things could be noticed from the discussions on the current case “Ergenekon” in Turkey. At this moment we have to hold in mind that EOKA and TMT were the extended parts of those Cold War organisations of Greece and Turkey. I have serious doubts and anxiety on that they are still in existence and they hide themselves in any form until the time will come. To me they are like the planted mines in the field that should be immediately uprooted before taking steps forward for a comprehensive solution to the Cyprus problem. Otherwise they would act and be operational with an aim to prove that there would be no security, trust or common life for the Turkish and Greek Cypriots in Cyprus even in the conditions of any agreed solution.
In order to write down a note to history I have to mention about a private memory which was I shared with my friend Mehmet Ali Tremeşeli who was one of the important leaders of the TMT. In the end of 1994, he once said to me;

· Are you sleeping my friend? TMT B is established during your regime and you are not even aware of it. 
That time I was the only member of the Central Executive Council of CTP (Republican Turkish Party) standing against a coalition with DP (Democrat Party). 

· What do you mean? I have received no information about the happenings in the government as a dissident.
He continued;
· They secretly arranged many false birth certifications and gun licences for about five hundred well trained armed people and established TMT B as it once happened with EOKA B.
I checked his sincerity with the following question:

·  Let’s presume that this is the case, why then as a former commander of TMT are you complaining about re-establishment of TMT? 

He answered:
· ​My friend Barış, TMT was the organisation of the Turkish Cypriots against to the EOKA actions. But now they are re-establishing TMT B in order to have absolute control over Turkish Cypriots in any case (even after a solution to the Cyprus Problem). Moreover none of the members of the TMT B is a Turkish Cypriot. They are all from Turkey. 

Because this was serious I told everything to Mr. Özker Özgür (the President of CTP and the Vice Prime Minister of DP-CTP coalition government). As all happenings (that told me by Mehmet Ali Tremeşeli) were hidden from Mr. Özgür, he got angry and started to ask formal information from Mr. Hakkı Atun (the Prime Minister of the DP-CTP coalition). He received no answer and this was the beginning of the end of that coalition. Soon after, there was another attempt to form DP-CTP coalition government. Mr. Özker Özgür insisted on the same issue and demanded information as a condition for his cooperation. This insistence brought an end to Mr. Özker Özgür’s leadership because many other leading features of CTP preferred to join a coalition without demanding information about such things. 
I wrote the whole story (without mentioning Mehmet Ali Tremeşeli’s name) in my article in Avrupa (now it has turned to Afrika) newspaper on May 15, 2001 with a title of “This is the Story of TMT B”. It is very interesting to point out that no one declared my writings as false or untrue.

Years passed and Mr. Tremeşeli published his memories as “Ayios Sipirido’nun Çanları” in 2007. He visited me and asked my impression about his book. I criticized him as;

· Your book is so pleasingly flowing in quality that I read it only in 3 days but to be honest with you, I have to say that you acted like a coward. I know that you hide many things that you shouldn’t. You didn’t even mention the story of TMT B that you once told me. 
He answered me after a silence:

· My friend Barış; there are something that could only be published after my death. Don’t worry because I told everything to Remzi Halluma (the owner of the Galeri Kültür Yayınları).
Chapter 3
THE 1960 ESTABLISHMENT AND THE VIOLATIONS AGAINST IT
In this chapter, the developments related to 1960 establishment will be examined with the aim to find proper answers to the following questions:

· What were the violations against the 1960 establishment?

· What were the reactions against those violations?

· How the UN (and later also the EC-EU) played a role thorough the resolutions of their primary organs?

The developments will be examined in a chronological order on two stages. 

1. The First Stage (1960-1974): From the 1960 establishment until the Turkish invasion. 

2. The Second Stage (1974-2009): From the Turkish invasion until the present day. 

Why there is a need to examine the developments for this study? 

First of all, it would not make sense to suggest arrangements for the future of the Guarantee System for Cyprus without examining the past experiences. 

Secondly, many people from both sides are willing to talk about the consequences of the violations against the 1960 establishment (including the Treaty of Guarantee) but less attention is paid to the cause and effect relations. Complains would not bring remedy to the problems if one does not take into consideration the principle of causality.

To me, there is no innocent party in Cyprus dispute. It is obvious that almost all parties (including the guarantors) violated the 1960 establishment. Here, the question is: “Why and how they violated and/or had to violate?”

One another question is the following: “How they obtained the right and power to do so?” 

Without examining the developments related to those violations it is almost impossible to have an idea how to prevent the future violations. There are also many other questions that should be answered in this study: 

· How and why local, regional and international actors played a role in those violations?

· Are the conditions and reasons of those violations still there and valid and/or should they still be there and valid even after a comprehensive solution to the Cyprus problem?

· What were the deficiencies of the 1960 establishment that caused those violations?  

Before focusing on the violations there is a need to examine the core of the 1960 establishment in an executive summary in order to have an idea which actions were violations and which were not? 
1. THE CORE OF THE 1960 ESTABLISHMENT

When we talk about 1960 establishment of Cyprus we mean the 1960 Constitution of the Republic of Cyprus, the Treaty of Guarantee, the Treaty of Alliance and the Additional Protocols No: 1 and No: 2 as a whole.

1.1.
The Summary of the 1960 Constitution of the Republic of Cyprus

The 1960 constitution of the Republic of Cyprus consists of 168 articles. Instead of referring to the articles it would be essential to examine the core issues within the following framework:

- The national characteristics of the state.

- The executive power.

- The legislative power.

- The public service and the armed forces.


The National Characteristics of the State

The Greek community comprises all citizens of the Republic who are of Greek origin and whose mother tongue is Greek or who share the Greek cultural traditions or who are members of the Greek Orthodox Church. The Turkish community comprises all citizens of the Republic who are of Turkish origin and whose mother tongue is Turkish or who share the Turkish cultural traditions or who are Muslims. 

The official languages of the Republic are Greek and Turkish. The Republic has its own flag of neutral design and colour, chosen jointly by the President and the Vice-President of the Republic. The Greek and Turkish communities have the right to celebrate respectively the Greek and Turkish national holidays.

The Executive Power


The State of Cyprus is an independent sovereign Republic with a presidential regime. Executive power is vested in the President and the Vice-President who are members of the Greek and Turkish Communities respectively and are elected by their respective communities to hold office for five years. The President of the Republic, as Head of State represents the Republic.

The President and the Vice-President of the Republic, in order to ensure the executive power, shall have a Council of Ministers composed of seven Greek Ministers and three Turkish Ministers. The decisions of the Council of Ministers shall be taken by an absolute majority and shall, unless the right of final veto or return is exercised by the President or the Vice-President of the Republic or both, be promulgated immediately by them. The executive power conjointly exercised by the President and the Vice-President of the Republic are the following: 
· Determining the design and colour of the flag. 
· Creation or establishment of honours.
· Appointment of the members of the Council of Ministers.
· Publication of the decisions of the Council of Ministers or publication of any law or decision passed by the House of Representatives.
· Appointments and termination of appointments.
· Reduction or increase of the security forces. 
· Remission, suspension, and commutation of sentences. 
· Right of references to the Supreme Constitutional Court.
 The executive power which may be exercised separately by the President and Vice-President are the following: 

· Designation and termination of appointment of Greek and Turkish Ministers respectively.
·  The right of final veto on Council decisions and on laws concerning foreign affairs, defence or security. 
· The publication of the communal laws and decisions of the Greek and Turkish Communal Chambers respectively.
·  The right of recourse to the Supreme Constitutional Court. 

The Council of Ministers shall exercise executive power in all matters, other than those which are within the competence of a Communal Chamber.
The Legislative Power

The legislative power of the Republic shall be exercised by the House of Representatives in all matters except those expressly reserved to the Communal Chambers. The number of representatives shall be 50. 70% shall be elected by the Greek community and 30% by the Turkish community separately from amongst their numbers respectively for a period of five years. 

The President of the House of Representatives shall be a Greek, and shall be elected by the Representatives elected by the Greek Community; and the Vice-President shall be a Turk and shall be elected by the Representatives elected by the Turkish Community. 
The Greek and Turkish Communities respectively shall elect from amongst their own members a Communal Chamber. The Communal Chambers shall, in relation to their respective Community, have competence to exercise legislative power solely with regard to the following: 

· All religious, educational, cultural, and teaching matters.
· Personal status; composition and instances of courts dealing with civil disputes relating to personal status and to religious matters.
· Imposition of personal taxes and fees on members of their respective Community.
The Public Service and the Armed Forces
The public service shall be composed as to 70% of Greeks and as to 30% of Turks. The Republic shall have an army of 2,000 men, of whom 60% shall be Greeks and 40% shall be of Turks. The security forces of the Republic shall consist of the police and gendarmerie and shall have a contingent of 2,000 men. The forces shall be composed as to 70% of Greeks and as to 30% of Turks
. 
1.2 . Treaty of Guarantee

As it is short and also a focal point of this study it would be essential to put here the Treaty of Guarantee instead of a summary. 
The Republic of Cyprus on one part, and Greece, Turkey, and the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland of the other part,

I. Considering that the recognition and the maintenance of the independence, territorial integrity, and security of the Republic of Cyprus, as established and regulated by the Basic Articles of its Constitution, are in their common interest, 

II. Desiring to co-operate to ensure respect for the state of affairs created by that constitution, have agreed as follows:

ARTICLE I

The Republic of Cyprus undertakes to ensure the maintenance of its independence, territorial integrity, and security, as well as respect for its Constitution. 

It undertakes not to participate, in whole or in part, in any political or economic union with any State whatsoever. It accordingly declares prohibited any activity likely to promote, directly or indirectly, either union with any other State or partition of the Island.

ARTICLE II

Greece, Turkey, and the United Kingdom, taking note of the undertakings of the Republic of Cyprus set out in Article I of the present Treaty, recognise and guarantee the independence, territorial integrity, and security of the Republic of Cyprus, and also the state of affairs established by the Basic Articles of its Constitution.

Greece, Turkey, and the United Kingdom likewise undertake to prohibit, so far as concern them, any activity aimed at promoting, directly or indirectly, either union of Cyprus with any other State or partition of the Island.

ARTICLE III

The Republic of Cyprus, Greece, and Turkey undertake to respect the integrity of the areas retained under United Kingdom sovereignty at the time of the establishment of the Republic of Cyprus, and guarantee the use and enjoyment by the United Kingdom of the rights secured to it by the Republic of Cyprus in accordance with the Treaty concerning the Establishment of the Republic of Cyprus signed at Nicosia on today's date.

ARTICLE IV

In the event of a breach of the provisions of the present Treaty, Greece, Turkey and the United Kingdom undertake to consult together with respect to the representations or measure necessary to ensure observance of those provisions.

In so far as common or concerted action may not prove possible, each of the three guaranteeing Powers reserves the right to take action with the sole aim of re-establishing the state of affairs created by the present Treaty.

ARTICLE V

The present Treaty shall enter into force on the date of signature. The original texts of the present Treaty shall be deposited at Nicosia.

The High Contracting Parties shall proceed as soon as possible to the registration of the present Treaty with the Secretariat of the United Nations, in accordance with Article 102 of the Charter of the United Nations
. 
1.3  The Summary of the Treaty Of Alliance

Considering that their efforts for the preservation of peace and security are in conformity with the purposes and the principles of the UN Charter; the Republic of Cyprus, Greece and Turkey have agreed to co-operate for their common defence (as stated in article 1), to resist any attack or aggression, direct or indirect, directed against the independence or the territorial integrity of the Republic of Cyprus (as stated in article 2), to establish a Tripartite Headquarters on the territory of the Republic of Cyprus (as stated in article 3). 
1.4. The Summary of the Additional Protocol No.1 And No.2

According to the Additional Protocol No.1 the Tripartite Headquarters shall comprise respectively 950 Greek officers and 650 Turkish officers, their juridical status, facilities and exemptions in respect of customs and taxes, as well as other immunities and privileges shall be determined by a Special Convention.


According to the Additional Protocol No.2 the supreme political body of the Tripartite Alliance will be a Committee and consist of the Foreign Ministers of Cyprus, Greece and Turkey. The Committee of Ministers shall meet once a year and its decisions shall be unanimous. It shall be presided over in rotation and for a period of one year. The Tripartite Headquarters shall be responsible to the Committee of Ministers
. 

2. THE FIRST STAGE (1960-74): FROM THE PERIOD OF 1960 ESTABLISHMENT UNTIL THE TURKISH INVASION.

2.1.  A Conceptual Review in the Beginning
Since the era of Enlightenment (18th Century), particularly after the ideas of Jean-Jacques Rousseau, there is a general acceptance that in the creation of a sustainable republic (or any other form of rule of people) there must be at least two elements:
1. Consent. 

2. General Will.
The Republic of Cyprus is the creation of series of international agreements. Thus the rights of the Republic of Cyprus were restricted from the very beginning. The lack of the basic principles for the creation of a republic like the “consent” and the “general will” were the other problems in the begining. Although all parties assented to the 1960 establishment there is a doubt that Makarios signed those documents unwillingly. The UK and Greece applied great pressure to Makarios. It is understood that in London (at the London Conference for Cyprus February 1959) Karamanlis and Averoff (Prime Minister and the Foreign Minister of Greece) suppressed Archbishop Makarios beside Selwyn Lloyd (the British Minister of Foreign Affairs)
.
The London Conference was to begin on February 17. On February 16 Makarios tested his last chance and complained to Averoff that as he could not persuade the Greek Cypriot representatives, he is not going to sign the documents as it was once accepted by Turkey and Greece in Zurich. Makarios demanded some revisions on those documents. Despite Makarios’s hesitations, Turkey and Greece declared that they will participate to the London Conference. On February 17 evening at a meeting with Makarios, Karamanlis made it clear that Greece will sign the treaties. Moreover, he warned Makarios that if the Greek Cypriots would not participate to the London Conference, the Greek Cypriots could only continue their struggle without the support of Greece
. 
In addition to the lack of consent there was no unique “general will” for the Turkish and the Greek Cypriots at the same time in the creation of the Republic of Cyprus. Greek Cypriots liked to see the 1960 establishment as a springboard for ENOSIS which could be considered as their general will. In response Turkish Cypriots thought the same with Taksim. 

2.2. The Anger of West Against Makarios

 Archbishop Makarios was elected as the first president of the Republic of Cyprus. In his position he started to follow a more independent foreign policy. This would engage him with the Non-Alignment Movement. Of course this created a crack in his relations with the West and with the Vice-President (Dr. Fazıl Küçük). Moreover, Makarios was in trouble with General Grivas (EOKA Leader) who had a strong influence over the Greek Nationalists. Soon after, Makarios felt uncomfortable about his position. Consequently, he wished to obtain AKEL’s support. AKEL was an important political party with 38% of the votes in the 1960 elections
. In his cooperation with AKEL, Makarios had to change his political preferences particularly in the foreign affairs. He received the western reaction because of his various decisions in following:

·  Despite to the objections of Dr. Fazıl Küçük Makarios sent a group of delegates to a meeting of the Non-Aligned Movement in Belgrade (1961)
. 

· The opening of the Soviet Embassy in Nicosia. It was reported that the Soviet Embassy in Nicosia consisted of fifty staff, three times the size of the US Embassy staff
.
· The adjudication for the construction of the Port of Famagusta was given to the Socialist Poland
. 
· In 1962 Ezekias Papaioannou (Former Secretary General of AKEL) demanded more income taxes from CMC (Cyprus Mines Corporation) which was an American company
. 
· In 1960, before the elections, AKEL had come to an agreement with Makarios and had obtained five seats on the House of Representatives. The communists supported Makarios on major issues such as constitutional revision and non-aligned policy. They also encouraged his cordial relations with Tito and Nasser, and successfully urged him to support the communist-dominated Afro-Asian Peoples` Solidarity Organisation (AAPSO). Makarios had allowed AKEL to operate overtly
.  
· The Greek members of the government of Cyprus demanded crucial changes on the electricity project of Cyprus with an aim to provide advantage to the socialist countries. The Americans wanted Makarios not to stir up tension with the Turkish Cypriots, and to stop trying to gain support among the neutrals at the UN. They reminded him that his basic interests lay with the West, not with the non-aligned movement
.

· Makarios signed several commercial acts with the Soviet Union
. 

· Makarios started a campaign against the existence of the British Sovereign Bases in Cyprus
. 
2.3. The Akritas Plan
As his relations with the West started to become more complicated, Makarios also had to obtain the support of the Greek Nationalists. He tried to persuade the Greek Nationalists by giving an impression that his real intention is only for ENOSIS and whatever he did (cooperation with AKEL and Non-Alignment Movement), was only for this national target. Meanwhile in accordance to the Akritas Plan
, the Greek Cypriots secretly established an informal “deep” state in their efforts to promote ENOSIS on international level. Patris Newspaper (published in Greek) published (February 7, 1967) the top-secret headquarters and the top leaders of the underground organisation:

· President: Polycarpos Georgadjis (Minister of Internal Affairs)

· Vice-President: Tassos Papadopoulos (Minister of Labour and Social Security)

· The Chief General Staff Officer: Nikos Koccis (Member of Parliament)

· The Director of the General Staff Office: Glafkos Clerides (President of the House of Representatives) (I have to mention on that this was denied by Glafkos Clerides. B.B). 

It is in dispute who wrote the Akritas Plan. There are three leading probabilities:

1. Makarios (As the Leader of the Greek Cypriots) 

2. Georgadjis
3. Akritas plan written by Georgadjis but redacted by Makarios.

What was the real goal of Makarios, ENOSIS or Independent Cyprus? This question has not been clarified, yet. Consequently I would like to share my own interpretation. To me, contrary to his spiritual appearance, Makarios was a very ambitious pragmatic leader. He thought that the real intention of the West was to turn Cyprus under NATO control. Although both Taksim and ENOSIS might have been welcomed by NATO, in fact the realisation of Taksim was an easier way for the West. In order to prevent Taksim, Makarios preferred the independent Cyprus until the ENOSIS would become possible. Makarios’ view on independent Cyprus was quite different from the 1960 establishment. Makarios was against the bi-communal balances which were based on the principle of the political equality. He always tried to exert the Greek authority in the affairs of the Republic of Cyprus (and wanted to see it as the natural right of the majority) and attended to minimize the Turkish Cypriot participation. Here we have to underline the fact that ENOSIS or independent Cyprus were both unacceptable for Turkish Cypriots.
2.4. The First Turkish Cypriot Reactions Against Makarios
Dr. Fazıl Küçük was aware of Makarios’ intention and acted on behalf of the western interests with an aim to obtain the western sympathy for his struggle against Makarios. He began to veto the Greek Cypriot proposals. Dr. Küçük reminded Makarios that the Turkish Cypriots are equal partners in the Republic of Cyprus. He wished to call world’s attention on Cyprus for to stir up troubles between the West and Makarios. Halkın Sesi (a newspaper, owned by Dr. Küçük) blamed Makarios as being a fellow of the Non-Alignment Movement which has to be considered as a threat for both Cyprus and the West. Dr. Küçük demanded a campaign among the Turkish Cypriots against the communism similar to campaigns organised in the West
.

Meanwhile TMT and the other extremist Turkish Cypriot local organisations started their actions once again. The major aim of those actions was to prove that the Turkish Cypriots and the Greek Cypriots could not live together
.
Why there was a need for the Turkish leadership to prove that the Greek Cypriots and the Turkish Cypriots could not live together? 

 This was for the Turkish Cypriot attempts to respond the Akritas Plan. One of the major aims of the Akritas Plan was to show to the world that Greek Cypriots and Turkish Cypriots could live together in peace if there were appropriate revisions (of course, on behalf of the Greek Cypriots) on the constitutional order of  the Republic of Cyprus. Accordingly the writers of the Akritas Plan warned Greek Cypriots for not to show any hostility to the Turkish Cypriots until the constitutional order was be changed. 

The US Ambassador Fraser Wilkins wrote in his report (February 1963) that at a meeting he told by Dr. Küçük that Makarios was not taking in consideration the views of Turkish Cypriots (which were pro-western) in his foreign affairs. Moreover, he reported that this conduct of Makarios should be considered as a violation of the constitutional order.

When Makarios visited the US (June 5-9, 1963) the US president Kennedy warned Makarios about the spread of communism in Cyprus. Later, Vice-President Johnson would deliver a similar warning during his visit to Cyprus, and would urge the Cypriot leaders to take into account the threat presented by a strong indigenous communist movement, and to act to deter its further growth
. 
2.5. How the Cypriots were Terrorised? 

Meanwhile, the extremists of both sides were not silent. The Greek Cypriot communists and the other intellectuals who promoted a shared life with the Turkish Cypriots in an independent republic were under the threat of the extremist Greek nationalism. Although General Grivas was in exile he was able to run the things in Cyprus with his successor Nikos Sampson. Sampson was an ambitious young EOKA fighter who was once sentenced to death. The death penalty was commuted to life sentence with the American help. Later Sampson turned back to the island and started to publish MAXI (the extreme Greek nationalist newspaper)
. In his actions Sampson went one step further and terrorised both communities. On the other hand the Turkish Cypriot extremists made provocations and blamed other side for those actions to manipulate the happenings and to increase the hostility between the two communities. Halkın Sesi and NACAK (newspaper published in Turkish with R.R. Denktash, the president of the Turkish Cypriot Communal Chamber, as a writer) were the major voices of those provocations. The other Turkish newspaper Cumhuriyet promoted a democratic common life in the island and often criticized the Turkish Cypriot leadership for their provocations. There are some evidences that the bombing of Bayraktar Mosque and Ömeriye and the arson in the Turkish Cypriot quarters were the provocations of the TMT. In 1984 the Turkish Cypriot leader, Rauf Denktash, admitted on a British TV documentary programme (End of Empire: Cyprus, Britain’s Grim Legacy. ITV, June 26, 1984) that the bomb was planted by a Turkish Cypriot in order to create an atmosphere of tension
.
As Cumhuriyet was just to publish those provocations, Ahmet Muzaffer Gürkan (the editor of the Cumhuriyet) and his friend Ayhan Mustafa Hikmet were murdered on April 23, 1962 just one day before the publishing. The Turkish Cypriot authorities did not condemn those murders. Moreover, none of the Turkish Cypriot officials participated in the funeral. Thus, the blame fell on the Turkish leadership and the TMT. Contrary to the Turkish Cypriot leadership, the Ambassador of Turkey (Emin Dirvana) condemned those murders and also blamed Turkish Cypriot leadership for their extreme policies. He encouraged cooperation between the two communities and promoted a sustainable partnership. 

Here we have to keep in mind that on May 27, 1960 there was a coup d'état in Turkey where the “National Unity Committee” took the power. One of the early declarations of that Committee (on May 28) was for Cyprus. They stated that Turkey will remain loyal to the 1960 establishment of Cyprus. In addition, the National Unity Committee gave a priority to the friendship with Greece. Accordingly they started an investigation on the 6-7 September 1955 events in Turkey which caused unfortunate damages to the Greek residents of Turkey. The National Unity Committee wished to repair the broken trust with Greece. Also the government of Greece was ready to respond positively. Despite the mutual appeasement policy on formal level, the “deep states” of Greece and Turkey did just the opposite. Thus, they gave a secret support to the extremists and were able to prevent the improvement of the constitutional order on the bases of Cypriotism. 
2.6. Makarios`s Proposals for Constitutional Revisions
In 1963, Makarios asked for thirteen constitutional revisions while Cyprus was in a great disorder. This was a very risky attempt without having the Turkish Cypriot consent on those revisions. The main features of his proposals are the following:

· The presidential elections and also the elections for vice-presidency should be held jointly (not separately) in the House of Representatives which was dominated by the Greek Cypriot majority.   

· The removal of the veto power of the Turkish Cypriots.
· The reduction of the Turkish Cypriot component in the civil and military arms of the government.

· The abolishment of the separate community voting on fiscal and on some other electoral matters. 
· The unification of the municipalities (which has been separated into the Turkish and Greek municipalities since the British colonial rule)
.  

2.7. How Guarantors Saw the Proposals of Makarios?
Makarios informed the guarantors about his demands with a diplomatic note. Turkey immediately warned Makarios on that the constitutional order could not be changed unilaterally. The Greece Government also rejected Makarios’ proposals. In September 1963 Makarios received a tough telegram from Averoff. As Makarios liked to act unilaterally and paid no attention to the existence of Turkish Cypriots, Averoff blamed him for this irresponsibility. Moreover, Averoff warned Makarios that Greece will not back him if Turkey reacts. He said very similar things to the Ambassador of Cyprus in Athens
. Moreover, Greece warned Makarios in a secret letter that there would be no Greek support behind him if he insists on those revisions
. At the first sight Averoff’s behaviour might look unusual but he had his reasons. Firstly, he was one of the signatories’ of the 1960 establishment of Cyprus (as the Foreign Minister of Greece) and he wanted to keep his promises. Secondly, Turkey and Greece gave priority for friendship. Thirdly, Turkey and Greece were jointly responsible for the security of the south-east wing of NATO.

From the formal perspective Turkey and Greece did not violate the 1960 establishment in the early days of the Republic of Cyprus. Nevertheless, their “deep states” did. On the other hand compared with Turkey and Greece the UK seemed as the most defective party of the triple guarantee system in the beginning. As Makarios established friendly relations with the Soviet Union and the Non-Aligned Countries, the UK became anxious about the future of its sovereign bases in Cyprus. The UK would have been probably the first western country to confront the Soviet Union if communists could take the control over Cyprus. Thus, the UK encouraged Makarios for his unilateralism with an expectation to create a crack between the Turkish Cypriots and the Greek Cypriots, which consequently would prevent any harmonisation of independent policies.
In October 1963 the British High Commissioner Clark, sent a report to the British Ministry of Foreign Affairs. In summary Clark stated the following:
· There is a need to make revisions on the constitution of the Republic of Cyprus in order to prevent the worsening of the situation in the island. 

· There is a need to get the Greek Cypriots to focus on the constitutional revision instead of the Treaty of Guarantee.

· There is a need to call a conference immediately to find a proper way for revisions. Conference should be held before elections of the Republic of Cyprus in 1965.

In addition, Dimitri S. Bitsios (Greek Diplomat), implies in his memories that the British High Commissioner himself instigated the Archbishop (Makarios)to take this action; and adds that he told Makarios that what he was doing was ‘an act of great statesmanship’
.

2.8. The Fall of the Constitutional Order and the International Involvement  
Meanwhile, the Greek Cypriot fanatics harassed and threatened Turkish Cypriots to prevent their resistance against those revisions. Eventually oppression turned into unfortunate inter-communal fights (started on December 21, 1963) were named as the Bloody Christmas by Turkish Cypriots. Inter-communal fights picked up in the beginning of 1964 and the intensive violence continued for one year. Many civilians were killed or wounded or displaced by force. Although both sides suffered from those violations the Turkish Cypriot losses were greater than the Greek Cypriot losses because of the following reasons:

· The Greek Cypriot population was four times bigger than the Turkish Cypriot.

· As capitalistic mode of production first began in the Greek Cypriot community, they developed and organised themselves long before and better than Turkish Cypriots.

· As EOKA fought for five years (1955-1960) against the British colonial regime, their fighters were much more experienced than the Turkish Cypriot. 
there are several and opposite arguments about the situation of the Turkish Cypriots as whether they were suffering because of the Greek Cypriot oppression or that was a kind of self-isolation imposed on them by their leadership for political reasons. To me, both sides have got their points. It is very interesting to point out that this discussion is reflected in the UN resolutions. Throughout its early resolutions, the UN allusively warned the Cyprus Government to carry the responsibility to change the bad living conditions of the Turkish Cypriots. The UN also asked for the immediate governmental measures to achieve this goal in a short time. By the time the UN had changed its interpretation of the issue. In early December 1964, the UN Secretary General reported that in Cyprus, the situation is complicated by evidence made available to UNFICYP (United Nations Peacekeeping Force in Cyprus) that certain non-normal conditions are being kept in existence by measures applied by the Turkish Community to its own members
. In addition the Secretary General of the UN wrote in his report on March 11, 1965 in follows:

· The Turkish Cypriot policy of self-isolation has led the community in the opposite direction from normality. The Community leadership discourages the Turkish Cypriot population from engaging in personal, commercial or other contacts with their Greek Cypriot compatriots, from applying to Government offices in administrative matters, or from resettling in their home villages if they are refugees
.
2.9. The Fault-Line Between the Two Communities 
In late 1963, the sole attention of the Turkish Government was on the treaties which were signed with the European Economic Community. Although this was the reality the Turkish warplanes flew over Nicosia without bombing but just for a warning. Thus, Turkey delivered a message that the next strikes will be for bombing if the violations will not stop. It became very difficult to run the institutions of the Republic of Cyprus in accordance to the 1960 establishment. The Turkish ministers, representatives and the other staff of the bureaucracy refused to participate in the meetings with an excuse that they did not have security even for their life. This tendency spins out to other fields of public services. Soon after, many Turkish Cypriots refused or interrupted to continue their jobs or to be a part of the governmental functions. As British achieved to create a crack between the two communities a military troop commanded by a British General (Peter Young) drew the Green Line in Nicosia (on December 30, 1963 evening). Similar things happened in other towns and villages and consequently the two communities were separated everywhere. Many Turkish Cypriots lost their jobs. Many of them became fighters of the Turkish Resistance Organisation (TMT, Türk Mukavemet Teşkilatı) which could be considered partly as a resistance movement rather than an army in systematic order, although it was founded by the Turkish Army in 1958. Soon after, the two communities were in fact ruled by two separate administrations. Vice-President Dr. Küçük refused to use the flag or the pennant of the Republic of Cyprus. The Turkish Cypriot police officers ripped the epaulets of the Republic from their uniforms. Turkish Cypriots achieved to establish a separate post office and separate radio broadcasting for their communication.
 The living conditions of the Turkish Cypriots became worse and the Turkish Government had to warn the other parties that Turkey will act unilaterally and intervene if the situation of the Turkish Cypriots would not repaired. On January 1, 1964, some Greek Cypriot publications announced that in response to Turkey, Makarios would declare the Treaty of Guarantee as invalid soon. As the events began to spin out of control the UK called the parties to participate at a conference in London on January 15, 1964. The two major aims of that conference were the following:

1- To stop the inter-communal fighting and reduce the tension.

2- To provide a new formula for Cyprus and to replace the 1960 establishment
.

Rauf Denktash and Spyros Kyprianou participated in the conference beside the representatives of the guarantor states of Cyprus. Both acted according to their domestic concerns instead of global views of NATO. Kyprianou suggested a revision for the treaties of Zurich and London and also asked for constitutional revisions. Denktash tried to prove that it will be impossible to force two communities for a common life anymore. For the first time he suggested a new formula for Cyprus as bi-communal, bi-zonal federation. Although parties did not agree with him, the federation became a new option for the future attempts to find a peaceful settlement to the problem
. 
The British opportunism continued during and after the conference. Duncan Sandy (Secretary of State for Commonwealth Relations) convinced the US officials for a joint plan. The joint plan was proposed to the parties on January 30, 1964. The major aspects of the plan were the following:
· There would be a military unit of NATO located in Cyprus which would consist of ten thousand soldiers, including 1200 US troops. 

· The military units of NATO in Cyprus would be commanded by a British general. 

· They would remain only for three months on the island.

· Turkey and Greece would not intervene in Cyprus for three months.

· A mediator would be appointed by NATO for the negotiations to find a peaceful solution to Cyprus problem
.

2.10. The US-Soviet Competition Over Cyprus
In response to the NATO involvement, the Soviet Union declared the Cyprus problem as an issue which could only be considered within the UN framework instead of NATO. It warned the West not to interfere in the internal affairs of Cyprus and pointed out that safeguarding the independence of Cyprus was the responsibility of the UN Security Council
. By August the Soviet Union was announcing that it was ready to help Cyprus in case of a Turkish invasion. A Soviet statement said “If a foreign armed intervention takes place in Cyprus the Soviet Union will help Cyprus to defend its freedom and independence... and is willing immediately to start negotiations on this matter.”
 The next month supplies of conventional arms, fighters, torpedo boats and anti-aircraft artillery were promised (and delivered to the extent of 70 million dollars worth by October 1965)
.  
The Soviet reactions encouraged Makarios to challenge the NATO proposals. Makarios preferred the UN framework instead of NATO just because of its composition. Hopefully the members of the Non-Alignment Movement and also the other pro-Soviet countries would be on his side in the UN framework. As the US became anxious about the Soviet involvement, George Ball (American Under-Secretary of State) quickly prepared a new plan. The aim was to bypass both Makarios and the Soviet Union. According to this plan an urgent patrol system would be established in Cyprus (as once happened in Vienna just after the World War II) to control the situation until an agreed international military unit will come to take the responsibility. The major aspects of the George Ball Plan were the following:

· Three guarantor states of Cyprus would act jointly to intervene and to repair the situation in accordance to their rights obtained from the treaties of Zurich and London.

· The soldiers should represent in equal number each guarantor state and should be located at the same time.

· The military troops of each guarantor states in Cyprus should be divided into small units so that they could cooperate with the other units.
· Patrols would be similar to those applications first adopted in Vienna by the four occupants after the World War II, but this time there would be three soldiers in a jeep instead of four. 

· The military operations and the patrols had to be done together.

· The military presence of the guarantor states would last until to be replaced by the UN Peace Keeping Forces until the solution was reached
. 
 George Ball insistently stressed on the UN framework in order to calm down the Soviet reactions against the NATO framework. Makarios rejected the plan. He got so angry that he declared the Treaty of Alliance as invalid on April 4, 1964
. Makarios was in rush to put the Cyprus issue into the UN agenda because of the fear of Turkish and/or NATO intervention.  When it became clear that there would be no solution to the problem within the NATO framework the UK had to apply to the UN Security Council. The UN Security Council reached the Resolution no: 186 on March 4, 1964 drafted by the UN Secretary General U-Thant. The UN Security Council suggested the Secretary General to appoint a mediator and also to constitute an urgent UN peacekeeping force for Cyprus. The UN Security Council Resolution no: 186 was a mile stone for Cyprus with the following consequences:

· At the moment the UN peacekeeping force has remained in Cyprus for 45 years (one of the longest periods in the world).

· Although the Turkish Cypriot representatives were excluded (or voluntarily withdrawn) from the Government of Cyprus, the UN Security Council had to recognise the de-facto Government of Cyprus (consisting only of the Greek Cypriot representatives) as the sole legitimate regime with its Resolution no: 186 in order to be able to send its peacekeeping forces to Cyprus in accordance to its procedures. According to the UN procedures the United Nations could constitute a peacekeeping force for a country only in the case that the government of that country demands for it. 

· Since then Greek Cypriot Government has enjoyed the recognition. The Cyprus issue has been on the UN agenda for 45 years and despite of the various efforts of the several UN Secretary Generals no solution has been reached. 
2.11. Cyprus as a Priority in Turkish and Greek Foreign Policy
The UN peacekeeping force could not stop the unfortunate inter-communal fights. Turkey sent a note and reminded the UK and the US that the Turkish army was ready to disembark its troops on the island at any time. Accordingly, the Turkish Parliament reached a decision and authorised the Turkish Government (March 16, 1964) for a military intervention in Cyprus if necessary. The Ball Plan and the decision of the Turkish Parliament paved the way for Makarios to declare the abolishment of the Treaty of Alliance on April 4, 1964. Turkey replied to Makarios immediately and declared his statement unlawful and also blamed Makarios that he had no right to make such statement in the absence of the Turkish Cypriot representation
. Thus, Turkey refused to recognise Makarios statement as an official declaration of the Republic of Cyprus.  

Georgios Papandreou was victorious in the parliamentary elections (February 1964) in Greece. Contrary to the former governments of Greece, Papandreou tried to put the Cyprus issue into the UN agenda (as Makarios wished) instead of the NATO framework. The political changes in Greece encouraged Makarios to challenge Turkey and the Ball Plan. Moreover, as a result of the Makarios-Papandreou cooperation approximately twenty thousand soldiers, officers and other military personnel came secretly from Greece to Cyprus. At the beginning Makarios saw their arrival as a safeguard against a probable Turkish intervention, but soon they got out of control and he changed his mind and asked for an immediate withdrawal. Turkey restarted to supply weapons and ammunitions to the Turkish Cypriots, to balance the Greek military in Cyprus. The sole sea-link between Cyprus and Turkey was through Erenköy which is a small Turkish Cypriot village on the north-western coast of Cyprus. Due to its strategic importance, Turkey emplaced a military unit in Erenköy. The soldiers of that military unit consisted of the Turkish Cypriot student volunteers who were studying in Turkey. They were trained by the Turkish Army in Ankara and sent to Erenköy. 
Turkey secretly sent a group of well trained ambitious military staffs who had leadership skills and who was called as “Sancaktar”
. They were the most authorised persons in the territories controlled by the Turkish Cypriots. There was no doubt on their absolute power. Sancaktars had no accountability to the people. They acted as they wished, as a chief commander, a mayor, a judge and a chief administrator in the territories under their control. There were 10 territories ruled by Sancaktars. Bayraktar was on the top who supervised the whole system. The Sancaktars followed his orders. This system terrorised and militarised the Turkish Cypriots. The major goals of Sancaktar-Bayraktar system were the following:

· To increase the military capacity and the capability of the Turkish Cypriots against the Greek Cypriot aggressions.
· To make the Turkish Cypriots hostile to the Greek Cypriots and to make them loyal only to their motherland (Turkey) instead of the Republic of Cyprus. 
· To interrupt the daily contacts and the inter-communal trade with a self-isolation policy which was known as the “from Turk to Turk” campaign.  
· To punish or to defuse the Turkish Cypriot communists or the others who promoted a common life with the Greek Cypriots.  
· To prepare and provide the moral and the material conditions for the Turkish invasion. 
As mentioned above, the extreme Greek nationalists did very similar things to the Greek Cypriots on the opposite edge. The tension picked up and the inter communal fights transformed into a situation similar to a war between two states. Although neither Greece nor Turkey declared war it is obvious that both acted behind the curtain in Cyprus conflict.
2.12.  How the US Hold the Responsibility For Cyprus and How the Soviet Union got into the issue 
 As Turkey was just to disembark the Turkish troops on the island (June 1964) the US President Lyndon Johnson sent an urgent letter to the Turkish Prime Minister (İsmet İnönü) and warned him that the US was against any unilateral Turkish intervention
. Thus, the US was able to prevent a probable Turkish intervention. The US took the responsibility further to accomplish a compromise between Turkey and Greece as they were both NATO members. President Johnson met first with İsmet İnönü (January 22, 1964) and then with George Papandreou (January 24, 1964). Johnson and İnönü declared the validity of the treaties of Zurich and London in their communiqué yet, both were hopeless about the survival of the 1960 establishment. Their new approach was to find a pro-NATO solution to the Cyprus problem. Accordingly at a meeting in Geneva (July 9, 1964) Dean Acheson (advisor to Kennedy, Johnson and Nixon) proposed the partition of the island between the guarantor states
. Turkey stated that the plan would be acceptable with some small revisions on the map. 
Makarios (who didn`t participate in those meetings) reacted strongly against those negotiations held only between the guarantors in his absence. At the first stage, Greece was ready to negotiate the plan. Later, Papandreou had to announce that no plan was acceptable for Greece if Makarios was not a party of it. Acheson Plan shocked Makarios and he began to realise that there would be no place for him in a pro-NATO solution. Thus, he had to make a u-turn towards the treaties of London and Zurich in spite of to his prior intention to declare them as invalid. 
As Makarios was shocked, General Grivas turned back to island from Greece and took the control over the Greek National Guard in a short time. He started intensive attacks against the Turkish Cypriot settlements beside his aggressions against the Greek Cypriot communists. The most intensive fighting started in Erenköy (its strategic importance is mentioned above) on August 6, 1964. Turkey immediately appealed to the UN and NATO and asked for their help to stop the fighting and also demanded the lifting the blockade. As the fighting continued, sixty four Turkish warplanes bombed the Greek troops (August 8-9, 1964)
.

 The Soviet Union got angry about the Turkish intervention. Khrushchev (the Secretary General of the Communist Party) demanded respect to the independency of the Republic of Cyprus, as he was strictly against the NATO intervention. Thus, the tension picked up also on global level. Makarios asked military support from the Soviet Union while the Turkish warplanes were bombing. The Soviet Union replied positively in a short time and declared that they will support Cyprus against any external attack. Furthermore, the Soviet Union stated that they were ready to start the formal negotiations with the Cyprus Government in order to constitute the technical conditions and to provide the other necessities of this cooperation
. In order to reduce the tension, the UN had to call the parties for an immediate cease-fire. Makarios replied positively to the UN call and promised that he would provide the normalisation in a short time. Thus, Turkey calmed down and stopped the bombing.
Contrary to the Soviet Union, the US had no fear for the mutual violations in the island. The reality for the US was that both Greece and Turkey were NATO members and as the fighting was limited and could be prevented to spin out of control, there would be no problem for the US about the Turkish and Greek military existence in the island as long as they stayed under the US control. In December 1965 the US was, together with Turkey, Iran, Pakistan and Albania, the fifth state voting against the General Assembly resolution reaffirming the sovereignty of Cyprus and the illegality of external intervention
. 
The Soviet Union demanded the immediate withdrawal of all foreign military contingents from Cyprus in respect to its independency. The Soviet Union suggested a federal solution to the Cyprus problem instead of Taksim and ENOSIS options which were both pro-NATO solutions. 
The rapprochement between the Soviet Union and Turkey was confirmed in August 1965 by Prime Minister Ürgüplü`s state visit to Moscow; he was the first Turkish leader to make such a visit in 30 years. This has made the Greek Cypriot community aware of Soviet duplicity. As former AKEL General Secretary Ploutis Servas caustically remarked, “When it comes to making Russian policy on Cyprus, AKEL is not part of Moscow`s planning process”
.  There were anti-Soviet demonstrations in Cyprus in the winter of 1966 after Chairman Kosygin made what was interpreted as an anti-ENOSIS remark. The government of Cyprus even rejected the Soviet protest note after the demonstrations
.

The social and political life in Cyprus started to become more complicated and Galo Plaza (Special representative of the UN for Cyprus) had to write a report to the Secretary General of the UN.  In his report he argued that there is no possibility for the safe application of the 1960 establishment. Consequently, there was a need to find a new formula for Cyprus. He suggested a totally independent, democratic Cyprus without the British sovereign bases. In addition he also suggested a new formula for the guarantees which should be considered within the UN framework instead of NATO. Turkey, UK and the US rejected his proposals immediately. Moreover, Turkish reaction was stronger and demanded that Galo Plaza should not be kept in office anymore.


Plaza’s report triggered the US involvement over again. Dean Acheson stated repeatedly that the partition would be the most available solution to the Cyprus problem. But this time he was aware of that partition could only be realised by consent. Consequently, he said that there was a need to find somebody who has the ability to convince Makarios. As George Papandreou (senior) (Prime Minister of Greece) failed in his attempts to persuade Makarios, he became a target for the USA. After one of his visits to the US, he complained as in following: 

· I am going back to Greece as a Prime Minister but I am not sure for how long I can stay in that position. Johnson will never forgive me as I opposed his pressure over me
.
 As he predicted he lost his office after his return. Subsequently, the following governments of Greece also could not persuade Makarios on the American plan. As Georgios Papadopoulos (leader of Junta 1967 in Greece) failed as well, he was replaced by Dimitris Yoannides (one of the other principal leaders of junta) for a new dictatorship.
2.13.  The Consequences of the Geçitkale (Kophinou) and Boğaziçi (Ayios Theodhoros) Assaults

The coup of Junta (1967) in Greece was welcomed by Grivas and his followers. Boğaziçi and Geçitkale villages were located at a focal point on the Nicosia-Limassol-Larnaca junction. They were under the Turkish Cypriot control and their residents were mostly Turkish Cypriots. The Greek Cypriot National Guard attacked on November 15, 1967 and surrounded those villages. Many Turkish Cypriots were killed or wounded. They had great damages in their farms and houses. Turkish reaction was very strong. Turkish war planes flew at low altitude and made strikes without bombing to warn and deliver a message to the Greek Cypriots that Turkey has the ability and the capacity to destroy their military existence at any time if they won’t stop. Çağlayangil (Foreign Minister of Turkey) sent a note and asked for the following:

· The Greek soldiers (who came secretly and unlawfully from Greece to Cyprus) should leave the island immediately. 

· General Grivas should be deported from Cyprus once again and his return should be prohibited forever. 

· The Greek Cypriot National Guard should be dissolved.

· The blockade should be lifted immediately.

· The Greek side should recognise the Turkish Cypriot rights for the establishment of their own administration and municipal police forces. 

· The compensation for the Turkish Cypriot losses should be in satisfactory amounts
. 
As Turkey and Greece could not agree on the matters mentioned above the US President Johnson had to send his special representative (Cyrus Vance) to the region in order to moderate the parties. Cyrus Vance achieved to reconcile Turkey and Greece in the following measures:

· The government of Turkey would reassert its commitment to the inviolability and integrity of the Republic of Cyprus.

· All Greek and Turkish troops in excess of those permitted by the London-Zurich Treaties would be withdrawn.

· The UN Peacekeeping Force (UNFICYP) would supervise the withdrawal and would collect arms from unauthorised civilians and militias. Its role on the island would be greatly strengthened by an enlarged mandate from the UN, to enable it to keep peace. The regular Cyprus police, now divided and deployed on confessional lines, would be reconstituted and strengthened as a mixed Greek-Turkish Cypriot Force, to replace the irregular bands.

· An indemnity would be paid to the Turkish Cypriot victims of Ayios Theodhoros and Kophinou.

· Special security measures would be devised to protect Turkish Cypriot communities not protected by Cypriot police or the National Guard
.
The Turkish Cypriot losses were great because of Geçitkale (Kophinou) And Boğaziçi (Ayios Theodhoros) assaults. Yet, they obtained new political advantages. As the blame came on to the Greek Cypriots, the Turkish Cypriots used it as an opportunity for the declaration of the Temporary Turkish Cypriot Administration (TTCA) on December 28, 1967. Dr. Fazıl Küçük became the first president and Rauf Denktash became the first vice-president of the TTCA. In addition Turkish Cypriots began to establish new and separated institutions for their executive legislative and judicial needs. At the first meeting of the TTCA, a list of principles consisting of 19 items was published. According to the 19th item, those principles were in force until the reapplication of the 1960 establishment. Thus, they were temporary. 

2.14. The Struggle Between the Junta and Makarios and the Coming of the  Eoka B
Makarios was anxious that Greece would be easily convinced by the Americans for a partition of the island. He feared that the partition would be served to the Greek Cypriots as the half way to ENOSIS in manipulation. Consequently, Makarios recognised that the insistence on ENOSIS would bring a partition. During his election campaign in 1968 Makarios declared his new approach for the island with a new slogan “an independent- non-aligned Cyprus”. This was his first campaign against the idea of ENOSIS. He was victorious and got a huge majority of the votes. Takis Evdokas (the other candidate who was supported by the junta) promoted ENOSIS but he only could get 4% of the votes
.

 Makarios tried to soften his relations with the Turkish Cypriots in accordance to his new approach. Consequently the inter-communal talks first started in mid 1968 in Beirut
. The leaders of the Junta got angry about the start of the inter-communal talks within the UN framework instead of a partition within the NATO framework. A further sign of what was to come was the formation in Cyprus of the “National Front” in the autumn of 1969, demanding a cessation of the inter-communal talks, and a policy of ENOSIS to be adopted. According to a report published in 1970 the formation of the National Front was designed in Athens as part of a plan code-named HERMES
. The Junta first tried to remove Makarios by political means. As it failed, they tried to assassinate Makarios three times. The first attack was against his helicopter on March 8, 1970. The pilot wounded was able to land his helicopter successfully and saved Makarios` life. 

Consequently, Grivas secretly came to Cyprus on August 28, 1971 and re-organised an illegal armed force called EOKA B. Makarios started to strengthen his police force and ordered new weapons from Czechoslovakia. In response, Athens immediately provided military supplies to the EOKA B and also to the Greek Cypriot National Guard, the commanders of which were mostly loyal to Grivas
. It is very interesting that Turkey and Greece did not condemn the terrorist attacks of the EOKA B against Makarios. On the contrary, both blamed Makarios on the weapons which were ordered from Czechoslovakia. The tension increased between Makarios and EOKA B in the early 1970s. 
This misfortune of Makarios surprisingly created a new opportunity to repair his relations with Turkish Cypriots. The daily contacts between the two communities started to be partly normalised. Reduced tension between the Turkish and the Greek Cypriot relations meant security for the Turkish Cypriots. Thus, from this perspective Turkey supported the inter-communal talks in the beginning. On the other hand, as Junta began to lose its prestige in internal and foreign affairs, Turkey wanted to use this as an opportunity and applied pressure over Junta to get Athens to agree on the partition of the island. General George Grivas had been under house arrest in Athens. Two months after the Lisbon agreement it was announced that he had escaped and was in hiding in Cyprus
. Junta forced Makarios to accept the partition agreed with Turkey in Lisbon. A rumour spread out that Turkey and Greece would act jointly to remove Makarios. In fact, Turkey did not react against Grivas` return and his actions against Makarios. Turkey preferred to consider the events as an internal issue of the Greek Cypriot community. When Denktash was asked why he was silent and blind with the arrival of Grivas, he replied that they were promised that the Turkish Cypriots would not be a target of EOKA B. On the same subject Nihat Erim (Prime Minister of Turkey) replied as follows: “There is no reason for being uncomfortable”
.
The tension between Makarios and the Junta was reflected in their writings. On June 24, 1971, Makarios criticised the leader of Junta (Papadopoulos) in some part of his letter as in following:
· In your letter, Mr. President, you reject the circulating rumours, which allege that your proposals of the Greek Government have been accepted in advance by Turkey and that in close understanding with Turkey you plan a conspiracy against me. I wish to assure you that I have never wanted to be part of such rumours... In conclusion, Mr. President, I refer to the last paragraph of your letter, which states that if the proposals of the Greek Government are not accepted the Greek Government would find itself faced by “hard necessity to take those measures, which national interest and the best interest of the Cypriot Hellenism demand, irrespective how bitter they might be”. The content of this paragraph creates the impression of a threat, thought I find it difficult to accept this interpretation or impression as accurate. If, however, the said paragraph really constitutes a threat, I regret to say that an unacceptable situation is created, which as the person on whom Cypriot Hellenism has placed its trust, I cannot ignore
.

The US did not condemn briefly the terrorist actions of the EOKA B in Cyprus during 1970-1974 periods. In fact, despite of the suggestions of the US ambassador of Cyprus, Henry Kissinger (US-Secretary of the State) refused to make a statement for the condemnation of the assassination attempts against Makarios
. The death of Grivas in January 1974, made the situation even more difficult for Makarios. Moreover, the Junta started to re-organise the Greek Cypriot National Guard with the help of its officers to have a strict control over the armed forces after Grivas.
2.15. The Overthrown of Makarios (July 15, 1974)
In April 1974, the Cyprus Government made an official statement and declared that the terrorist organisation (EOKA B) was directed and supported by Greece. 2nd July President Makarios wrote a letter to President Gizikis of Greece, accusing the Greek army officers of subversion and demanding that they be removed from Cyprus
. In response Greece staged a coup d’état against Makarios on July 15, 1974, with the help of its officers in the GCNG. It’s very interesting to note that the excuse of Greece for the coup was to stop the terrorist actions! The leaders of the coup declared Sampson (successor of Grivas) as the new President of the Republic of Cyprus unlawfully. 

However, Makarios was able to escape secretly from the Presidential Palace. Just one day after the coup, AKEL made the following statement in summary:
· AKEL calls on the Cyprus people to resist the Junta coup d’état:

Patriotic people of Cyprus,

The fascist dictatorial regime of Athens has openly intervened in the internal affairs of Cyprus and used its armed forces to overthrown the lawful, democratic government of Archbishop Makarios, and to impose an administration of puppets. Makarios is safe in Paphos and has already broadcast a proclamation on Radio Free Cyprus. AKEL condemns in the strongest possible terms the foreign-inspired fascist coup in Cyprus and calls on the people to rally round the elected president Archbishop Makarios and organise its resistance. The great friend of the Cyprus People, the Soviet Union, and all the democratic forces thought the world actively support the people of Cyprus and the lawful democratic government of President Makarios in their fight for freedom. The coup shall fail. Fascism shall not pass! The people of Cyprus shall win
.                            

The coup was not yet completely successful and Makarios was alive but still the US did not condemn the Junta. The other two guarantors UK and Turkey wanted to consider the issue as the internal affairs of the Greek Cypriots at the first stage. But the truth was just the opposite because one of the guarantors (Greece) had staged a coup against the government of the Republic of Cyprus. Makarios reacted with a speech at a meeting of the UN Security Council on July 19, 1974 as in following: 

“....what has been happening in Cyprus since last Monday constitutes a real tragedy. The military regime of Greece has blatantly violated the independence of Cyprus. Without a trace respect for the democratic rights of the people of Cyprus, without a trace of respect for the independence and sovereignty of the Republic of Cyprus, the Greek Junta has extended its dictatorship to Cyprus
. 

UK prevented any decision against Greece at the meeting of the Security Council. The excuse was its invitation for a high level Guarantor meeting between guarantors on July 21, 1974 in London about the future status of Cyprus. UK warned the members of the UN Security Council that it would not be necessary to make a decision against Greece before seeing the outcomes of the meeting
. 

However, Ecevit (Prime Minister of Turkey) made a statement on July 17, 1974 (two days before the UN Security Council Meeting) and refused to meet with Greece and he also blamed Greece for the infringement of the 1960 establishment. Ecevit also announced that he was ready to meet with the UK in accordance to the 4th article of the Treaty of Guarantees and to find a remedy to the problem. Ecevit went to London on the same day but he couldn`t persuade Prime Minister Callahan for a joint military intervention. When he returned to Turkey, the preparations for a unilateral intervention were almost completed. Consequently, just one day before the UK-Greece meeting, Turkey started the military operation on July 20, 1974
.    

3. THE SECOND STAGE: 1974-2009 FROM THE TURKISH INVASION UNTIL THE PRESENT DAY

The US didn’t protest the coup and also did not condemn the Turkish Military Operation at the first stage. Sisco (the US vice Under-Secretary General of State) called the parties for an immediate ceasefire. Greece (Admiral Arapakis) replied Sisco on 20 July positively. Constantinos Karamanlis returned back to Athens after eleven years in self exile in Paris. A similar change happened in Cyprus and Sampson was replaced by Glafkos Clerides on July 24. Turkey was controlling then only 7% of the island but, decided in participating to the First Geneva Talks (July 25-30) after those changes in Greece and Cyprus. 

3.1. The first Geneva Talks  
The representatives in the conference were the foreign ministers of the guarantor states (Turan Guneş, Georgios Mavros, and James Callaghan). The US, the Soviet Union and the UN also sent their representatives to the conference as observers. On July 30, the parties signed a protocol of six articles:

· The first article referred on the validity of the 1960 establishment. 

· The second article of the protocol stressed the humanitarian issues including the imposition of the ceasefire and the mutual exchange of the prisoners of war.

· In the third article the parties promised to restrain from any new action or aggression in Cyprus. They also agreed that they will not expand the areas considered under their control. 

· The fourth and the fifth articles were oriented towards the future status of the island. Thus, a second conference was suggested to the parties to achieve the constitutional revision. In addition, the parties agreed to reduce their military presence in Cyprus step by step parallel to the progress toward the final settlement. 

· In the sixth and the last article the parties agreed to ask the UN to help in the application of the protocol
. 
The First Geneva Talks could be considered as a success of the Turkish diplomacy because of the following:

· Turkey prevented international attempts to declare the intervention illegitimate.

· Turkey guaranteed its military presence in Cyprus until a solution was reached.

· Turkey was able to present the Turkish Cypriots as equal partners of Cyprus before the second round of Geneva Talks started.
3.2. The second round in Geneva Talks (August 8-14), the second military operation of Turkey August 14-16 and the UN General Assembly Resolution No: 3212 
On August 12, 1974 Rauf Denktash suggested a bi-zonal federation on the condition that the Turkish Cypriot part would be at least 34% of the island. Turan Güneş went one step further and implied to Callahan that Turkey was ready to negotiate a formula based on cantons if there would be difficulties for the Greek side to accept bi-zonality.

On the other hand Glafkos Clerides was insisting on the preservation of the core of the 1960 establishment and he stated that only small revisions would be acceptable. The differences were big and Callahan (encouraged by Güneş) suggested a formula based on 6 cantons
. Mavros and Clerides asked a 36 hours break to consult their governments. Turkey considered this as a waste of time and surprisingly started the second military operation on August 14. The second operation ended on August 16 and Turkey drew the “Atilla Line” only in two days
.

 Contrary to its military success, Turkey failed politically. The first operation seemed as a right action and was in a way justified by a protocol at the First Geneva Talks. The interpretations changed rapidly after the second operation. Turkey was criticized as an occupant rather than a guarantor power which acted just to repair the unfortunate situation in the island. The first serious international reaction against Turkey after its second military operation, came on November 1, 1974 with the UN General Assembly resolution no:3212. It reads the following;

1. Calls upon all states to respect the sovereignty, independence, territorial integrity and non-alignment of the Republic of Cyprus and to refrain from all acts and interventions directed against it; 

2. Urges the speedy withdrawal of all foreign armed forces and foreign military presence and personnel from the Republic of Cyprus and the cessation of all foreign interference in its affairs; 

3. Considers that the constitutional system of the Republic of Cyprus concerns the Greek-Cypriot and Turkish-Cypriot communities; 

4. Commends the contacts and negotiations taking place on an equal footing, with the good offices of the Secretary-General between the representatives of the two communities, and calls for their continuation with a view to reaching freely a mutually acceptable political settlement, based on their fundamental and legitimate rights; 

5. Considers that all the refugees should return to their homes in safety and calls upon the parties concerned to undertake urgent measures to that end; 

6. Expresses the hope that, if necessary, further efforts including negotiations can take place, within the framework of the United Nations, for the purpose of implementing the provisions of the present resolution, thus ensuring to the Republic of Cyprus its fundamental right to independence, sovereignty and territorial integrity; 

7. Requests the Secretary-General to continue to provide United Nations humanitarian assistance to all parts of the population of Cyprus and calls upon all states to contribute to that effort; 

8. Calls upon all parties to continue to cooperate fully with the United Nations Peace-Keeping Force in Cyprus, which may be strengthened if necessary; 

9. Requests the Secretary-General to continue to lend his good offices to the parties concerned; 

10. Further requests the Secretary-General to bring the present resolution to the attention of the Security Council
. 
3.3. The Declaration of the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus (TFSC) and its reflections to the US-Turkey Relations
The US preferred to stay silent against Turkey after its second military operation. The Greek origin Americans started a huge lobby campaign against Turkey and also against the US quietness.
Moreover the Greeks had the support of a significant number of members in the US Congress. They paid a visit to Kissinger on August 15, 1974 and blamed the US was doing nothing to prevent the Turkish military operation over Cyprus. They complained about the Turkish illegal use of American weapons in Cyprus. They argued that due to the treaties signed by Turkey and also according to the American legislation the American weapons given to Turkey could be used only for defence purposes, not for attacking. The bill for the suspension of the military aid and loans to Turkey was passed in the US Senate (September 19, 1974) and also in the United States House of Representatives (September 24, 1974). The US president Gerald R. Ford vetoed those decisions on October 15, 1974. The US Congress continued to reach new decisions constantly. The US president had to ratify those decisions on December 30, 1974
. Turkish respond came soon with a statement of the Ministry of Defence on February 9, 1975. Turkey warned the US about the closure of the American military bases in Turkey if the US insisted to implement the decisions against Turkey. The biggest reaction of Turkey against the embargo was the declaration of the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus on February 13, 1975. In order to calm down the Greek Cypriot reactions, Rauf Denktash stated on the same day of the declaration that the ultimate aim of the TFSC was to be a part of the bi-zonal, bi-communal federation instead of separation.

3.4. The UN reaction against the TFSC
The UN condemned the declaration of the TFSC with the UN Security Council decision no: 367 reached on March 12, 1975 particularly in its first four paragraphs as follows:
1. Calls once more upon all States to respect the sovereignty, independence, territorial integrity and non-alignment of the Republic of Cyprus and urgently requests them, as well as the parties concerned, to refrain from any action which might prejudice that sovereignty, independence, territorial integrity and non-alignment, as well as from any attempt at partition of the island or its unification with any other country;
2. Regrets the unilateral decision of 13 February 1975 declaring that a part of the Republic of Cyprus would become "a Federated Turkish State" as, inter alia, tending to compromise the continuation of negotiations between the representatives of the two communities on a equal footing, the objective of which must continue to be to reach freely a solution providing for a political settlement and the establishment of a mutually acceptable constitutional arrangement, and expresses its concern over all unilateral actions by the parties which have compromised or may compromise the implementation of the relevant United Nations resolutions;
3. Affirms that the decision referred to in paragraph 2 above does not prejudge the final political settlement of the problem of Cyprus and takes note of the declaration that this was not its intention;
4. Calls for the urgent and effective implementation of all parts and provisions of General Assembly resolution 3212 (XXIX), endorsed by Security Council resolution 365 (1974)
. 

3.5. The Developments Following the Declaration of The TFSC  
One of the first actions of TFSC was to open the door to a huge number of Turkish settlers from Turkey to Cyprus. The excuse was to find a remedy to the lack of labour, particularly in agriculture. This policy caused an unfortunate trauma because of the rapid changes in the Turkish Cypriot demographic structure. The international community held Turkey as responsible for those settlers. Turkey turned into an occupier within 6 months, contrary to the Ecevit` s speech on July 20, 1974 which has shown Turkey as a guarantor power of Cyprus loyal to its responsibilities and which had landed on Cyprus for peace and to repair the broken constitutional order of the Republic of Cyprus.

Süleyman Demirel (Prime Minister of Turkey) announced that the American military bases in Turkey will be close on July 25, 1975. The US Administration put a great effort to persuade the US Senate and the US Congress to change their decisions against Turkey. As this was almost to achieved the US Administration faced a Greek obstacle. Karamanlis put forward two conditions before signing the treaties for security and cooperation with the US as follows:

1- The embargo against Turkey must continue until Turkey proves its good will for a comprehensive solution to the Cyprus problem.

2- The US aid and loans to Turkey and Greece must be in proportion and Greece should obtain at least 7/10 ratio in comparison with Turkey.

The other obstacles for the US administration were being the US presidential elections in 1977. In his campaign president Carter had already stated that he would continue to apply the embargo against Turkey until it took satisfactory steps towards a solution in Cyprus. Consequently the Turkish Government had to do something for Cyprus under those circumstances. Demirel encouraged Denktash for negotiations. Denktash invited Makarios for negotiations with a letter on January 9, 1977. In contrary to the wide-spread expectations, Makarios replied positively to Denktash` s invitation because he wished to have an advantage in his competition with Clerides. Denktash and Makarios signed a High Level Agreement on February 12, 1977 as follows: 

1. We are seeking an independent, non-aligned, bi-communal federal republic.

2. The territory under the administration of each community should be discussed in the light of economic viability or productivity and land ownership.

3. Questions of principles like freedom of movement, freedom of settlement, the right of property and other specific matters, are open for discussion, taking into consideration the fundamental basis of a bi-communal federal system and certain practical difficulties which may arise for the Turkish Cypriot Community.
4. The powers and functions of the central federal government will be to safeguard the unity of the country in regard to the bi-communal character of the State
. 
As Turkey played a positive role in the developments mentioned above, the embargo against Turkey first was loosened and then totally abolished on September 12, 1978. When we look at the embargo against Turkey and also to the US approach to the Cyprus problem in the sight of the US-Turkey relations we notice three realities:

1- The American Administration was always squeezed between the real politics and lobbyist movements particularly in Cyprus issue.

2- The US always had to take in consideration the Turco-Greco balances.

3- Turkish perspectives for Cyprus mostly arose from other sources rather than from Cyprus.


The framework of the Makarios-Denktash High Level Agreement could not be reached because of the unfortunate death of Makarios on August 3, 1977.    
3.6. Kyprianou-Denktash Communiqué (1979) and the failure of the Inter-Communal Talks
Spyros Kyprianou (Makarios` successor) was a conservative politician who gave an impression to the international community that he would never act for a solution. The blame started to fall on the Greek Cypriots in the international arena. Consequently, in order to change the atmosphere Kyprianou had to sign a document with Denktash on May 19, 1979 which is known as the 1979 Kyprianou-Denktash Communique. Spyros Kyprianou and Rauf Denktash agreed to talk on the basis of the 1977 guidelines and address territorial and constitutional issues, giving priority to Varosha (Maraş in Turkish) and demilitarization, and to prevent union in whole or part with any other country. Varosha is a formerly prosperous tourist area just north of the U.N. buffer zone
. 

Soon after, the UN Secretary General Kurt Waldheim arranged two meetings between the leaders. The aim was to provide the fulfilment of the framework of the Kyprianou-Denktash Communiqué. They failed because of the following disagreements:

· Denktash refused to negotiate the status of Varosha as the first matter in the beginning.

· They disagreed on the concept of bi-communality. According to Denktash, the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus must consist of only Turkish Cypriots.  Kyprianou supported the mixture of the two communities in both federated state but on a condition that both had the majority of its own community in the population. 

 Hugo Juan Gobbi (The Special Representative of the UN Secretary General) tried to arbitrate the parties but he failed because of the following developments:

· The Turkish Army staged a coup d'état in Turkey on September 12, 1980.

· Greece returned back to the military wing of NATO.

· The coming of the parliamentary elections in both sides in 1981.
· The coming of the presidential elections for Turkish Cypriots in 1981 and for Greek Cypriots in 1983.
3.7. Worsening situation after Greece returned to NATO`s Military Command Structure 

In 1974, as a consequence of the Turkish invasion of Cyprus, Greece withdrew its forces from NATO's military command structure, but readmitted with Turkish cooperation after the coup d'état September 12, 1980. In its strive to turn back, Greece had to calm down Turkey to prevent the use of its veto right against Greece. Consequently, Kyprianou was encouraged by Greece for negotiations. Thus, the bi-communal talks took place 1979-1981. When back in NATO`s military command structure, Greece started to act more aggressively against Turkey. The nationalism picked up once again and the Turkish-Greek relations (including Cyprus) became worse. This unfortunate situation was a fortune for Denktash and he used it in 1981 parliamentary and presidential elections. As Denktash and his party UBP (National Union Party), were just to lose the elections, but he used the nationalistic atmosphere and won the presidential elections (just passed the post) particularly with the votes of a huge number of settlers. On the same day the UBP was beaten by the Turkish Cypriot opposition at the first time. The major opposition parties, the Socialist Liberation Party (Toplumcu Kurtulus Partisi-TKP) and the Republican Turkish Party (Cumhuriyetci Turk Partisi-CTP) and the Democratic People’s Party (Demokratik Halk Partisi-DHP) agreed on to form a coalition government but were interrupted by İlter Türkmen (the Foreign Minister of Turkey). Türkmen promoted another coalition government with the UBP as the biggest party. Thus, the influence and the interference of Turkey over the democratic and the demographic structure of the Turkish Cypriots was first felt in 1981 and has been perceived in every election since then
. 

Kyprianou became victorious in 1983 elections once again. Instead of focusing on the bi-communal talks, he started a campaign (with the help of Greece) to carry the Cyprus issue on international level. In response, the legislative assembly of the TFSC adopted a resolution on June 17, 1983 and promoted a separate right of self-determination for the Turkish Cypriots
. As tension picked up, the UN Secretary General Perez De Cuellar reminded the parties about the agreed parameters for a solution (including the indivisible use of the right of self-determination). He also drafted a new plan and suggested reduce the area under Turkish control from 37% to 24%-29%. In return, he suggested a new composition for public services which shall be composed 60% of the Greek Cypriots and 40% of the Turkish Cypriots (it was 70%-30% in 1960 constitution). Accordingly, a Turkish Cypriot also would be able to become the President of Cyprus in rotation with a Greek Cypriot (previously a Turkish Cypriot could only be a vice-president)
.

3.8. The declaration of the independence of the TRNC 
Perez De Cuellar`s proposals created a division between the Greek Cypriots. Kyprianou rejected the plan while Nicos Rolandis (Foreign Minister of the Republic of Cyprus) was ready to accept. Rolandis criticized Kyprianou as a man who has no willingness to come to an agreement with the Turkish Cypriots and consequently he resigned. This crack was a fortune for Denktash for his desire to declare the independence of the TRNC on November 15, 1983. The Turkish Cypriot Parliament passed a unanimous resolution later that day ratifying the declaration
.

Denktash was in a hurry to declare the TRNC because of the following:

· Denktash wished to prevent the reactions against his attempts.
·  The first elections in Turkey after the coup d'état were held on November 6, 1983 (just one week before the declaration of the TRNC) and Turgut Özal (who was a pragmatic politician and had supported a solution for Cyprus) became victorious. Denktash had to act before the formation of Özal`s cabinet.   
· Denktash had to create a reason as soon as possible to change the Constitution of the TFSC in order to be able to elected for the third time (according to the Constitution of the TFSC a person could be elected only for two times as a president). 

Although Denktash stated that TRNC will be loyal to the basic principles of the UN and also would support a federal solution, he could not convince the Greek Cypriots and the international community about his sincerity. In fact, his real intention was confederation instead of federation. Thus, TRNC was recognised only by Turkey. The first great reaction came from the Greek Cypriots and the Greece. Both declared the TRNC as an illegal and unacceptable entity. Greece protested Turkey on November 16, 1983 with a diplomatic note. 

3.9. The UN stand against the TRNC
The UN Security Council Resolution no: 541 on November 18 showed the first significant UN reaction as follows:

1. Deplores the declaration of the Turkish Cypriot authorities of the purported secession of part of the Republic of Cyprus; 

2. Considers the declaration referred to above as legally invalid and calls for its withdrawal; 

3. Calls for the urgent and effective implementation of its resolutions 365(1974) and 367(1975); 

4. Requests the Secretary-General to pursue his mission of good offices in order to achieve the earliest possible progress towards a just and lasting settlement in Cyprus; 

5. Calls upon the parties to co-operate with the Secretary- General in his mission of good offices; 

6. Calls upon all states to respect the sovereignty, independence, territorial integrity and non-alignment of the Republic of Cyprus; 

7. Calls upon all states not to recognise any Cypriot state other than the Republic of Cyprus; 

8. Calls upon all states and the two communities in Cyprus to refrain from any action which might exacerbate the situation; 

9. Requests the Secretary-General to keep the Security Council fully informed
. 

As Denktash went one step forward and began to constitute an assembly for the preparations of the Constitution of the TRNC the UN Security Council indicated a stronger reaction by its resolution no: 550 on May 11, 1984 in following:

1. Reaffirms its resolution 541(1983) and calls for its urgent and effective implementation,

2. Condemns all secessionist actions, including the purported exchange of Ambassadors between Turkey and the Turkish Cypriot leadership, declares them illegal and invalid and calls for their immediate withdrawal;

3. Reiterates the call upon all States not to recognise the purported state of the "Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus" set up by secessionist acts and calls upon them not to facilitate or in any way assist the aforesaid secessionist entity;

4. Calls upon all States to respect the sovereignty, independence, territorial integrity, unity and non-alignment of the Republic of Cyprus;

5. Considers attempts to settle any part of Varosha by people other than its inhabitants as inadmissible and calls for the transfer of this area to the administration of the United Nations;

6. Considers any attempts to interfere with the status or the deployment of the United Nations Peace-Keeping Force in Cyprus as contrary to the resolutions of the United Nations;

7. Requests the Secretary-General to promote the urgent implementation of Security Council resolution 541(1983);

8. Reaffirms its mandate of good offices given to the Secretary General and requests him to undertake new efforts to attain an overall solution to the Cyprus problem in conformity with the principles of the Charter of the United Nations and the provisions for such a settlement laid down in the pertinent United Nations resolutions, including Security Council resolution 541(1983) and the present resolution;

9. Calls upon all parties to cooperate with the Secretary-General in his mission of good offices;

10. Decides to remain seized of the situation with a view to taking urgent and appropriate measures in the event of non-implementation of its resolution 541(1983) and the present resolution;

11. Requests the Secretary-General to promote the implementation of the resolution and to report thereon to the Security Council as developments require
. 

3.10. The Proximity Talks and concessions of Denktash  
The integration process of Turkey with the West was the ultimate goal of Özal. Accordingly this process should stretch out to the European Economic Community (EEC) membership. Greece became a member of the EEC on January 19, 1981 and stood against Turkey with its veto right. Thus, Özal had to encourage Denktash for a more constructive and creative role in the peace efforts for Cyprus. 

Perez De Cuellar called the parties to restart the negotiations. Negotiations started on September 10, 1984 in New York as proximity talks at the first stage. The reason for the proximity talks (instead of meeting face to face) was the Kyprianou s protest against the TRNC. Denktash acted as Özal wished and made significant concessions on some issues in following:

· He accepted the withdrawal of the foreign troops after an agreed solution to the Cyprus problem.

· Denktash consented only for vice-presidency instead of insisting on presidency in rotation. 

· He agreed on a new international guarantee system for Cyprus in principle
.  
According to the interpretations of observers, Denktash acceptance on the draft plan was only in anticipation that Kyprianou would reject it. Although, this was the case he received criticism and protests from the nationalist front. Kyprianou did not sign the draft plan as was expected. The draft plan was presented for his signature on January 17, 1985 in New York. Denktash used Kyprianou’s refusal as an opportunity and went one step forward to held a referendum for the constitution of the TRNC on May 5, 1985. 

3.11. A special comment about the TRNC from a personal memory
Denktash could only declare the establishment of the TRNC as a fait accompli. The leaders of opposition were threatened by Denktash just few hours before the declaration that there would be no place for them if they would reject the establishment of the TRNC.  Without sufficient consultations the leaders of opposition and the members of parliament had to say yes and voted in unanimity. This was not digested by the supporters of the opposition. Uneasiness was great particularly among the CTP members, including me. I was one of the major leaders of the Revolutionary Youth Organisation (Devrimci Gençlik Derneği-DGD) and became later its Chairman. We obtained a quota to participate in the meetings of the CTP`s Party Council (DGD was one of the biggest supplier for CTP). In one of those meetings we suggested to stop giving support the TRNC. The proper way for this “u-turn” was to organise a “no campaign” against the constitution of the TRNC in the referendum. The Constitution of the TRNC was inspired from the 1981 Constitution of Turkey which was an undemocratic constitution prepared by the military regime
. We were able to persuade the Party Council. Very few members of the Party Council stood against our scenario (including Mehmet Ali Talat).  He said the following:

· My friends, as you know, almost all previous and present Turkish Governments have caused huge damage to our demographic and democratic structure due to their interference. They have no respect to us and we have nothing to protect ourselves. As Turkey had to recognise the TRNC officially, it means that Turkish Governments must also recognise us as a separate authority till now. We may use the major aspects of the Constitution of the TRNC (such as citizenship) to prevent the outside interference over our identity, population, culture and democratic life. Thus, we have to support the Constitution of the TRNC more than anybody else. 

Eventually CTP decided to arrange a “no campaign” in the referendum. Despite of the expectations and the undemocratic procedures of the referendum CTP surprisingly achieved to persuade a significant number of voters (30%) who voted as “no” to the Constitution of the TRNC. Although CTP could not prevented the acceptance of the constitution, the 30% “no” votes in the referendum was an enormous victory for CTP. Consequently, CTP became the main opposition (instead of TKP who said “yes” in the referendum). Denktash started an oppression campaign against the CTP and its leader Özker Özgür (also he was the editor-in-chief of the Yenidüzen newspaper). Denktash sued against Özker Özgür with a claim that Özker Özgür insulted him in his writings. Denktash used the state mechanism and his presidency over the courts for a huge and abnormal amount of compensation payments which might brought the end of Yenidüzen and Özker Özgür`s leadership. He also tried to sequestrate the İleri Basimevi (the printing house of the Yenidüzen newspaper) but failed because of a strong resistance against him. Meanwhile, the Turkish Embassy of Cyprus cancelled the validity of the Turkish passport given to Özker Özgür (Turkish passport was the sole document for the Turkish Cypriots to travel out of country). A rumour spread out that Denktash demanded it from the Turkish Embassy. Denktash began to enjoy his position as a moderate man on international level after Kyprianou s failure but became more aggressive in internal politics particularly after the coming of the TRNC.

3.12. How the Cyprus issue was pulled into the different dimensions due to the local, regional and global changes
 Turkey applied for European Community membership on April 14, 1987. Soon after George Vasiliou (who is known as a pro-solution Greek Cypriot businessman), was elected as the President of Cyprus on February 28, 1988. The rise of Vasiliou as a more moderate politician than Kyprianou brought new hopes to restart the negotiations. The UN Secretary General Perez De Cuellar invited Vasiliou and Denktash and they met first in Geneva in September 1988 and later in New York in November 1988. Perez De Cuellar highlighted a bi-zonal, bi-communal federation for Cyprus similar to the previous Turkish proposals. Surprisingly Denktash refused to agree with an excuse that Perez De Cuellar prepared his proposals without consulting with him. Blame started to came on Denktash once again. This made him more aggressive both in external and internal politics. His supporters (mainly UBP members) began to use a new slogan as “no solution is solution”.  In addition Perez De Cuellar received a document from Denktash on October 11, 1989 which was arguing that the two communities have the right of self-determination only if used separately. 

In the early 1990s, the vision of the Cyprus problem has changed according to the two major developments as in following:

· The collapse of the Soviet Union and the First Gulf War.

· The enlargement process of the EU particularly after the Collapse of the Soviet Union.
3.13. The Gulf War I and Cyprus 
After the collapse of the Soviet Union the US remained as the sole power in the world and began to act unilaterally. George H. W. Bush encouraged Özal to take more responsibility in Gulf War and promised that Turkey would benefit in return. The US also encouraged and helped Turkey to repair its broken image (particularly because of the Cyprus problem)  in the West. There had to be something done in a proper way without offending Denktash directly to encourage both sides to come together for negotiations once again. The remedy came with the UN Security Council Resolution no: 649 on March 12, 1990 with the help of the US. In order to overtake Denktash s insistence on the separate use of the right of self-determination, Resolution no: 649 strongly emphasized the principles of bi-zonality, bi-communality and political equality particularly in article 3 as follows:

· Calls upon the leaders of the two communities to pursue their efforts to reach freely a mutually acceptable solution providing for the establishment of a federation that will be bi-communal as regards the constitutional aspects and bi-zonal as regards the territorial aspects, in line with the present resolution and their 1977 and 1979 high-level agreements, and to co-operate, on an equal footing, with the Secretary General in completing, in the first instance and on an urgent basis, an outline of an overall agreement, as agreed in June 1989
. 
3.14. The EU enlargement process and Cyprus
Cyprus applied for the EC membership formally on July 12, 1990. On the same day Denktash announced a memorandum and stand against Cyprus application.  His major arguments can be summarised as follows:

· The Greek Cypriots have no right to represent the whole Cyprus. 
· This application is divergent to the UN Security Council Resolution no: 649
· It is a violation of the Treaty of Guarantees.
· This application is an unlawful application, and thus, it should be suspended.
· The Turkish Cypriots are not against the EC membership of Cyprus in principle but the application for the EC membership must be held jointly by the two communities and this could be done only after a comprehensive solution to the Cyprus problem
. 
Perez De Cuellar made a statement at a press conference on September 1, 1990 and advised the EC to take in consideration the UN Security Council Resolution no: 649 before evaluating the Cyprus application. Despite the reactions and the advice mentioned above, the application came on the agenda of the Council of Ministers on September 17, 1990
. 
Denktash claimed that Cyprus accession to the Community would not be possible before Turkey enters into the EC. In retaliation, Turkey and the TRNC signed a joint declaration abolishing passport controls and introducing a customs union. 
3.15.  The political and legal aspects of the Turkish Cypriot reactions against the Cyprus application
There were political and legal reasons for the Turkish Cypriots to raise objections against the Cyprus application.
A- Political Reasons:

· Turkish Cypriots and the Greek Cypriots have been politically equal partners since the colonial regime and this was highlighted also in the 1960 establishment. Thus, the Greek Cypriots have no political right to make such application in the name of whole Cyprus without having the consent of the Turkish Cypriots. 

· Cyprus should not be a member of the EC before a comprehensive solution to the problem, because it would be almost impossible to impose “Acquis Communautaire” in both sides harmoniously at the same time. 

· If Cyprus, controlled by the Greek Cypriots could become a member of the EC, the Greeks would obtain two voices (Greece + Cyprus) and votes in the institutions and organs of the EC and this would reflected negatively in the Turkey-EC relations.
B- Legal Reasons: 
1- This application is a violation against the Constitution of the Republic of Cyprus particularly against the Article 185 and the first paragraph of Article 50 as in following:
Article 185: 

1. The territory of the Republic is one and indivisible.

2. The integral or partial union of Cyprus with any other State or the separatist independence is excluded.   

Article 50: 

The President and the Vice-President of the Republic, separately or conjointly, shall have the right of final veto on any law or decision of the House of Representatives or any part there of concerning.

(a) Foreign affairs, except the participation of the Republic in international organisations and pacts of alliance in which the Kingdom of Greece and the Republic of Turkey both participate
. 
2- Cyprus` application is a violation against the Article 1 of the Treaty of Guarantees as in following:

Article 1: The Republic of Cyprus undertakes to ensure the maintenance of its independence, territorial integrity, and security, as well as respect for its Constitution. 

It undertakes not to participate, in whole or in part, in any political or economic union with any State whatsoever. It accordingly declares prohibited any activity likely to promote, directly or indirectly, either union with any other State or partition of the Island
.

3- The international agreements between the states are the main sources of the International Law. The 1960 Constitution of the Republic of Cyprus and the Treaty of Guarantees are the international agreements. As Cyprus` application is a violation against both, this application also should be considered as a violation of the International Law. 
Likewise many respectful experts of the International Law made various legal interpretations about Cyprus` application. The most significant study is made by Prof. Maurice Mendelson from London University. According to Prof. Mendelson, the Treaty of Guarantee is still valid as are the rest of the other international agreements which established the 1960 Republic. A treaty becomes invalid only in case, the parties of that international agreement decide co-jointly for the termination of that treaty or a new treaty is signed to replace the former. Thus, the validity of the treaties on Cyprus would be unquestionable. According to Mendelson`s approach, the Cyprus entry into the EU is illegal because of the fact that it is a violation against the international treaties (particularly the Article 1 of the Treaty of Guarantee) which constitutes the 1960 establishment. More information can be obtained about Mendelson`s legal opinion from his book. Why Cyprus Entry Into The European Union Would Be Illegal (Legal Opinion). PROF. MAURICE H. MENDELSON, Q.C., LONDON, OCTOBER 2001.
If the Cyprus entry into the European Union is illegal, why then Turkey did not stand on the basis on the International Law? 
Firstly, Özal was a pragmatic leader who was in a hurry to get rid of the Cyprus problem with the political means instead of wasting time in legal attempts. Secondly, he was in self-confidence that Turkey`s strategic importance grew up during and after the Gulf War 1, thus, he wished to act politically rather than legal quarrels. Thirdly, although Cyprus` entry into the EU would be illegal, Turkey`s preference was not to discuss the issue on the basis of the International Law, because Turkey might be considered as a defective party in some other issues (such as huge number of military troops and settlers on Cyprus).

3.16. The failure of the peace efforts after Cyprus application
 Özal claimed the UN Secretary General Boutros Boutros-Ghali that there would be an opportunity for a political solution to the problem if the UN would take an initiative. Consequently, Ghali proposed the UN Set of Ideas to the parties on April 3, 1992. He also took a different approach and encouraged the two sides to show goodwill with eight Confidence Building Measures (CBMs). These included reducing military forces on the island, transferring Varosha to a direct UN control, reducing restrictions on contacts between the two sides, undertaking an island-wide census and conducting feasibility studies regarding a solution
. This new and different approach of Ghali was welcomed by Turkey. Contrary to his previous promises to the Turkish officials Denktash refused to say yes. Meanwhile, Vasiliou was replaced by Glafkos Clerides in the presidential elections in 1993. Clerides stated that they were ready to accept CBMs if Denktash would respond positively in time without demanding any revision or delay. Otherwise the Greek Cypriots would have the right to deny their acceptance on CMBs and would take one step forward towards the EU membership without looking back; and that happened. The peace efforts for Cyprus ended in a failure once again.

Ecevit showed a strong reaction against the Cyprus application in mid 1993s and he suggested the officials not to negotiate the Cyprus issue until the TRNC was recognised by the international community. He also promoted unification between Turkey and TRNC in international affairs including the security and defence policies. 
In November 1993 Clerides and the Greek Prime Minister Andreas Papandreou declared the Joint Defence Doctrine between Cyprus and Greece
. The EU decided to consider Cyprus in its enlargement process in Corfu Summit in 1994. The TRNC Parliament responded soon. The TRNC Parliament cancelled its previous decisions (which promoted “federation” as the sole formula for Cyprus) with its resolution no 47/1/1994. The TRNC Parliament also promoted economic integration with Turkey beside the defence and the security issues
. 

In Greece Costas Simitis (the new leader of PASOK) became the Prime Minister in the beginning of 1996. He intended to change the old-fashioned nationalist policies and wished to stop the arms race between Turkey and Greece. Simitis` preference was to make Greece one of the respectful countries of the EU. His desire was to pull the disputes with Turkey (including Cyprus) into the EU agenda. Contrary and out of his intention the Kardak (Imia in Greek) dispute almost turned into a conflict in Aegean Sea between Turkey and Greece in 1996. This reflected in Cyprus negatively
. Kardak dispute rapidly increased the nationalism in both sides. The Greek Cypriots made demonstrations on Green Line and tried to penetrate into the Turkish controlled areas. Many “Grey Wolves” (ultra nationalists of Turkey) came to Cyprus in response. Denktash showed a great hospitality and entertained them and also encouraged them to stand against those demonstrations. Consequently, in mid August 1996 the two opposite groups confronted and clashed. During the confrontation in the UN buffer zone between the Cypriot bikers and the Turkish Grey Wolves, Tassos Isaac (Greek Cypriot demonstrator) found himself trapped in barbed-wire and killed tragically. Tassos Isaac's funeral was held on the 14th of August and was attended by thousands of people. Protests after the funeral led to the murder of Isaac's cousin, Solomos Solomou. He was shot and killed while he was trying to haul down the Turkish flag
. Many TV channels broadcasted the two unfortunate murders and this created a great reaction. Thus, world public opinion became restless about the increased tension in Cyprus. 

After those unfortunate incidents the Greek Cypriots individually started to bring a suit against Turkey (particularly on property and free travel issues) to the European Court of Human Rights. In 1996 the European Court of Human Rights ruled 11 to 6 that Turkey committed a continuing violation of the rights of Mrs. Titina Loizidou (a Greek Cypriot lady) by preventing her from going to her property located in North Cyprus. In July the Court ordered Turkey to pay her approximately $915,000 in damages and costs by October 28. In 2003 Turkey paid Mrs. Loizidou the compensation amount
. This decision of the European Court of Human Rights was a milestone for the Cyprus Problem which triggered hundreds of new applications against Turkey. Consequently, TRNC Council of Ministers decided to open the Green Line between North and South to the crossings of people on April 23, 2003
. In few days thousands of Greek and Turkish Cypriots crossed the island`s dividing line for the first time in nearly 30 years, after the easing of border restrictions.

3.17.  New hopes for Cyprus
Simitis discharged three ministers of his cabinet who were seemed as an obstacle for his new policies. Consequently, Turkey became a formal candidate state for the EU membership on December 10, 1999 in Helsinki Summit. Greece did not use its veto and in return Turkey abandoned its previous objections against Cyprus application. Turkish candidacy was confirmed in Article 12 of the EU Presidency Conclusions of the Helsinki Summit and a guideline was drawn for Cyprus in Article 9 as in following: 

a. The European Council welcomes the launch of the talks aiming at a comprehensive settlement of the Cyprus problem on 3 December in New York and expresses its strong support for the UN Secretary-General’s efforts to bring the process to a successful conclusion.

b. The European Council underlines that a political settlement will facilitate the accession of Cyprus to the European Union. If no settlement has been reached by the completion of accession negotiations, the Council’s decision on accession will be made without the above being a precondition. In this the Council will take account of all relevant factors
. 

In the end Turkey accepted Article 9, but Denktash made a statement and refused to accept Cyprus application for the EU membership. He also warned that the absolute responsibility for the permanent division of the island would be with the EU if the EU would insist to accept Cyprus as a member without the consent of the Turkish Cypriots and long before the Turkey`s accession
. 
3.18. The UN Peace Plan (Annan Plan)
As tension started to rise again and blame came on Denktash. Surprisingly he wrote to Clerides to propose a face-to-face meeting on November 8, 2001. The UN Secretary General Kofi Annan started a new peace process under the UN auspices on January 14, 2002. After the failure of two leaders the UN Security Council advised to Annan to present the UN blueprint for a solution. The original version of the Annan Plan (the UN peace plan) was presented to the two sides on November 11, 2002. It is very interesting to point out that only few things were said about the guarantee system for Cyprus and many parts of it were left blank to be filled after the negotiations between the guarantors
. 

In few months, following some modifications submitted by the two sides the UN peace plan was revised. This version is known as Annan Plan II. The hope was to bring the two sides to an agreement on this version in the margins of the European Council in Copenhagen on December 13, 2002. Unfortunately, Denktash (who had a surgery on November 11, 2002) couldn’t attend. No Turkish Cypriot officials represented Denktash in his absence. Thus, the EU decided to confirm that Cyprus would join the EU on May 1, 2004. In order to break impasse once again Annan made another visit to the island (his first visit was in May, 2002). Consequently, further revisions came to stage in February, 2003 (Annan III). In his visit Annan asked both sides to decide whether they agree on to take the plan in a referendum and invited them to Hague in the following month and demanded their final answer to it. Tassos Papadopoulos (the new President of Cyprus, who won the presidential elections on February 28, 2003) reluctantly agreed while Denktash totally refused to allow a popular vote. As blame came on Denktash once again Cyprus formally signed the EU Treaty of Accession at a ceremony in Athens on April 16, 2003
. 

There was no progress for breaking the deadlock until the Turkish Cypriot parliamentary elections on December 14, 2003. The CTP-DP coalition government came in office instead of UBP. This political change brought in new hopes. Recep Tayyip Erdoğan (the Prime Minister of Turkey) met with Annan first in Switzerland and then the leaders of the two sides were invited to New York. The leaders agreed to start the negotiations once again which would be based on two phases:

· First Phase: The meetings would be held in Cyprus and the leaders would negotiate only the matters concerning the Greek and Turkish Cypriots.
·  Second Phase: All matters would be on the agenda (including the Treaty of Guarantees) and also both Greece and Turkey would participate. 
When the first phase was completed the discussions moved to Bürgenstock, Switzerland (March 27-April 1, 2004). As Denktash refused to attend the Bürgenstock meetings, his son Serdar Denktash (the leader of DP) and Mehmet Ali Talat (the leader of CTP) attended in his place. The fourth version of the UN peace plan was presented for a short time and the final version of the plan (Annan V) was presented to the two sides on March 31. Annan V was to be proposed to the approval of two communities in referenda which were held separately on April 24, 2004. The Turkish Cypriots voted as 65% yes to the plan while the Greek Cypriots rejected it in %75 ratio. 

3.19. Developments after the referendum  

On May, 2004 Cyprus joined the EU. The acquis communautaire have been suspended in the North. Turkey was granted a date to start the formal membership talks on December 17, 2004. In its decision the European Council put a condition for Turkey that the signed protocol for customs union between the EU and Turkey should be put in practice. 

After the referenda, the Greek Cypriot Leadership criticised Annan that he didn’t pay attention to their demands for a revision on the UN plan. The Turkish Cypriots complained that the international community (particularly the EU) did not put sufficient efforts to raise or to lessen the isolation of the North in return to their “yes” votes. 

Although both sides reaffirmed their commitments to continue negotiations for a total solution to the Cyprus problem, Annan did not restart the process until he was more confident about the success. Dimitris Christofias (AKEL`s Secretary General) became President of Cyprus after the 2008 presidential elections. In his campaign Christofias promised to restart talks for the reunification of the island. Talat and Christofias co-jointly decided to re-open Ledra Street (Lokmacı in Turkish) at their first meeting on March 21, 2008 in the Buffer Zone in Nicosia. After a series of meetings between the technical committees of two sides, the leaders agreed in principle of the concepts of a single citizenship and single sovereignty on July 1, 2008 and decided to start direct talks.

Rotating presidency and the abolishment (in return) of the Guarantee System were Christofias` expectations. In an interview with CNN Türk Talat said:

There was no agreement on the system of presidency yet, pointing out that the abolition of the guarantor system was out of the question. 

He also added:

"Agreements on guarantorship and alliance are not agreements between Turkish and Greek Cypriot sides but rather international agreements"
. 
Two leaders and their representatives met several times for substantive negotiations about the following issues:

· Authorities and federal administration.

· Legislation and legislative bodies.

· Power sharing and division of powers between the executive legislatures.

· Judiciary.

· Resolving deadlocks and the Supreme Court.

· Federal offences and federal police.

· Federal administration and foreign relations.
Although Talat expressed his hope (April 14, 2009) for a referenda in both sides on the peace deal in the early 2010 but a slow progresses has brought in doubts.

Furthermore, there are two recent developments which might complicate the situation:

1- Dervish Eroğlu (Leader of the UBP who criticized Talat for his acceptance on single citizenship and the single sovereignty) won the parliamentary elections in North on April 19, 2009. 

2- Apostolides v Orams as a landmark legal case decided in the European Court of Justice on 28 April 2009
. On 29 April 2009, Talat stated that if the Court of Appeal of England and Wales (that will put the last point in the Orams' case) makes a decision in the same spirit with the decision of European Court of Justice (ECJ) then the Negotiation Process in Cyprus will be damaged in such a way that it can never be repaired again. On 29 April, 2009 The European Commission warned Greek Cyprus not to turn Orams' case into a political battle over the divided island. resident of the Republic of Cyprus Demetris Christofias has said the European Court of Justice ruling on the Apostolides vs. Orams case, “must be exploited efficiently at the negotiating table without raising extreme positions.” 
. 
CHAPTER IV
CONCLUSION

The future solution to the Cyprus problem is strictly connected to the guarantee system of Cyprus 1960 and, as a result, this study on the “Guarantees” hopefully contributes to the resolution attempts of the Cyprus conflict. One of the essential ways in the negotiation process of the international disputes is to keep the most crucial issues untouched until the last stage, and Talat and Christofias have acted on the same ways.

 There are questions whether the Treaty of Guarantee was concluded with right procedures concordant to the International Law or not. Moreover, there is another question if the Treaty of Guarantees is still valid or not? 

In the beginning this study focused on International Law in order to produce sufficient answers to the questions above. The answer to both questions was positive. 

The Republic of Cyprus is a sui generis state which was created with a series of international treaties. The international treaties which constitute the whole system for Cyprus are interlinked and could not be declared void without the consent of all parties or before the collapse of the whole system. In other words, the invalidity of the Treaty of Guarantee is connected with the end of the Republic of Cyprus. Vice versa any claim that considers Cyprus as a demolished republic has to accept the invalidity of the Treaty of Guarantees.

Another proof for the validity of the Treaty of Guarantees is the fact that none of the guarantor states has followed the right procedures of the International Law (Pacta Sunt Servanda or Jus Cogens) to declare the Treaty of Guarantee void. 

The past experiences have shown us that all the signatory parties have violated the 1960 establishment, including the Treaty of Guarantee. The other international actors related to Cyprus (the US, the UN, the EU) have also not respected the 1960 establishment. The US secretly promoted the partition, the UN recognised the de-facto government of Cyprus (consisting only of the Greek Cypriot representatives) as the sole legitimate regime of Cyprus with its resolution no: 186 (March 4, 1964) and the EC Council of Ministers accepted to evaluate the application of Cyprus (before reaching a total solution to the problem and also against the article 1 of the Treaty of Guarantee) on September 17, 1990. It is interesting to point out that the international actors did not act against the Greek Cypriot aggressions in 1960s and the Turkish invasion in 1974.

It is obvious that the future solution will be different than the 1960 establishment. Thus, the international treaties which constitute the 1960 establishment might not be preserved as they are. The High Level Agreements signed by Makarios and Denktash on February 12, 1977 and the Kyprianou-Denktash Communiqué signed on May 19, 1979 have brought the legitimate parameters (legitimate because they were accepted by the all signatory parties) of the future solution for Cyprus. Accordingly, the future solution would be based on a bi-zonal, bi-communal federation. Moreover Cyprus joined the EU on May 1, 2004. Although the acquis communautaire have been suspended in the North, the Turkish Cypriots became the EU citizens individually and the Turkish Cypriot side has already consented that Cyprus will remain as an EU member also with a comprehensive solution.

The bi-polar world system and the super power competition have created the conditions for the Republic of Cyprus as a sui generis state, but dramatic changes have happened in the world system since then, particularly, after the collapse of the Soviet Union. 

The basic changes in the world system and the changed parameters of a solution made us to think about the fate of the Guarantee System. What could it be within an overall solution? 

· Could the Treaty of Guarantee of 1960 be kept as it is?
· Could the Treaty if Guarantee of 1960 be totally abolished?
· Could the content and scope of 1960 Treaty of Guarantee be revised or amended?
I asked for the current opinions of the various concerned parties with a letter on April 2, 2008.

Unfortunately I received no answers, other than the writings of Rauf Raif Denktash
 and Ahmet An
. I am indebted them for their contributions to my study and also grateful for their politeness. You can find their opinions on the guarantees in the Appendix II and III.  

 Consequently, the main conclusion of this thesis is that the 1960 Guarantee System cannot be preserved as it was once drawn in 1960. 

Contrary to my political preference (similar to An s approach) the legal perspectives made me convinced that the Treaty of Guarantee should be revised. The dilemma between politics and law on the issue of the Treaty of Guarantee might become overcome with a balance between the politics and International Law. Thus, there is the need to find out the alternative proposals for the revision of the Treaty of Guarantees. In the conclusion this study presents the proper revisions for the Treaty of Guarantees as follows:

1- The Treaty of Guarantee and the Treaty of Alliance and the Additional Protocols N:01 and N:02 should be consolidated and the arrangements should be temporary until Turkey would become a full member of the EU. 

2- The triple guarantee system should be turned into quartet system (including the EU). Thus, all guarantors and the Federated State of Cyprus would become equal partners in the EU.
3- The two British sovereign military bases (Akrotiri and Dhekelia) would be placed under the sovereignty of the Federated state of Cyprus when the Treaty of Guarantee for Cyprus would be ended. 

4- The former guarantors of Cyprus should abandon their claims over Cyprus with respect to the principle “Cyprus belongs to all Cypriots”. 

5- Before the total abolishment, the revision for the Treaty of Guarantee should include the followings:

a- The contingents of the guarantor states of Cyprus should be in an agreed number but not more than 10,000 (keeping in mind that Cyprus will become totally demilitarised). 

b- Articles 1 and 2 of the Treaty of Guarantee 1960 should be revised as to consider the EU as an exception. 

c- The consultations between the guarantors should be constant and on a high level with the systematic meetings in order to prevent violations of the provisions of the Treaty. 

d- In principle, no guarantor would reserve the right to take an action unilaterally. The sole exception of this would be the call of the local authorities (Greek Cypriot or the Turkish Cypriot) in any unfortunate and urgent necessity and which could only be provided by the two/third majority votes of their local chambers. Although the local authorities have the right to call, vice-versa, the guarantors have the right whether to act or not. 

e- If any unilateral interference (according to the conditions mentioned above) shall take place, the troops of that guarantor state would have no rights for operations or actions in or against the territory of the other local administration. 

f- The guarantors shall be committed for a joint appeal to the International Court of Justice in the case of disagreement on the issues concerning the Treaty of Guarantee.           
APPENDIX I
The letter which I asked the current opinions of the various concerned parties (including the guarantors, politicians, NGOs and intellectuals).  

April 2, 2008
Nicosia

Dear Madam, Dear Sir;

Let me undertake by introducing myself. I am Barış Burcu, a 50 years old Turkish Cypriot. I have made my living as a businessman, but the same time I have been a political activist, during the last years particularly in the pro-solution movement in the Northern Cyprus.

My political activities led me to become a student of International Relations in the Near East University, Nicosia. Recently, I have started to work on my MA thesis, the title of which is: Guarantees and Cyprus-part of the problem or part of the solution. My supervisor is Prof. Dr. Jouni Suistola, a Finnish academician. Furthermore, together with Assoc. Prof. Dr. Mehmet Hasgüler we will publish a book with the same title. Dr. Hasgüler is a Turkish Cypriot academician and also a member of the Organisation of International Strategic Studies. The main objectives and the structure of the thesis and the book can be seen in the thesis proposal hereby. 

An essential part of the study will be collecting and analysis of the views on the Guarantee system of the concerned parties (hereby the list of the concerned parties we are going to contract). I would appreciate very much if you would contribute the study with your opinion particularly on the following subject;

“What could be fate of the Guarantee system after a comprehensive solution to the Cyprus problem?”

Let me guarantee that the study on guarantees will be conducted with the strict scientific rules of objectivity. Your opinion will be handled in confidence and under anonymity. You can write your views in English by preference, Greek or Turkish. 

Thank you for your time and interest

Sincerely yours;

Barış Burcu           
APPENDIX II
The current opinions of Rauf Raif Denktash on the Guarantee System, received on May 6, 2008.   
6 May 2008

To Barış BURCU

Your message of 2nd April:

The Turkish Cypriot sine-qua-non condition for agreeing to the 1960 Partnership State was that the Agreement should contain effective guarantees in the form of some troops, because we knew that Greece and Greek Cypriot leaders would never end “the Cyprus problem” until they converted the island into a Greek territory. The model for their struggle was that of Crete and the national policy on which they based their claim was the Megali Idea.


Greece as such had never ruled Cyprus whereas Great Britain had leased the island from the ottomans in 1878 and had unilaterally annexed it in 1914 when the ottomans joined forces with the Axis powers. Modern Turkey conceded British sovereignty over Cyprus at the Treaty of Lausanne, by which peace between Turkey and Greece was agreed. The Greco-Turkish balance for peace was thus concluded in 1923.


Ever since Turkey has been most sensitive in keeping and maintaining this balance between Turkey and Greece while Greece, has been trying to change this balance in her favor at every opportunity.


Agitation for union with Greece (Enosis) had never ceased in the island. Turkish Cypriots always averse to this idea, observing the way Turkish minority was treated in Greece had good reason to stick to the  “Status quo” in the hope that this would prevent a change of colonial masters for the worse while, for Turkey status quo was preventing a change in the Greco-Turkish (Lausanne)  balance.


It is only when Greece finally took “the Cyprus problem” to UN Security Council in 1954 that Turkey took up the challenge: If Britain is to leave the island, Britain is duty bound to hand it over to its ex-owner Turkey for which the island is geo-politically important. Turkey will never allow Cyprus to go to Greece and thus upset the Lausanne balance.


Greek demand for “Enosis through the right of self-determination for the people of Cyprus” was countermanded by Turkey and Turkish Cypriots “that Greek Cypriots cannot speak for Turkish Cypriots and that the right of self-determination cannot be applied unilaterally.” Later by 1956 the British Parliament confirmed that in the case of Cyprus if the right of self-determination is to be applied it should be applied to both communities separately. This brought forward the formula of Taksim (double Enosis) which was rejected by the Greek side and the strife for Enosis continued in the island with the full support of Greece. The blood-bath between 1955-58 ended with the 1959 Zürih and London Agreements, which finally brought about the partnership state of the Republic of Cyprus guaranteed by three powers to protect “the state of affairs” so created while outlawing Enosis and Taksim!


The state which had been created was an honorable compromise between Enosis and Taksim;  the state so created was not a unitary state, it was a functional federation. The original name for it was “Greek-Turkish Cypriot Federation of Cyprus” to which Greek Cypriot side was objecting while Turkish Cypriot side was not satisfied with the “guarantees on paper” and insisted on effective guarantees, viz, some troops in Cyprus as a deterrent for Greek Cypriot extremists. Finally the name was changed to simply “the Republic of Cyprus” and guarantee system was made effective with the introduction of 650 Turkish and 950 Greek soldiers into the island. 


The fact that, in spite of these effective guarantees Greek Cypriot side did, what Turkish Cypriots feared they would do in any case, proves that the demand for effective guarantees by the Turkish Cypriot side was a realistic demand well knowing Greek and Greek Cypriot mentality and not forgetting the model of Crete which Makarios was to confess he was implementing the Cretan model in the island.


It is clear that but for the presence of the Turkish contingent Turkish Cypriots would have been wiped out of Cyprus within a short time and Turkey’s guarantee on paper would not be of any use until it was too late; and that but for the guarantees today what is still regarded as “the Republic of Cyprus” would have become the 13th Greek island encircling Turkey and utterly changing the Lausanne Balance in favour of Greece while colonizing Turkish Cypriots; who had, under the 1960 international Treaties acquired a co-founder partner status in the sovereignty and independence of Cyprus.


The danger that it will become so if the guarantee system is annulled is a real one.








----


That is why in the course of all negotiations the Treaty of guarantee and the status of the Turkish Cypriot side has been carefully maintained. The search for a solution has always taken care of “the state of affairs” established by the 1960 Treaties, namely, internally the balance of equality between the two sides and externally the Greco-Turkish balance. Examples are: In the 1968-1974 talks we put geography under the 1960 set up by talking “local autonomy” in return for accepting most of Makarios’s 13 point demands! But Makarios rejected this formula, against the advice of Clerides and Greece, because I had maintained the internal and external balance by claiming co-founder partner status and continuation of the guarantees.


A look at the Akritas Plan will show that the purpose of the attack on us was to get rid of the restrictions on independence, namely, those provisions which gave power to Turkish Cypriots and Turkey to oppose Enosis. Makarios argued, especially before non-aligned forms, that his struggle in Cyprus was for “full independence”, well-knowing that his listeners had no idea of how he wanted to use this “fall independence”!


In fact Makarios wanted to get rid of everything which forced him to keep and maintain the partnership independence. He did not want a partnership and as he was to say later he would never sign a new agreement which outlawed Enosis! His will and testament to Greek Cypriot leaders was: I have brought Cyprus to the nearest point to Enosis, with what I have done; there is no going back on this except for Enosis.


I talked “bi-communal, bi-zonal federation” with Mr. Kyprianou for 10 years, with Vasiliu for 5 years, with Klerides for 10 years and the Annan Plan was based on some kind of federal structure; and yet no agreement was reached. Why? Because Greek Cypriot side aimed at a unitary state in which guarantees were not needed while we insisted on co-founder status as a political equal and never put the guarantee system on the negotiating table.


Greek Cypriot leaders are duty bound to follow the unanimous decisions of the National Council. Enosis, unitary state, out with Foreign Forces, no need for guarantees, equality under the rule of law, no special status to Turkish Cypriots are the underlined concepts unanimously agreed at the National Council.


The EU factor;


The sole purpose of applying for EU membership was to defy the Treaties which provided that Cyprus could not become a member or join anywhere in which Turkey also was not a member. This was, again, a provision protecting the Greco-Turkish balance so important for the peace and security in the area!


Through the blackmailing tactics of Greece and the support of the British guarantor EU accepted a one-sided application by the Greek Cypriot side as an application by Cyprus. Our and Turkey’s objections were disregarded. Everybody was made to believe that the expectation of EU membership would help in solving the problem; that this was a Greek Cypriot application for destroying one of the security pillars on which the Partnership Republic was established was never appreciated.


In a future settlement Greek and Greek Cypriot sides have already stated that there is no need for guarantees as Cyprus is an EU member! It is further claimed that “the agreement must conform to the EU norms” and universal Declaration of Human Rights must be observed. This demand is interpreted by Greek Cypriot side as a return to pre 1974 days (forgetting the position of Turkish Cypriots during those years) and “equality under the rule of law; no special communal status or rights to the Turkish Cypriots as in the past”.


Such conditions can only be forced upon the Turkish Cypriot side by force-major! That is why; guarantees shall continue to be a sine-qua-non for the Turkish Cypriot side in any new agreement. If Greek Cypriots are not ready for this (and why should they be ready while they are so beautifully recognized as the legitimate government of Cyprus, now endowed with the glory of EU membership?) then, the legal and political question as to whether Cyprus is or is not a fully fledged member of the EU should be put on the table. If 1960 International Cyprus Agreements are valid, then the membership of “Cyprus” cannot be sustained legally. In other words EU authorities no matter how powerful have no legal authority to by-pass the rights given to a people (Turkish Cypriots) and a country (Turkey) under international Treaties, specially having regard to the fact that these were given for the protection of vested political rights and lives, the violation of which makes it all the more necessary to sustain them. The fact that one other reason for these guarantees was to prevent the destruction of a political Partnership Independence by outlawing Enosis should be viewed in the light of Greek claim that “EU membership is Enosis” (simitis)


The full entry of Cyprus as an EU member is an impossibility as long as TRNC does not opt so to enter “until Turkey is made a full member” as per the International Agreements of 1960.


“The power of veto” which Greek Cypriot side holds in its hands in order to force Turkey to recognize it as the legitimate government of Cyprus can be neutralized by EU accepting (or through legal process having to accept) that Greek Cypriot side does not represent the whole island and certainly cannot speak for Turkish Cypriots, thus opening the way for Turkey’s membership and consolidating Cyprus’ membership as in the case of Check-Slovak example. 


Forcing Turkish Cypriots and Turkey to accept Greek Cypriots terms without guarantees and without recognizing Turkish Cypriot right of independence will mean that the EU will violate the democratic rights of Turkish Cypriots to rule themselves when they have been doing this since their forceful ejection from the Partnership State in 1963.

Rauf R. DENKTAŞ 

APPENDIX III

The current opinions of Ahmet Djavit An on the Guarantee System, received on April 25, 2008.
In my opinion, there should be no Treaty of Guarantee after a comprehensive solution to the Cyprus problem. What is to be guaranteed? The constitution, the territorial integrity, the human rights or the demilitarization? 

The Cypriots experienced that the Treaty of Guarantee, signed in 1960, was not observed by the signing parties: Turkey, Greece and Great Britain. One of the guarantor powers, Greece, staged a coup d’état against the legitimate President and the government of the Republic of Cyprus in the summer of 1974 and the other guarantor power, Turkey, used this as an excuse to invade and occupy the 37% of our island`s territory, on which a separate statelet was proclaimed afterwards. The third guarantor power, the Great Britain, watched all these developments, only by safeguarding its sovereign military bases on the island. 
The Treaty of Guarantee, in my opinion, should be totally abolished. There is no need to amend its content and scope, which are both outdated and contrary to the new state of affairs. 

The Republic of Cyprus is since 1 May 2004 an equal member of the European Union. It is interesting to note that there is a protocol on Cyprus stipulating that the Treaty of Accession of Cyprus will not apply to the British Sovereign Military Bases in Cyprus. Another Article of the Protocol says that “The application of the acquis shall be suspended in those areas of the Republic of Cyprus in which the government of the Republic of Cyprus does not exercise effective control”.

At the moment, the most urgent guarantee that would be needed is a guarantee, which will restore the territorial integrity of the Republic of Cyprus, by withdrawing all the foreign troops and the Turkish settlers. Then the acquis communautaire of the EU would be valid all over the island. 

On the other hand, the Geneva Convention of 1949, section III, article 49, prohibits colonisation by an occupying power. Article 49 states in its last paragraph: “The Occupying Power shall not deport or transfer parts of its own civilian population into the territory it occupies”. Today there are reported estimates of over 200.000 illegal Turkish settlers in the Turkish occupied part of Cyprus.

The unequal Treaty of Guarantee, like the Treaty of Alliance, which were signed together with the Treaty of Establishment of the Republic of Cyprus in 1960, have no provision about their termination and they date back to the days of “cold war against communism”, limiting the independence of the Republic of Cyprus.

As I mentioned above, the three guarantor powers did not respect the independence, the sovereignty and the territorial integrity of the Republic of Cyprus in the days of need. On the contrary, they promoted and protected their own interests rather than those of the Republic of Cyprus. What else, the three guarantor powers were all members of the NATO, whereas the Republic of Cyprus had a foreign policy supporting the non-aligned countries.

It was revealed 30 years later that a gentlemen`s agreement was signed secretly by the Prime Ministers of Turkey and Greece on 11 February 1959, in the presence of the British Foreign Minister, Lord Perth. According to this secret agreement, Turkey and Greece would give every effort so that the Republic of Cyprus would become a member of the NATO with possible NATO military bases on the island and they would urge the president and the vice-president of the new Republic to ban the activities of the communist party, the AKEL. 

It is well-known that Turkey considered Article 3 of the Treaty of Guarantee the greatest Turkish gain at Zurich, saying that this was the vital point of the agreement. Turkey wanted to use the treaty arrangements to achieve the partition by intervening in the Cyprus militarily. Therefore, Turkey based her illegal invasion and occupation in 1974 on her own interpretation of the Treaty of Guarantee, insisting that the Treaty gave her a right to a unilateral military intervention. 

Turkey has never accepted the submission of this issue to an international body so as to get clarifications on the content of this Treaty. Article 4 of the Treaty of Guarantee has been examined by eminent jurists over the years. All of these opinions support the view that the correct legal interpretation of the article is that it could not give a right to unilateral military intervention. 

On the other hand, one should bear in mind that in the basis of the Charter of the UN, particularly of Article 2 (4), the use of force by one state against another is forbidden. The provisions of the Treaty of Guarantee as well as the Article II and Article IV do not provide for or include any rights of military intervention. Therefore, the continuing presence of Turkish troops in Cyprus after the illegal invasion of 1974 constitutes the continuation of an illegality, which is contrary to the UN charter, to the content of the Treaty of Guarantee as well as to the general international law. 

Article 2 (4) of the UN Charter, states that member states “shall refrain... from the threat or use of force”. Article 51 of the Charter authorizes the use of force for purposes of self-defence only. Turkey cannot avail herself of article 51 since she was not attacked nor was she threatened with attack. Additionally, the use of force is permitted under the Charter in article 53 in the chapter on Regional Arrangements. Article 53 is also not available to Turkey since the Treaty of Guarantee is not a regional arrangement. Article 53 states that “no enforcement action shall be taken under regional arrangements... without the authorisation of the Security Council.”

If a guarantee would be unavoidable for the feeling of security of both the Greek Cypriots and the Turkish Cypriots, the guarantee of the UN Security Council, under Chapter VII of the Charter or a guarantee of the European Union could be proposed for a certain period of time.

On the other hand, one should not forget that the UN “Declaration of Principles of International Law concerning Friendly Relations and Cooperation”, adopted in 1970, states that “No state or group States has the right to intervene, directly or indirectly, for any intervention and all other forms of interference or attempted threats against the personality of the State or against its political, economic and cultural elements are in violation of international law.”

Ahmet Djavit An

Researcher on Cypriot History and Culture       
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