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THE UNITED NATIONS
UNIVERSAL DECLARATION OF HUMAN RIGHTS

Whereas recognition of the inherent dignity and of the equal and inalienable
rights of all members of the human family is the foundation of freedom,
justice and peace in the world.

Whereas disregard and contempt for human rights have resulted in
barbarous acts which have outraged the conscience of mankind, and the
advent of a world in which human beings shall enjoy freedom of speech and
belief and freedom from any fear and want has been proclaimed as the
highest aspiration of the common people,

Whereas it is essential, if a man is not to be compelled to have recourse, as a
last resort, to rebellion against tyranny and oppression, that human rights
should be protected by the rule of law,

Whereas it is essential to promote the development of friendly relations
between nations,

Whereas the peoples of the United Nations have in the Charter reaffirmed
their faith in fundamental human rights, in the dignity and worth of the human
person and in the equal rights of men and women and have determined to
promote social progress and better standards of life in larger freedom,

Whereas Member States have pledged themselves to achieve, in co-
operation with the United Nations, the promotion of universal respect for
and observance of human rights and fundamental freedoms,

Whereas a common understanding of these rights and freedoms is of the
greatest importance for the full realization of this pledge,

Now, Therefore,
THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY

proclaims
THIS UNIVERSAL DECLARATION OF HUMAN RIGHTS as a
common standard of achievement for all peoples and all nations, to the end
that every individual and every organ of society, keeping this Declaration
constantly in mind, shall strive by teaching and education to promote respect
for these rights and freedoms and by progressive measures, national and
international, to secure their universal and effective recognition and
observance, both among the peoples of Member States themselves and
among the peoples of territories under their jurisdiction.
Article 1. All human beings are born free and equal in dignity and rights.
They are endowed with reason and conscience and should act towards one
another in a spirit of brotherhood.
Article 2. Everyone is entitled to all the rights and freedoms set forth in this
Declaration, without distinction of any kind, such as race, colour, sex,
language, religion, political or other opinion, national or social origin,
property, birth or other status.
Furthermore, no distinction shall be made on the basis of the political,
jurisdictional or international status of the country or territory to which a
person belongs, whether it be independent, trust, non-self-governing or under
any other limitation of sovereignty.
Article 3. Everyone has the right to life, liberty and security of person.
Article 4. No one shall be held in slavery or servitude; slavery and the slave
trade shall be prohibited in ali their forms.
Article 5. No one shall be subjected to torture or to cruel, inhuman or
degrading treatment or punishment.
Article 6. Everyone has the right to recognition everywhere as a person
before the law.
Article 7. All are equal before the law and are entitled without any
discrimination to equal protection of the law. All are entitled to equal
protection against any discrimination in violation of this Declaration and
against any incitement to such discrimination.
Article 8. Everyone has the right to an effective remedy by the competent
national tribunals for acts violating the fundamental rights granted him by the
constitution or by law.
Article 9. No one shall be subjected to arbitrary arrest, detention or
exile.
Article 10. Everyone is entitled in full equality to a fair and public hearing by
an independent and impartial tribunal, in the determination of his rights and
obligations and of any criminal charge against him.
Article 11. (1) Everyone charged with a penal offence has the right to be
presumed innocent until proved guilty according to law in a public trial at
which he has had all the guarantees necessary for his defence.
(2) Noone shallbe held guilty of any penal offence on account of any actor
omission which did not constitute a penal offence, under national or
international law, at the time when it was committed. Nor shall a heavier
penalty be imposed than the one that was applicable at the time the penal
offence was committed.
Article 12. No one shall be subjected to arbitrary interference with his
privacy, family, home or correspondence, nor to attacks upon his honour and
reputation. Everyone has the right to the protection of the law against such
interference or attacks.
Article 13. (1) Everyone has the right to freedom of movement and
residence within the borders of each state.
(2) Everyone has the right to leave any country, including his own, and to
return to his country.
Article 14. (1) Everyone has the right to seek and to enjoy in other
countries asylum from persecution.
(2) This right may not be invoked in the case of prosecutions genuinely
arising from non-political crimes or from acts contrary to the purposes and
principles of the United Nations.
Article 15. (1) Everyone has the right to a nationality.
(2) No one shall be arbitrarily deprived of his nationality nor denied the
right to change his nationality.

Article 16. (1) Men and women of full age, without any limitation due to
race, nationality or religion, have the right to marry and to found a family.
They are entitled to equal rights as to marriage, during marriage and at its
dissolution.

(2) Marriage shall be entered into only with the free and full consent of the
intending spouses.

(3) The family is the natural and fundamental group unit of society and is
entitled to protection by society and the State.

Article 17. (1) Everyone has the right to own property alone as well as in
association with others.

(2) No one shall be arbitrarily deprived of his property.

Article 18. Everyone has the right to freedom of thought, conscience and
religion; this right includes freedom to change his religion or belief, and
freedom, either alone or in community with others and in public or private,
to manifest his religion or belief in teaching, practice, worship and
observance.

Article 19. Everyone has the right to freedom of opinion and expression; this
right includes freedom to hold opinions without interference and to seek,
receive and impart information and ideas through any media and regardless
of frontiers.

Article 20. (1) Everyone has the right to freedom of peaceful assembly and
association.

(2) No one may be compelled to belong to an association.

Article 21. (1) Everyone has the right to take part in the government of his
country, directly or through freely chosen representatives.

(2) Everyone has the right of equal access to public service in his country.
(3) The will of the people shall be the basis of the authority of government;
this will shall be expressed in periodic and genuine elections which shall be
by universal and equal suffrage and shall be held by secret vote or by
equivalent free voting procedures.

Article 22. Everyone, as a member of society, has the right to social security
and is entitled to realization, through national effort and international co-
operation and in accordance with the organization and resources of each
State, of the economic, social and cultural rights indispensable for his dignity
and the free development of his personality.

Article 23. (1) Everyone has the right to work, to free choice of
employment, to just and favourable conditions of work and to protection
against unemployment.

(2) Everyone, without any discrimination, has the right to equal pay for
equal work.

(3) Everyone who works has the right to just and favourable remuneration
ensuring for himself and his family an existence worthy of human dignity,
and supplemented, if necessary, by other means of social protection.

(4) Everyone has the right to form and to join trade unions for the
protection of his interest.

Article 24. Everyone has the right to rest and leisure, including reasonable
limitation of working hours and periodic holidays with pay.

Article 25. (1) Everyone has the right to a standard of living adequate for
the health and well-being of himself and of his family, including food,
clothing, housing and medical care and necessary social services, and the
right to security in the event of unemployment, sickness, disability,
widowhood, old age or other lack of livelihood in circumstances beyond his
control,

(2) Motherhood and childhood are entitled to special care and assistance.
All children, whether born in or out of wedlock, shall enjoy the same social
protection.

Article 26. (1) Everyone has the right to education. Education shall be
free, at least in the elementary and fundamental stages. Elementary
education shall be compulsory. Technical and professional education shall
be made generally available and higher education shall be equally accessible
to all on the basis of merit.

(2) Education shall be directed to the full development of the human
personality and to the strengthening of respect for human rights and
fundamental freedoms. It shall promote understanding, tolerance and
friendship among all nations, racial or religious groups, and shall further the
activities of the United Nations for the maintenance of peace.

(3) Parents have a prior right to choose the kind of education that shall be
given to their children.

Article 27. (1) Everyone has the right freely to participate in the cultural-
life of the community, to enjoy the arts and to shace in scientific advancement
and its benefits.

(2) Everyone has the right to the protection of the moral and material
interests resulting from any scientific, literary or artistic production of which
he is the authar.

Article 28. Everyone is entitled to a social and international order in which
the rights and freedoms set forth in this Declaration can be fully
realized.

Article 29. (1) Everyone has duties to the community in which alone the
free and full development of his personality is possible.

(2) In the exercise of his rights and freedoms, everyone shall be subject
only to such limitations as are determined by law solely for the purpose of
securing due recognition and respect for the rights and freedoms of others and
of meeting the just requirements of morality, public order and the general
welfare in a democratic society.

(3) These rights and freedoms may in no case be exercised contrary to the
purposes and principles of the United Nations.

Article 30. Nothing in this Declaration may be interpreted as implying for
any State, group or person any right to engage in any activity or to perform
any act aimed at the destruction of any of the rights and freedoms set forth
herein.
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CYPRUS
by Keith Kyle

Introduction

When with his rough humour Nikita Khrushchev remarked, in the
presence of the British and of a sulkily silent Gromyko, that
Foreign Ministers were useless and had never settled anything, it
was generally felt at that time to have been a pity that no one had
been quick enough to point out that three Foreign Ministers had just
settled Cyprus. The Zurich Agreement of February 1959 between
Greece and Turkey, followed immediately by the Lancaster House
settlement which also involved Britain, arranged the grant of
independence to the island under conditions that purported to
impose constitutional arrangements on the new state that were
unchangeable and were, furthermore, entrenched in international
instruments. So, it was thought, Cyprus would never now be
permitted to reopen the century-long Greco-Turkish struggle
which had supposedly been laid to rest for ever by the grand
reconciliation of 1923-30, widely accounted the one lasting
achievement in peace-making during the interwar years. The sense
of relief and of accomplishment at the Zurich settlement was
widespread. Yet by the end of 1963 it all lay in ruins and a dispute
had been reopened that remains unsettled two decades later.

Cyprus is an island of 3,572 square miles (the combined size of
Norfolk and Suffolk) in the eastern Mediterranean, of oblong shape
parallel to the equator. It is 141 miles in length and at its widest
point 59 miles in breadth. It is an island of mountains — the long
narrow and elegant Kyrenia range that overshadows the inland
capital of Nicosia runs just below the northern coastline; in the
centre and west is the Troodos massif, including one of those
heights which the Greeks named Olympus. Between these two is a
plain, 12 to 15 miles wide, which is very fertile provided the rains
arrive — which they sometimes do not. Scenery and climate alike
seem to justify the classical reputation of Cyprus as the birthplace
of Aphrodite, which explains the heavy dependence of the modern
economy on the tourist industry. The northern shore faces Turkey,
from which at the nearest point it is only 43 miles distant; Syria is
64 miles to the east, while the Greek mainland is 500 miles away.
The great majority of the population is and has been for more than
3,000 years Greek by language and culture.

Of a population estimated at independence at 556,000, excluding
the British (most of whom would in future live within the Sovereign
Bases), 80% were Greeks, whereas under 19% were Turks'. By
comparison the Roman Catholic minority in Northern Ireland is
somewhere near 40%. The proportion of Turks to the total popula-
tion of Cyprus is similar to that of the French Swiss in Switzerland
or the Tamils in Sri Lanka and is rather smaller than the Protestant
population would be in a united Ireland. But — and this point is vital
to the whole story — the Turkish Cypriots were at the time of
independence scattered over the whole island in no single sector of
which did they form a numerical majority. Are we confronted here
with a problem of minority rights? We have already touched the
heart of the controversy: for it is the Turkish population’s
contention that it is not a minority but a separate and equal
community; hence that the concept of minority rights offers no
solution that is of interest to it.

There was, when Cyprus achieved independence in August 1960,
no Cypriot nation — nor much sign of one emerging, despite the
common experience of British colonial rule which had left its mark
on both communities and a common affection for the nature of the
island. Greek and Turkish Cypriots had just emerged from a
‘liberation struggle’ in which they were on opposite sides. There
was no university in Cyprus, no private business partnerships
between Greeks and Turks, virtually no intermarriage. The one
institution that was shared — the trade unions — had been substanti-
ally (though not entirely) torn apart by the pressures of the anti-
colonial struggle.

There are basically three types of political solution that are
available for this type of plural society and all three have been
proposed for Cyprus. There is, first of all, the classic régime of
guaranteed rights for the minority —rights over religious observance,
education, use of language in schools, in law courts, in communica-
tions with government, in broadcasting — probably with at least one
minister charged with protecting minority rights, and a few seats in
the legislature. Apart from these special rights, normal rule by

democratic majority prevails. Such was the system proposed under
the British by the Radcliffe report — though, to be sure, sovereignty
and powers over certain matters were reserved to the British. The
second type has been called the consociational system, or power-
sharing, when for a distinct range of matters the communities are
treated as units within which decisions may be arrived at
democratically but between which they can only be made through
consensus, forbearance, deals. The Government under such a
scheme is a compulsory coalition between the leaders of the
different communities. Consociation is a constitutional method
which is usually extremely complicated in description, depending
as it does on a series of checks and balances: it depends for its
success on the willingness of the participants to accommodate each
other in practice once the nature of the game comes to be under-
stood and accepted as being at least the lesser of the evils available.
Such was the 1960 constitution drawn up for Cyprus. Finally there
is federation, which requires a sufficient physical separation of the
communities to ensure that each of them is dominant in at least one
federated unit. Given the demographic situation in Cyprus this was
impractical — short of a really drastic transfer of populations of the
kind that had happened between Greece and Turkey in the 1920s
and in East and Central Europe at the end of the Second World
War.

After Cyprus became independent in August 1960, the period up
till 1974 was devoted to attempts to contrive some acceptable
method of power-sharing that would not involve such a traumatic
upheaval which could in practice only be undertaken by the
exercise of physical force by the Turkish army. Since 1974, when
that force was employed, the unresolved task has been to arrive at
some tolerable accommodation to the results of its having been
exercised.

The Historical Background

It is generally considered, as the result of excavations, that the
Mycenaean Greek colonization of Cyprus took place towards the
end of the second millenium B.C., when the indigenous population
accepted Greek civilization and culture. During most of its
recorded history Cyprus has been the object rather than the
initiator of historic events. Part of the Assyrian empire and the
Persian, it was picked up by Alexander the Great and then by
Ptolemy. It became subject to Rome and afterwards to Constan-
tinople. The (Greek Orthodox ) Church of Cyprus is autocephalous
(that is, independent of any Patriarch) on the grounds of its
personal foundation by the Apostle Barnabas. Although this status
was disputed it was upheld at the Council of Ephesus in 431 AD
and subsequently in 498 by the Emperor Zeno after the bones of
St Barnabas clutching a first edition of St Matthew’s Gospel had
been providentially discovered. Henceforth and to the present day
the Primate — known since 688 as the Archbishop of Justiniana
Nova and All Cyprus? — is allowed imperial privileges: to hold a
sceptre, wear the purple, and sign his name in red ink. Exception-
ally, among Archbishops, he is addressed as ‘Makariotatos’ (Most
Blessed).

Byzantine rule over Cyprus was brought to an abrupt end in 1191
by Richard Coeur de Lion, who captured it in a fit of temper and
later sold it to the Latin house of Lusignan. Under Latin rule the
Greek Orthodox church was harshly subordinated to that of Rome:
the Greek bishops (cut down from 14 to 4) had to do homage to
those of Rome and were forced to live in remote villages.
Possession of Cyprus passed in 1489 into the hands of Venice,
which explains the presence of Othello on the island, and the Turks
captured it from the Venetians in 1570-1. For the Greek Orthodox
Church, Muslim rule meant liberation. The Latins were swept out
and Muslims settled across the island principally on formerly Latin
estates; many Latins and some Greeks allowed themselves to be
converted to Islam. But the orthodox bishops were allowed to
return to their sees, and, since the absence of an Archbishop was,
according to Ottoman practice, bureaucratically irregular, one was
hastily produced from Constantinople and recognized as Ethnarch,
or spokesman for his people. Later, from about 1670 onwards, he
was given the additional responsibility for imposing and raising
taxes. This ensured the Church’s pre-eminence among the Greeks
of Cyprus. There was, nevertheless, a basic sense of insecurity in
living under Turkish rule which periodically became justified. The
Greek rebellion of 1821 in the mainland and in the Aegean islands,
but not in Cyprus, began a century of bitter struggle between
Greeks and Turks for the disentangling of the two cultures,



religions and peoples which at that time were intermingled not only
on the European mainland and the Mediterranean islands but also
on the Asian mainland, where there were substantial Greek
populations at Smyrna (now Izmir) and elsewhere. On Cyprus,
which had not risen, the immediate Turkish reaction to the
rebellion was to execute the Archbishop and his three episcopal
brethren and some 500 prominent Greeks.

The Kingdom of Greece, whose independence was recognized in
1832, was simply a core area of sovereignty, by no means including
all the Greek territory on the European mainland and only a few of
the Greek islands. Independence was therefore the beginning and
not the end of the struggle for enosis, the Hellenic ideal of the
coming together of all territory that was culturally Greek; the
Greeks were henceforth actively concerned with collecting
together the individual pieces of that empire. A second chunk of the
mainland was added on in 1881. Britain had contributed in 1864
when Palmerston and Russell gave way to the demands for enosis
in Britain’s Greek empire, the Ionian islands including Corfu.

Fourteen years later Cyprus fell into the hands of Britain. In 1878
at the time of the Congress of Berlin, Turkey, retaining nominal
sovereignty, gave the island over to British administration as an
assembly base for the rapid deployment force which Britain was
supposed to have at the ready to deter further Russian penetration
of the Ottoman Empire. Although there never in fact was such a
force and Cyprus was not used for any military purpose until the
Suez invasion of 1956, the idea that possession of the island was
closely related to Turkey’s strategic safety was firmly implanted in
the Turkish mind. On the other hand, when the first British High
Commissioner, Sir Garnet Wolseley, arrived at the Cypriot port of
Larnaca, he was greeted by Kiprianos, Bishop of Kition, with the
message: ‘We accept the change of Government inasmuch as we
trust that Great Britain will help Cyprus, as it did the Ionian
islands, to be united with Mother Greece, with which it is
nationally connected.” Every subsequent High Commissioner
became accustomed to hearing the petition for enosis on ceremonial
occasions. In 1912 the Greek Cypriot members of the Legislative
Council resigned en bloc to campaign for this purpose. For a
fleeting moment in 1915 Britain was willing to fulfill these hopes in
return for a quick entry of Greece into the war; the offer was
withdrawn when Greece declined.

In the meanwhile Greece put together other Hellenic fragments. In
a sequence of events that has not been far from the minds of both
sides during the current Cyprus dispute, the Greeks in Crete, whose
Turkish population (once in the majority) were still in the 19th
century a larger minority than in Cyprus, rebelled against the
Turkish rule in 1821, 1856, 1878, 1896 and 1897.

There followed a succession of complicated and doomed constitu-
tions, imposed by international intervention and intended to enable
the two populations to live peaceably together under Ottoman
sovereignty. After 1897 Crete was not off the international agenda
till its final union with Greece in 1913 as a consequence of the
Balkan Wars. The determination of the Turks that Cyprus should
not be a similar story with a similar ending half a century later was
to be a major factor in determining their policy.

Under the Treaty of London in 1913 by which Greece acquired
Crete, she also extended her mainland territory to the north and
north-west and acquired Lemnos, Samos, and other Greek-
speaking islands. In 1919, after Turkey’s further defeat in the First
World War, Greek troops were authorized by the allies to land on
the Asiatic mainland at Smyrna, where there was a large Greek and
Armenian population, a landing that was marked by the killing of
some two to three hundred Turkish civilians. But the Greeks’
ambitions had outstripped their strength. The 1921 war against
Mustapha Kemal, with the Greeks marching into the Anatolian
interior almost as far as Ankara, was a catastrophe for them, for the
Greek and Armenian population in Asian Turkey, and for the city
of Smyrna whose terrible destruction by fire and sword brought to
an end the possibility of a Christian population in Asia Minor. By
the Treaty of Lausanne (24 July 1923) a massive and compulsory
exchange of populations was agreed, eliminating the Greeks from
Asia and allowing them in Turkey to stay, with guaranteed minority
rights, only in Constantinople (Istanbul) and a couple of islands. In
compensation, the Turks were turned out of their homes in Crete
and in the whole of Greece’s territories except for Western Thrace,
where they were promised similar minority rights. The financial
settlement was not finally confirmed until 1930 when Venizelos
and Atattirk, on behalf of the two countries and cultures, lavishly

celebrated the end of a century of murderous feuding. Arnold
Toynbee wrote in Chatham House’s Annual Review for 1930 that
‘this terrible process of segregation [of Greeks and Turks] — a
process which had inflicted incalculable losses of life and wealth
and happiness upon four successive generations of men, women
and children in the Near East — had at last reached its term’. This
was of course, with the exceptions noted, the abandonment rather
than the celebration of the cause of minority rights.

But Cyprus was left out of this grand reconciliation between old
enemies because, having been annexed by Britain in 1914 the
moment Turkey came into the war, it was not involved in the
population exchanges. Indeed, as part of the 1923 Treaty of
Lausanne, Turkey renounced forever any claim to sovereignty over
the island in favour of Britain. The Italian-ruled Dodecanese
islands (including Rhodes and Cos) were united with Greece as the
result of the Second World War, bringing Greek territory in the
Eastern Aegean very close to a large part of the Turkish coast.
Greece felt herself as much an island nation as a mainland one,
thinking of the Aegean as her high street rather than as a waterway
separating her from Turkey. Meanwhile, however, the effect of
Soviet pressure led both Greece and Turkey to accept American
assistance, and in 1951 to join NATO, thus involving the armed
forces of both in the structure of integrated command and joint
military exercises. Greeks came back to Izmir (Smyrna) for the
first time since 1922 as part of the joint NATO staff.

The decolonization of Cyprus: ‘Never’

At the end of the Second World War Britain came to realize that
her European colony of Cyprus was politically among the most
backward of her colonial territories. The Legislative Council had
not met since 1931 when for the second time the Greek members
walked out, whereupon a crowd shouting for enosis burnt
Government House to the ground. Nor since that year had there
been an Archbishop. First, two of the four bishops were deported
from the island, on suspicion of fomenting the unrest; then
immediately afterwards the incumbent Archbishop died and the
one remaining bishop declined to organize the election of a
successor. (There is still in the Church of Cyprus, a process of
indirect election largely by the laity, as in the earliest Christian
churches). The press was censored, political parties forbidden, the
flying of the Greek flag prohibited by law. In these circumstances
the trade unions emerged as the principal element of opposition to
the colonial establishment and the only one to cross communal
lines. When in 1941 political parties had been allowed again, it was
not surprising that the first one to be formed, AKEL, sprang from
the union movement. Its original leaders spanned the political
spectrum but before long it came under communist control.

Sixty years of British rule had done nothing to encourage the
emergence of a Cypriot nation, though to be sure the Greek and
Turkish Cypriots alike displayed the marks of British law and
administration. To a certain degree the two communities had been
played off against each other. So long as there was a Legislative
Council British Governors relied on the votes of the Turkish
Cypriot members to block periodic bursts of Greek Cypriot
political activism. Greek and Turkish schools largely looked to
their respective ‘mother countries’ for inspiration and in many
cases for staff, though the Greek connection was the more active of
the two. For Turkish Cypriots the 1931 crisis had been arevelation
of the Greek Cypriots’ continued devotion to union with Greece; it
guaranteed the Turks’ alignment with the colonial power even
though their own political expression was as much denied to them
as was the Greeks’. Both kinds of Cypriot were to be found among
the leaders and members of the Pan-Cyprian Federation of Labour
(PEO). A wealthy Turkish Cypriot was likely to be a landowner
(often absentee); the role of the bourgeoisie was filled almost
exclusively by Greek Cypriots.

There were Turkish quarters in all the main towns, and of the
villages in 1960 114 or about 18% were mixed (though this was
only a third of the number seventy years before). Even in the mixed
villages, however, it was possible to tell which was the Greek and
which the Turkish part. There were 392 purely Greek and 123
purely Turkish villages but typically they were to be found cheek-
by-jowl with villages of the opposite community. This was so in
each of the island’s administrative districts, although not many
Turkish Cypriots were to be found in the Troodos mountains. The
anthropologist Peter Loizos has pointed out that most Cypriots had



for most of the time been able to live close to the members of the
opposite community without friction:

‘Very few of them have intermarried and this is normally frowned on by
both sides. But they have had both some social relations and economic
cooperation and, although there has been consciousness of difference and
sometimes antagonism and mistrust, the ordinary people have never found
it hard to “‘live together™, i.¢. to share the island, villages, suburbs, coffee-
shops and wedding festivities.”?

Unfortunately, the world is full of examples (Northern Ireland
being one) where the existence of this degree of social toleration
under one set of circumstances will offer little safeguard when the
circumstances change.

The opposition to British colonial rule and to all British proposals
for self-government was led by two men, Michael Mouskos, who in
October1950, at the age of 37, was elected Archbishop of Nova
Justiniana and All Cyprus taking the title of Makarios (‘Blessed’)
I11, and Colonel George Grivas, a Cyprus-born Greek officer who
had headed an extreme right-wing guerrilla group during the Axis
occupation of Greece. Three years before Makarios’s election the
British had permitted the bishops to return, whereupon, to the
alarm of most Orthodox leaders, the communists in AKEL, being
the most efficient politicians, organized the election of an
Archbishop, who died early. As it happened there were three such
elections in as many years; and, already by the time of the second,
AKEL’s opponents had recaptured the machinery of election and
the political leadership of the Greek community. AKEL’s idea of
petitioning the United Nations against colonial rule was taken over
by Makarios, already a bishop, who at the beginning of 1950
organized a plebiscite campaign through the machinery of the
Orthodox Church which produced a 96% vote in favour of union
with Greece. In the following October, when he was elected
Archbishop, he declared that ‘no offer of a constitution or any other
compromise will be accepted by the people of Cyprus’. Colonel
Grivas, though an obsessional anti-communist, decided that
violence was necessary against the British to dislodge them from
Cyprus and began preparing for the day. He expounded his ideas to
Makarios, who was at first sceptical and insisted that in any case
the colonel should think in terms of sabotage rather than of guerrilla
warfare.

When the British proposed a first-stage form of self-government
(the Winster constitution) the right and the Church would not talk
because it was not enosis; the left would talk but demanded for a
European island with well-qualified professional cadres something
more advanced. This being the period of the Greek civil war the
British, who were in any case being criticized for allowing too much

freedom to communists, were not prepared to yield more to the
left.

Up to this point, the Turkish Cypriots, who until about this time
were normally referred to as the Muslims, had not figured at all
prominently in discussions about Cyprus. Being a rather stagnant
society they did not make their point of view well known. Nor was it
actively pressed by Turkey though representations were made in
1948 and there was one robust official declaration of interest in
1951. It is the Greek and Greek Cypriot thesis, from which nothing
will move them, that Turkish interest and involvement, which
would otherwise have remained quiescent, was fomented by the
British, especially by Anthony Eden. One must say straightaway
that there was a motive. The British had decided that they would
have to leave the Suez Canal and were now planning to transfer the
whole panoply of their Middle East Command to Cyprus, thus for
the first time giving it the military significance it was supposed to
have in 1878. Nevertheless the Greek assumption that with British
goodwill the island could have been swiftly transferred, complete
with sleeping Turks, to Greek rule without serious conflict may
well be questioned. It does not follow from the fact that Britain’s
two reasons for staying — strategic and the need to avoid stirring up
Greco-Turkish hostility — were mutually supporting, that one of
them had to be bogus. After all, Greece and Turkey were both
military allies of Britain and of each other.

On 28 July 1954 the Minister of State for the Colonies, Henry
Hopkinson, replied to a debate about Cyprus with an ineptitude
that came oddly in a former professional diplomat, that there were
certain territories in the Commonwealth ‘which, owing to their
particular circumstances, can never expect to be fully independent’.
After adding mysteriously that he would not go as far as that about
Cyprus, he then promptly did go that far by recalling that he had
already said ‘that the question of the abrogation of British

sovereignty cannot arise — that British sovereignty will remain.’
Greece then, for the first time, tried to internationalize the dispute
by bringing it before the United Nations General Assembly as a
simple case of self-determination. Thanks to British and American
influence she did not on this occasion get much change and the
debate provided the occasion for Turkey to declare that Cyprus had
never belonged to Greece, historically its people were not Greek,
and geographically it was an extension of Anatolia. They would
not, said the Turks, accept any change in the status of the island
that had not received Turkey’s wholehearted consent. These
Turkish arguments had an anachronistic sound in an era when first
priority is supposed to be given to the views of the people
concerned. After all, if people thought they were Greeks, then
Greeks they were — and in any case past relationship to a kingdom
that had only existed since 1832 could have no meaning. The
relevant issue was the position of the Turkish Cypriot community
and how much, if at all, the weight to be attached to that community
of less than 20% of the total population should be boosted by
Cyprus’s geopolitical location — near Turkey and far from Greece.
The main UN reaction (in the age of Western domination of that
body) was one of horror at the sample of the Greco-Turkish
polemic that threatened in the event of the Cyprus issue being fully
discussed.

In the autumn of 1954 the Greek prime minister, Field Marshal
Papagos, who had been personally offended by Eden’s dismissive
treatment of the case for enosis (in a conversation in Athens in
September 1953), and Archbishop Makarios both gave the go-
ahead to Grivas who, in hiding in Cyprus, had called his under-
ground organization EOKA (Ethniki Organosis Kyprion Agoniston,
National Organization of Freedom Fighters) and himself ‘Dighenis’
to launch a campaign of sabotage. On 1 April 1955 the transmitters
of the Cyprus Broadcasting Station were blown up and a series of
simultaneous, but less effective, explosions took place across the
island. The revolt had begun.

British attempts at a solution

The Cyprus problem could either be tackled domestically — that is,
as between Britain and her colonial subjects, or internationally.
And, if internationally, a solution might be attempted between
Britain and Greece or at a three-power level (Britain, Greece and
Turkey); at a NATO level which would include particularly the
United States and the Secretary-General of NATO (at first Lord
Ismay but later Paul-Henri Spaak); and at the level of the United
Nations, where the diplomacy was essentially of a declaratory
nature. The domestic politics of Greece, Turkey and Britain (in
which a section of the Labour party, led by Barbara Castle, was
markedly pro-Greek Cypriot) at various times obtruded. There
was a basic absence of understanding between the British and the
Greek Cypriots in their analysis of the political problem. The latter.
and especially the Orthodox church, identified themselves with the
whole island, and thought of the dispute with Britain as a classic
anti-colonial one in which complications about the Turks were only
a British excuse. Greek Cypriots simply did not take seriously
warnings about the likely reaction of the Turkish Cypriots to any
change of sovereignty, and felt — and retrospectively still feel — that
it was unnecessary for Britain in the circumstances of the 1950s to
do so. The Turks themselves did not take seriously the possibility of
Britain yielding to such a demand. It is correct that Britain alerted
them not to count on this too complacently. Anthony Eden states in
his memoirs that he minuted a telegram in July 1955 that it was as
well that Turks should speak out ‘because it was the truth that the
Turks would never let the Greeks have Cyprus’.* This could be
interpreted as inciting the Turks, but it could also be considered a
prudent precaution against Greek overconfidence.

However one decides to interpret this, Eden chose the tripartite
route. A conference of the three allies was convened in London for
the end of August 1955 at which Harold Macmillan, then Foreign
Secretary, proposed that the problem of self-determination (by
now the code-word for enosis) be left to one side and that Cyprus
should receive self-government by stages at the end of which the
Governor would control only foreign affairs, defence and public
security. The Turks would have a share of ministerial portfolios
and Assembly seats proportionate to their share of the population
and there would be a tripartite (British-Greek-Turkish) committee
that would supervise the arrangements both for transferring power
and for guaranteeing minority rights. The initiative was a failure:



Greece would not accept anything which disregarded the issue of
self-determination; Turkey would not accept anything that did not
explicitly renounce it. Macmillan later admitted that ‘it could not
be denied that the conference had perhaps increased rather than
lowered tension’.®

While this conference was going on there was an alarming burst of
anti-Greek rioting and demonstrations in Istanbul, probably stage-
managed in the first instance but running rapidly out of control. The
targets were the Greek merchants and the Greek Orthodox church
while the Turkish press was full of stories which complained of the
treatment of the Muslims in Western Thrace. No effort seemed to
have been made by Turkish police to protect the pillaged churches
and shops, and 29 out of 80 Greek Orthodox churches, 4000 shops
and 2000 homes in Istanbul were completely destroyed. The
message was clearly meant to be that Turkish forbearance was not
to be too much counted on.

As the EOKA revolt gathered momentum and casualties on both
sides mounted, Britain tried to escape from the box of ‘never’. Field
Marshal Harding, who had been sent out as Governor, bore with
him a painstakingly crafted formula, explaining that whereas self-
determination was not on at the moment for strategic reasons and
‘on account of the consequences on the relations between NATO
Powers in the Eastern Mediterranean’ the situation might change if
self-government showed itself in practice to be ‘capable of
safeguarding the interests of all sections of the community’. A
constitutional commissioner from Britain was to recommend how
this might be done. After agonized debates in the Ethnarchy
Council, Archbishop Makarios for the first time agreed to negotiate
but on three conditions: the Governor’s reserve powers were not to
include internal security; the Turkish minority’s rights were to be
confined to religion and education; and there was to be an
immediate general amnesty. Grivas, anxious to sabotage any
negotiations at all, ended any chances of agreement by a series of
massive explosions in Nicosia as the Colonial Secretary arrived.

The British deported Archbishop Makarios and his more intransi-
gent enemy, the Bishop of Kyrenia, to the Seychelles (where they
were kept for a year and then allowed to return to Europe but not
Cyprus) but pressed ahead with the Constitutional Commissioner,
Lord Radcliffe. Radcliffe abandoned any suggestion of a handing
over of functions by stages because of the ‘adult people’ he found on
Cyprus. Bearing in mind his terms of reference which required that
foreign affairs, defence and internal security were to remain with
the Governor, Cyprus should have maximum self-government at
once. Radcliffe completely rejected the case which the Turkish
Cypriots, led by a physician, Dr Fazil Kiiciik, advanced for equal
representation of Greek and Turkish Cypriots in the legislative
assembly. This, he declared, could only be justified in the case of a
federation for which there was no basis either territorially or in the
numerical balance of the population. Guarantees of minority rights
were appropriate to the Turkish case, with a Turkish Cypriot
minister and 6 reserved places in the legislature and reinforced
access to the courts in case of allegations of administrative or legal
discrimination.

In a way the bargain offered to the Greek Cypriots was a very good
one, especially as the Governor’s powers were in practice likely to
dwindle once the Greek Cypriot majority had effectively taken over
the Government. Some retrospectively regret the way in which it
was immediately rejected. But Archbishop Makarios was not
returned and the Colonial Secretary, in presenting the Radcliffe
Report to Parliament made the classic blunder of stating that if the
time ever came at which it would be possible to grant self-
determination it should be granted to both communities. A veteran
Turkish diplomat, looking back over the ‘enormous and patient
work’ required to secure Turkey a ‘right of say’ in Cyprus,
described this British statement as ‘in a way, a road leading to
taksim’® (i.e. partition). Taksim became the slogan which was
used by the increasingly militant Turkish Cypriots to counter the
Greek cry of ‘enosis’. In 1957 Kiiglik declared during a visit to
Ankara that Turkey would claim the northern half of the island.

The Turkish Cypriots were therefore already discussing during
British rule and under the pressures of the EOKA revolt, solutions
— federation and partition — which logically would require an
exchange of populations on, proportionately, an immense scale (for
example, the movement of more Greek Cypriots than the entire
Turkish Cypriot population) to make them feasible. At first they
were merely calling attention to the kinds of unwelcome issues that
might be raised by the majority’s persistent cry for self-

determination. But as Grivas went ahead with his campaign,
accompanying EOKA acts of violence against the British and their
Greek Cypriot collaborators with civil disobedience by sections of
the community (especially schoolchildren), economic boycott of
British goods and services, and acts of ruthless coercion against
those Greek Cypriots — especially the communists in AKEL and
the trade unions — who did not wish to cooperate, the British fell
back more and more for support on the Turkish community’. They
used the Turkish Cypriots to build up the police and the special
constabulary and to form a mobile reserve. This created hostility
between the two communities; when a Turkish policeman was
killed by EOKA the Greeks saw a policeman fall, the Turks saw a
Turk. In January 1957, for instance, a Turkish Cypriot auxiliary
was killed and three wounded by a bomb when guarding a power
station; a Turkish Cypriot crowd smashed a number of Greek
shops. Ten days later there was similar trouble in Famagusta. On
27 and 28 January 1958, there were two days of serious rioting by
thousands of Turkish Cypriots in Nicosia leading to pitched battles
with British forces at the end of which seven Turks were dead. This
was a clear sign of the rise of a Turkish para-military organization,
the TMT (Turk Mudafa Teskilat — Turkish Defence Organization)
and the loss of confidence by the Turkish Cypriots in the durability
of Britain’s stand against the Greeks.

The cell structure of EOKA was copied by Rauf Denktas, one of
the TMT’s founders, who went to Turkey to obtain the assistance
of the Turkish Government and Army with training and weapons.*
Also, like EOKA, the TMT was strongly anti-communist and
brought intense pressure to bear on Turkish Cypriot members of
left-wing unions and clubs. Premises were burnt down, some left-
wing Turkish personalities were killed, hundreds of Turkish
Cypriot members of the communist-led PEO (Pan-Cyprian
Federation of Labour) felt it necessary to leave and were in fact
advised to do so for their own safety by their Greek Cypriot
comrades. Demands began to be heard for the establishment of a
Turkish army base on Cyprus.

On 7 June 1958, following a bomb explosion outside the Turkish
press office in Nicosia, there was an immediate invasion by Turkish
rioters of the Greek sector, and Greek Cypriot residents were
expelled from a mixed district. Communal clashes followed in the
rural areas between neighbouring Greek and Turkish villagers
armed with knives, sticks and stones, in the worst of which a group
of Greeks just released from arrest by the British were murdered at
Geunyeli. Grivas was known to be organizing Greek villagers
against expected Turkish attacks and making plans for reprisals.
The new Turkish militancy was also apparent in Istanbul where
demonstrations in the summer of 1958 were held against the
Ecumenical Patriarchate. Movements northward from Turkish
Cypriot villages in the south, most of them spontaneous, some
organized by TMT, were taken as clearing the ground for partition.
In July Grivas ordered raids on police stations with Turkish
policemen as chief targets, and waived all restrictions on killing
Turks. Many Turkish villages were burned. But in August an
intercommunal cease-fire was proclaimed and held.

Meanwhile in London, Harold Macmillan, by now Prime Minister,
had reassessed British strategic requirements in the eastern
Mediterranean. ‘I am not persuaded’, he wrote on 15 March 1957,
‘that we need more than an airfield on long lease or in sovereignty.
Then the Turks and the Greeks could divide the rest of the island
between them.” In 1958 he asked the Secretary-General of NATO
to act as conciliator. In the summer Archbishop Makarios
indicated for the first time that he would accept independence for
Cyprus rather than union with Greece; he had been persuaded that
Macmillan would otherwise go through successfully with his threat
of partition or, at the very least, establish Turkey in a position on
the island from which it would be impossible subsequently to
dislodge her. Responding to these developments Greece and
Turkey entered into direct talks which produced the Zurich
Agreement followed immediately by the Lancaster House settle-
ment between them and Britain, both in February 1959. Although
Makarios and a very large delegation from Cyprus were present in
London and although in the end he felt obliged to accept the terms,
this was a solution imposed from outside Cyprus by the three
interested powers.

The 1960 independence constitution

Cyprus gained her sovereign independence by virtue of a constitu-
tion and three treaties — the Treaty of Guarantee, the Treaty of



Alliance, and the Treaty of Establishment, all of which came into
operation the same day — 16 August 1960. They were interrelated
so that, for example, the 48 ‘basic articles’ of the constitution were
incorporated into the Treaty of Guarantee, while the two Treaties
of Guarantee and Alliance were in turn said in Article 181 of the
constitution to ‘have constitutional force’. The third treaty, the
Treaty of Establishment, makes it clear that the boundaries of the
Republic of Cyprus do not coincide with those of the island, in that
Britain retains absolute sovereignty over two enclaves, totalling
99 square miles which contain the military bases of Akrotiri and
Dhekelia. Britain is also given certain military rights (such as
exclusive control of Nicosia Airport in the event of an emergency)
on the territory of the Republic.

The constitution was drawn up explicitly in terms of the two
communities — and was referred to subsequently by the Turkish
Cypriots as a functional federation, though that expression does not
actually appear. The official languages were Greek and Turkish;
the Greek and Turkish flags might be flown without any restriction,
though there was to be also a national flag; the Greek and Turkish
national holidays must be celebrated by right. The country was
defined as ‘an independent and sovereign Republic with a
presidential régime, the President being Greek and the Vice-
President being Turkish elected by the Greek and Turkish
communities of Cyprus respectively.” There were ten ministers,
seven chosen by the President, three by the Vice-President of
whom one must receive one of three major portfolios (in practice a
Turkish Cypriot was appointed to Defence). Decisions in the
Council of Ministers were to be taken by absolute majority, except
that either the President or the Vice-President had an absolute veto
over decisions relating to foreign affairs, defence or internal
security and a delaying one on other matters.

The legislative system was unicameral. The House of Represen-
tatives had 50 members, 35 Greek and 15 Turkish. According to
Article 78 (2) ‘any law imposing duties or taxes shall require a
simple majority of the representatives elected by the Greek and
Turkish communities respectively taking part in the vote.” This
provision also applied to any change in the electoral law and the
adoption of any law relating to the municipalities. This last
question had baffled the constitution-makers. In five of the towns
separate Greek and Turkish municipalities had emerged as a
consequence of the communal confrontations of 1958 and had been
recognized by the British. They would now be officially estab-
lished, thereby becoming the only organ of the constitution based
on the idea of territorial separation, but for only four years during
which the President and the Vice-President were supposed to
decide between them whether they were to continue. Legislation on
other subjects was to take place by simple majority but again the
President and the Vice-President had the same right of veto —
absolute on foreign affairs, defence and internal security, delaying
on other matters — as in the Council of Ministers.

Outside the House of Representatives there were to be elected two
communal chambers, one Greek, the other Turkish, which were
given separate functions not entrusted to the House. These
included education, religious matters, personal status, sport,
culture, producer and consumer cooperatives and credit establish-
ments. For these purposes they were entitled to impose taxes, set
up courts and conduct their own relations with the Greek and
Turkish Governments over help with funds or with personnel.

The judicial system was headed both by the Supreme Constitu-
tional Court and by the High Court of Justice, each consisting of
Greek and Turkish Cypriot judges, each with a neutral president
(who should not be Cypriot, Greek, Turkish or British). The High
Court had mainly appellate jurisdiction but could also deal with
‘offences against the constitution and the constitutional order’. The
Supreme Constitutional Court had exclusive jurisdiction over the
allocation of functions and powers between the various institutions.
Either President or Vice-President might appeal to this court
whenever he thought that a law including, specifically, the budget,
would have the effect of discriminating against one of the
communities. Moreover human rights were strongly protected. A
long series of guarantees against discrimination and in support of
fundamental rights and liberties (Articles 6 to 35) were closely
based on the appropriate European conventions.

Finally, the constitution recognized the bicommunal nature of
Cyprus in its arrangements for administration. The public service
should approximate in all grades of its hierarchy to a 70: 30 ratio
(compared with the 80:20 that might have been expected). The

Public Service Commission was to consist of ten members, seven
of them Greek, but a number of decisions were made dependent on
the approval of at least two of the Turkish members. There was to
be a Cypriot army, 2000 strong, of whom 1200 should be Greeks
and 800 Turks, together with Security Forces, comprising police
and gendarmerie, also totalling 2000, but this time with 1400
Greeks to 600 Turks; forces stationed in parts of the Republic
inhabited almost totally by one community should have policemen
drawn entirely from that community.

A first reaction to this document must be that for a nation of
556,000 this was a very elaborate and very rigid constitution. It
runs to 199 articles and of these the 48 ‘basic’ ones were to remain
unalterable in perpetuity. The remainder could in practice only be
altered by mutual agreement of the two communities. Constructed
with the help of a Swiss constitutional adviser, the constitution was
of the consociational variety which gives the preservation of the
ethnic balance higher priority than majority rule. Moreover the
constitution, thus heavily freighted, was screwed into the inter-
national system by the accompanying Treaties. Under the Treaty
of Guarantee with Britain, Greece and Turkey, the Republic of
Cyprus undertakes to uphold her own independence and her own
constitution; not to participate in any political or economic union
with any state whatsoever; and to prohibit any domestic action
likely to promote union with another state or partition. In return
Britain, Greece, and Turkey recognize and guarantee not only the
independence, integrity, and security of Cyprus but also ‘the state
of affairs established by the Basic Articles of its Constitution.’
They also will ban activity favouring enosis or taksim. In the event
of abreach of the provisions of the Treaty, the three guarantors ‘will
consult together” about ‘measures necessary to ensure observance’.
Then follows the most critical wording of the Treaty, currently
cited to support the Turkish position. If, says, Article IV, concerted
action should not be 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 this present Treaty.” The
Treaty of Alliance, which was between Cyprus, Greece and
Turkey, thus not including Britain, was intended to reinforce the
rationale of the whole series of arrangements: that Greco-Turkish
friendship was in the last resort worth more than the strict
arithmetic and practical convenience of Cypriot politics. A
committee of the three foreign ministers was ‘the supreme political
body’ of the alliance. Under its authority there should be a tripartite
headquarters established on the island, with military contingents of
950 Greeks and 650 Turks to provide for the defence of the new
Republic and to train the new Cypriot army. The various treaties
were signed on behalf of Cyprus both by the Greek President and
by the Turkish Vice-President, thus in Turkish eyes sanctifying the
equal status of the two communities as ‘co-founder partners’ in the
new State.

The extent to which this complex of arrangements, redolent of old-
fashioned diplomacy, was legally valid in the light of the United
Nations Charter has been the subject of much debate among
international lawyers. The question was whether a constitution so
rigid and unalterable was compatible with the equal sovereignty
which was recognized in the Charter and whether its unamendable
nature could validly be enforced under a Treaty which permitted
any one of the signatories individually to take action. It is a
complex argument which has not been resolved.’ Certainly
Professor Forsthoff, the German who had been the first President
of the Supreme Constitutional Court was to say: ‘I consider it
wrong to regard Cyprus under the present agreement and
constitution as an independent state’. The guarantees, he added,
‘include also a right of actual intervention — there can be no
guarantee without the right of intervention’.'® Clearly the signatories,
it may be presumed, thought they were signing valid documents.
Archbishop Makarios subsequently claimed that the settlement
was imposed on him by force majeure and that he did not in
consequence feel morally bound by it.

The crisis of 1963

Archbishop Makarios was elected the first President of Cyprus by
the Greek voters in December 1959 and Dr Fazil Kigiik the first
Vice-President by the Turks. The Archbishop had critics both on
the right from supporters of Grivas (who left the island for a hero’s
welcome in Athens and the rank of a retired general ) and on the left
because the settiement had been brought under the aegis of NATO.
He moved swiftly to consolidate his position — by appointing



EOKA people to key positions, most notably Polycarpos Yorgadjis
as Minister of the Interior, and by launching a vigorous foreign
policy of friendship with the non-aligned powers which served to
disarm the potential opposition of the Communists in AKEL who
were given five unopposed members in the first House. But the
same process of satisfying the political needs of the Greek Cypriot
community straightaway led to a series of conflicts with the Turks,
in which the feelings of the two communities about the Constitution
were made plain. The Greek Cypriots’ feeling was that the
constitutional privileges accorded to the Turkish community were
preposterous; the Turkish Cypriots’ that these were the bare
minimum, to be exercised to the last ounce.

The disputes concerned:

(a) The seventy-thirty ratio in the public service:The Turkish
Cypriots required that the proportion should be attained within five
months of independence as had in fact been stipulated in a pre-
independence agreement between the President-elect and the Vice-
President-elect. The Greek Cypriots in the Public Service
Commission argued that they could not overnight draw from 18 %
of the population which was poorly qualified suitable candidates to
fill 30% of the jobs. Standards and qualifications could not be
lowered; after three years the Greek Cypriots published figures to
show that real progress had been made in all grades towards the
objective. But the subject rankled and aroused resentment in both
communities. At the end of 1963 there were 2000 appeals
outstanding in the Supreme Constitutional Court about public
appointments.

(b) Taxes:Since a majority vote of the Turkish deputies in the
House was needed to pass tax legislation the Turkish Cypriots
sought to use this as leverage to force compliance over the Seventy-
Thirty ratio and over legislation for separate municipalities, and a
more generous approach towards the grant of subsidy to the
Turkish Communal Chamber. As a result the colonial income tax
law expired whereupon Makarios ordered that existing taxes
should continue to be collected. In December 1961 the Government
at last came out with its own proposals, but whereas the Greeks
wanted a permanent law, the Turks wanted it renewable annually,
which would enable them to use their bargaining power each
session. Since there was again deadlock, personal income tax was
abandoned by the House and the Greek Cypriots enacted it instead
through the Greek Communai Chamber.

(c) The Cypriot army:The Minister of Defence, who was a
Turkish Cypriot, proposed an army of five battalions, each of three
companies. At the battalion level they should be mixed, but at the
company level the units should be from one community or the
other. The majority of the Cabinet decided that on the contrary the
units should be mixed at every level. On this issue the Vice-
President used his power of final veto. The President therefore
decided not to have an army at all.

(d) Separate municipalities:Existing colonial laws had to be
extended eight times while Greeks and Turks conducted a dialogue
of the deaf about whether fresh legislation should establish separate
municipalities as the constitution required and the Turks demanded.
In December 1962 the Greek majority rejected further continuation
of the status quo. The Turkish Cypriot Communal Chamber then
purported to confirm the position of the Turkish municipalities,
while the Council of Ministers fell back on a pre-1959 colonial law
to replace all the existing elected municipalities by appointed
development boards. The actions of the Turkish Communal
Chamber and of the Council of Ministers were both brought before
the Supreme Constitutional Court and were both by the vote of the
neutral court president found unconstitutional. The President
offered the Turkish Cypriots compensating safeguards but made it
quite clear that he had no intention of implementing the provisions
of the constitution which he regarded as opening the way to
partition.

() The status of the Vice-President:Dr Kiiciikk complained that
since he had an absolute veto over foreign policy he should be told
what that policy was about. Spyros Kyprianou, the Foreign
Minister, was not, he said, showing him the papers. He objected
strongly to Makarios adopting on his own a policy of non-alignment
and going to the Belgrade non-aligned summit without his
agreement.

The record of the first three years of the new Republic could not
therefore be described as an unqualified success. The necessary
restraint on both sides if such a delicate mechanism of checks and
balances is to work or, alternatively, if by informal arrangements it
is to be shortcircuited, was absent. Already by the end of 1961 the
Turkish language press was calling for the intervention of Turkey,
Greece and Britain and the resignation of Archbishop Makarios
over the income tax issue.

The question of whether President Makarios ever meant the 1960
constitution to work or whether from the outset his acceptance of it
was a manoeuvre first to obtain independence and then to clear the
ground for union with Greece is still highly controversial. As an
Archbishop he was predisposed to see the whole island as Hellenic;
in both his capacities he took part throughout the remainder of his
career in what the Irish call ‘verbal republicanism’, namely the
celebration of anniversaries of heroic deaths during the war against
the British (a civic memory which counted the Greek Cypriots in
and counted the Turks out) with many references to his own fidelity
to the cause for which they had died, specifically the cause of
enosis. But to what extent and at what periods this sentiment was
purely verbal it is rather difficult to say (and, of course, even when
purely verbal it affected the climate of opinion). Certainly there are
many Greek Cypriots who think that Makarios did for a time
support the constitution until he concluded that, unless amended, it
was unworkable. Turkish Cypriots rather naturally call attention to
a confidential document called the Akritas Plan which was later
published in the press. This, which is generally thought to have
been circulated in great secrecy by Yorgadjis, the Minister of the
Interior, lays down a scenario according to which the ‘negative
elements’ in the constitution should be stressed in public while
lavish use should be made of such internationally acceptable
concepts as ‘self-determination’ and ‘minority rights’ to describe
the case for amending it. By this means Cyprus would win control
over her own institutions and thus effectively nullify the Treaty of
Guarantee since the constitution it was to guarantee would by then
be no more. If the Turkish Cypriots showed fight they were to be
struck down hard before there was time for outside intervention to
arrive.

The Turkish Cypriots had made some preparation for a break-
down, since they were determined that independence should not
mean, as Rauf Denktas put it, ‘a change of colonial masters for the
worse’. In October 1959, after the Zurich and London Agreements
but before independence, the Turkish motorboat Deniz was
intercepted by the British when gunrunning to Cyprus. But many of
the Turkish Cypriot political leaders counted on the constitution
settling down. They were encouraged in this by the first Turkish
Ambassador to Nicosia, Dirvana, who was a philhellene, and
tended to discount the warnings of Denktas, now President of the
Turkish Communal Chamber, who claimed through intelligence
sources to know better, According to Denktas, who was political
adviser to the TMT, most of that organization had been stood down
and there were only 40 active members in it when the fighting
started.

Yorgadjis, a man who ran his Ministry as if he were still in EOKA
and who attracted to himself attributions of the most intricate
plotting, used the constitutional breakdown over tax collection as
an excuse for getting Makarios’s authority for building up a ‘secret
army’ of ex-EOKA men. There were also other freelance gangs of
armed irregulars on the Greek side. According to a Canadian
researcher (Richard A Patrick) ‘These dissident groups maintained
their autonomy either because they were opposed to the official
leadership or because membership in such gangs was a means of
maintaining a position of social status in a society whose more
recent heroes were EOKA gunmen.’!

On 30 November 1963, President Makarios wrote to Vice-
President Kiigtik proposing thirteen amendments to the constitu-
tion which, he said, would ‘remove obstacles to the smooth
functioning and development of the state’. He did so apparently
with the knowledge and encouragement of the British High
Commissioner, Sir Arthur Clarke, whether personally or officially
is not clear: the full story of this remains obscure'?. The approach
certainly had the qualities of comprehensiveness and candour.

Taken together, the amendments would have had the effect of
resolving all outstanding issues in the Greek favour. The President
and Vice-President would lose the right of veto; the necessity for
separate majorities of Greek and Turkish members for the passage
of certain laws, including taxes, would go, so would separate



municipalities; the ratio in the public services and in the army and
police would be the same as the ratio of population; the Public
Service Commission would be smaller and take decisions by a
simple majority; the separate Greek Communal Chamber would
be abolished (though the Turks could keep theirs); and the
administration of justice would be unified so that a Greek could not
demand to be tried by a Greek judge and a Turk by a Turkish judge.
It must be said in favour of these proposals that they streamlined
the administration and removed many of the features that laid
stress on whether a Cypriot citizen was Greek or Turkish. But from
the Turkish Cypriot point of view they removed almost all the props
to their claim to be the ‘co-founders’ of the Republic and demoted
them to the status of a minority. In the view of the Greek Cypriot
constitutional lawyer, Polyvios Polyviou, who is a sharp critic of
the 1960 constitution, the course followed by the Archbishop was
‘a grievous error’ which ‘could not but have appeared to the Turkish
Cypriots as a dangerous development that might change the
internal balance of power and be taken internationally as a sign that
the bicommunal nature of the State was giving way to unitary and
majority principles’'. In Polyviou’s opinion it would have been
much better to have tried to change things gradually; a view shared
at the time by the Greek Government which, not having been
warned in advance, told Makarios that if he had asked their advice
it would have been against. The Archbishop’s proposals were
hastily rejected not by the Vice-President, though he did so at
length later, but by the Government of Turkey.

The atmosphere after the presentation of the thirteen proposals was
very tense, with the Turkish Cypriots interpreting the move as a
preparation to slide into enosis. On 21 December 1963 a street
brawl in a Turkish quarter in Nicosia between a Turkish Cypriot
crowd and Yorgadjis’ plainclothes special constables was followed
immediately by a major Greek Cypriot attack by the various para-
military forces against the Turks in Nicosia and in Larnaca. At
first an attempt to calm the situation was made jointly by the
President and the Vice-President and by other leaders but it had
clearly got out of hand and in any case the ex-EOKA element was
strong in the security forces. Although the TMT organized the
defence of the Turkish minority and there were a number of acts of
retaliation directed at the Greek Cypriots, there is no doubt that the
main victims of the numerous incidents that took place during the
next few months were Turks. 700 Turkish Cypriot hostages,
including women and children, were seized in the northern suburbs
of Nicosia. The mixed suburb of Omorphita suffered the most from
an independent gang of Greek Cypriot irregulars led by Nicos
Sampson who, claiming to be rescuing a Greek section surrounded
by Turks, in fact made a full-dress assault on the Turkish Cypriot
population. During the first half of 1964, fighting continued to flare
up between neighbouring villages. 191 Turkish Cypriots and 133
Greeks were known to have been killed while it was claimed 209
Turks and 41 Greeks remained missing and could also be presumed
dead. There was much looting and destruction of Turkish villages.
Some 20,000 refugees fled from them, many of them taking refuge
in Kyrenia and Nicosia. Food and medical supplies had to be
shipped in from Turkey. 24 wholly Turkish villages and Turkish
houses in 72 mixed villages were abandoned. Later Turkish
Cypriots returned to 5 of their own villages and 19 of the mixed
villages. Most of the moves seem to have been spontaneous and
hasty, following a local incident of violence, the people leaving
clothing, furniture, and food behind. But in some cases orders were
received for the people to go, and once villagers had moved, the
Turkish paramilitaries, now much expanded in numbers and known
simply as ‘the Fighters’, exercised substantial coercion to prevent
returning in most cases to government-controlled areas. The
necessary territorial basis for partition was being found.

In Nicosia the guarantors began to move over the Christmas week.
The 650-man Turkish army contingent in Cyprus under the terms
of the Treaty of Alliance moved out of its barracks and positioned
itself astride the Nicosia—Kyrenia road. Turkish jets from the
mainland buzzed Nicosia. The Turkish fleet set sail for Cyprus.
President Makarios, by now alarmed that a Turkish army might
indeed land, agreed that the British should intervene from the
Sovereign Bases in order to avoid worse. This produced a cease-
fire in Nicosia, an exchange of hostages, and the establishment of
the ‘Green Line’, a neutral zone between the Greek and Turkish
quarters in the capital which has existed till the present day. The
Turkish Cypriots expelled from their side of that line the entire
Armenian community of Nicosia on the ground that it had aligned
itself with the Greek position.
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What the guarantors did not do was to carry out the one purpose for
which they existed — the restoration of the 1960 constitution. The
establishment of the ‘Green Line’ brought peace to Nicosia though
not yet to other places, but it did not bring the fractured
Government together. The Greek and Turkish Cypriot ministers
remained on opposite sides of the line. According to the Turkish
Cypriot thesis there was, from this time on, no legal government in
Cyprus — solely provisional bodies on both sides pending the
establishment of a new legal order, the old one having been
overthrown by force. According to the Greek Cypriot thesis there
continued to be a legitimate and democratically elected Govern-
ment representing the great majority of the people which had, as
many ex-colonial countries were doing, asserted its right to gain
control of its institutions — and had done so at a time, moreover,
when the Vice-President and minority ministers had wilfully
continued to absent themselves.

At a conference in London of the three guarantor states and the two
Cypriot communities, Makarios demanded the termination of the
1960 agreements as unworkable and their replacement by
‘unfettered independence’ — a unitary government with freedom to
amend the constitution. He offered the Turkish Cypriots minority
rights, which as usual they rejected out of hand. The Turks said that
the December fighting proved that the two communities should be
physically separated. Consequently they demanded a fully Federal
State of Cyprus with a border between Turkish and Greek
provinces known as the Attila line, which is not unlike the present
cease-fire line, or, failing that, ‘double erosis’, which would bring a
frontier across Cyprus between Greece and Turkey themselves —
both solutions that would imply a population transfer. The London
conference broke down with no chance of agreement.

While the cease-fire held in Nicosia, the British were unable to
prevent the Greek Cypriots from attacking the Turkish Cypriots at
Limassol, causing widespread casualties and damage. Turkey
announced for the second time that her fleet was sailing for Cyprus,
and the British, desperately anxious not to get bogged down in
another Cyprus conflict, insisted on the peace-keeping burden
being shared. Aiming above all at preventing a clash between two
NATO partners — but wanting to keep the dispute within the
NATO family — the United States tried to organize a NATO
intervention but Makarios would not consider it. It was necessary
after all to bring in the United Nations. By the Security Council
resolution of 4 March 1964 UNFICYP (UN Peace-keeping Force
in Cyprus) and a UN mediator were set up and despite a further
severe Turkish warning the danger passed. Makarios interpreted
the UN resolution as recognizing the ‘unfettered independence’
which he sought and appointed Greek Cypriot ministers to take
over the Turkish portfolios.

The UN force which was set up and remains till the present day was
originally of over 6000 men and is now about 2300. It has always
had a substantial British contingent often over 1000, but now down
to 750, making it unusual among UN forces which normally
exclude contingents from the permanent members of the Security
Council. It is otherwise supplied by Finland, Sweden, Denmark,
Austria, Ireland and Canada. It has achieved a good deal but not
what was expected of it by either side since, as is usual with peace-
keeping operations, it does not use force except in self-defence. As
Dr Richard Patrick, who served in UNFICYP, put it:

‘It could not kill Cypriots to prevent them from killing each other. The
force’s main deterrent was its presence. Its observers ensured that the
communities’ version of events could now be verified and internal support
for their causes could be lost or gained by these observers’ reports.™'*

By use of persuasion they were able to prevent many killings that
would almost certainly have happened, but they could not be
everywhere and they could not stop a determined attack. In the first
few months the UN had the greatest difficulty in getting a purchase
on events because there were repeated outbreaks of fighting in
different parts of the island.

Since there was no Cypriot Army, President Makarios now formed
a National Guard, introducing conscription and ignoring the veto
of Vice-President Kiigiik. Supplies of arms came in from
Czechoslovakia and a Greek general from the mainland took
command. In April Makarios paid a long visit to Athens during
which George Papandreou, the Prime Minister of Greece,
committed himself to the campaign for Cyprus’s self-determination.
He declared publicly that the UN resolution made the 1960
agreement invalid. According to Andreas Papandreou, who was
then a Minister in his father’s government:



‘A clandestine operation then began on a huge scale of nightly shipments of
arms and troops, of “volunteers’” who arrived in Cyprus in civilian clothes
and then joined their “Cypriot’ units. The process was not completed until
the middle of summer. No less than 20,000 officers and men, fully
equipped, were shipped to Cyprus.’'*

Greece undertook to defend Cyprus militarily in case of Turkish
attack. ‘A war’, George Papandreou remarked, ‘between Greece
and Turkey would be madness but if Turkey decides to enter the
insane asylum we shall not hesitate to follow her.”'® At the same
time he laid down to Makarios the doctrine of the ‘National
Centre’. If Greece’s policy was to be committed to Cyprus she
must not take initiatives without consulting Greece.

In June there was another alarm. It was learnt that a decision had
been made in Ankara to establish a Turkish bridgehead in Cyprus
and bring about the complete separation of the two communities.
The Americans intervened swiftly and effectively. Lyndon
Johnson promptly sent what Under-Secretary George Ball
described as ‘the most brutal diplomatic note I have ever seen’'” to
Ismet Inénu, the Turkish Prime Minister, which had the effect of
stopping the expedition in its tracks. Papandreou and his son
Andreas were in turn told of America’s inability to go on protecting
Greece from Turkey’s military action. The object was to get both to
accept American mediation between them so as to find another
solution that could be imposed on Cyprus.

Meanwhile, despairing of the disorder and anarchy prevailing on
the island because of the large number of weapons in the hands of
undisciplined gangs, the Greek Government sent Grivas back to
Cyprus. He went there to command the mainland Greek troops but
it was not long before he also took over the National Guard. Grivas
did very rapidly restore discipline but, noting that possession of the
beach-head at Kokkina was enabling the Turks to bring in arms and
men from Turkey, in August he launched, in defiance of the UN
who were seeking to negotiate a local cease-fire, a major attack to
eliminate this sore spot. Turkey attacked Greek positions from the
air with rockets, bombs and napalm. Makarios threatened that
unless these air attacks were called off within two hours he would
order an attack on every Turkish Cypriot on the island. He also
appealed for help both to the Greek Government and to the Soviet
Union. ‘We did not [send planes]’ Andreas Papandreou later
wrote, ‘not because we did not wish to but because it was
technically impossible’.'* Khrushchev sent word to the Archbishop
that a cease-fire would be ‘an important contribution’. Grivas was
obliged to abandon the attempt to eliminate the Turkish beach-
head and a UN cease-fire was accepted by Cyprus and Turkey.
There followed a period of comparative calm. The clash at Kokkina
had drawn sharp attention to the realities of Cyprus’s geographical
situation — vulnerable to Turkish strikes, beyond the range of Greek
planes. Diplomatically, too, there was soon bad news for
Makarios: the Soviet Union and Turkey were mending diplomatic
fences with a series of top-level visits during 1965. As early as
January the Soviet delegation spoke, to the evident discomfiture of
Moscow’s Cypriot supporters in AKEL, of there being ‘two
communities’ with sovereignty and legal rights on the island.
Shipments of Soviet arms to Cyprus continued until May 1965 but
then apparently stopped.

The crisis of 1967

In 1964/5 two major attempts to settle Cyprus by outside
mediation failed:

(1) The Acheson plan

In the margins of the UN mediation in Geneva, Dean Acheson, the
former Secretary of State, attempted to settle the problem by a
political deal between Greece and Turkey. This would give Cyprus
the choice of independence or union with Greece, in exchange for a
sovereign Turkish base on the eastern panhandle of the Karpas
peninsula and the cession to Turkey of the Greek island of
Kastellorizon, which is just off the coast of Turkey. The Turkish
Cypriots would have two or three areas in which they would have
‘local self-administration’ and a resident international commissioner
would look into complaints of discrimination. The plan was
initially accepted in principle by both Greece and Turkey, but
finally rejected by George Papandreou as ‘partition masquerading
in the rhetoric of enosis’ because of the total opposition of
Makarios. The Turks then rejected a revised version which sought
to meet Greece’s willingness to see a base leased to Turkey in
Cyprus but not ceded.
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(2) The UN mediator’s report (26 March 1965)

This was the work of Galo Plaza, the former President of Ecuador.
Superb in its analysis of the problem, it was instantly rejected by the
Turks as being grossly partisan in its conclusions. It considered the
1960 solution as ‘a constitutional oddity’ which could not in
practice be maintained against the will of the majority. The
mediator saw enosis as the decisive problem but he did not detect
unqualified support for it among Greek Cypriots as a whole.
Cyprus after all had a higher standard of living and a higher wage
level than Greece. As an act of ‘enlightened statesmanship’,
preferably to be confirmed by popular referendum, Cyprus should
voluntarily undertake not to give up her independence. She should
also be demilitarized. The UN mediator rejected the Turkish case
for federation because this would involve ‘a compulsory movement
of the people concerned contrary to all the enlightened principles of
the present time’.’” He recommended a unitary constitutional
system that embodied generous provision for minority rights, some
of them of a transitional nature until Turks would have been more
integrated into the Cypriot community. There should be a general
amnesty, incorporation of the Universal Declaration on Human
Rights into the constitution and, for as long as necessary, a resident
UN commissioner, and staff to see that fair play was being
observed.

The reaction of the Turks was that they would have no further
dealings with Galo Plaza; as with Count Folke Bernadotte in the
early days of the Arab-Israeli dispute he had no sooner spoken than
the idea of UN mediation was dead. Later UN contributions
towards peace in Cyprus have had to be couched in much more
tentative and circuitous language.

The majority of the Turkish Cypriot community had by now
concentrated into enclaves in various parts of the country. They
were organized into groups of villages, sub-regions where full-time
Fighter units were stationed and where Turkish army officers were
posted, and seven regions, mostly based on the Turkish quarters in
the towns, where civil government was controlled by District
Officers and the Fighters were commanded by Turkish army
colonels. In Turkish Nicosia the top civilian authority was the
General Committee, headed by Vice-President Kiiciik, which
subsequently became the Provisional Government, and military
command was exercised by a Turkish general, Kemal Coskun, who
went under the nom de guerre of Bozkurt (Grey Wolf). All told
there were about 5000 Fighters. There was therefore in miniature
the apparatus of a ‘state within a state’. It was, however,
fragmented and did not enjoy any of the services of the Cyprus
Government since it excluded its officers.

The Cyprus Government also imposed an economic blockade
against the enclaves, which was at first total but which was soon
modified under UN and Red Cross pressures to let in quotas of
food. Later, passage of specific ‘strategic materials’ was prohibited;
this was a large and growing list which severely affected economic
activity. There was some passage and commerce between Greek
and Turkish areas but this was subject to much delay, tedious
searches, and — sometimes — instances of kidnapping and hostage
taking mainly by the Greeks but also sometimes, when opportunities
for retaliation were seen, by the Turks. This was, perhaps,
inevitable when the two communities were on a permanent war
footing though even now this atmosphere did not prevail everywhere.
In parts of the country Dr Patrick? speaks of ‘local understandings’
which ‘often represented a compromise by local officials of both
Cypriot communities between instructions from distant superiors
and a desire to live and let live.” In the Paphos district for example
an imaginative UN commander was able to turn a series of
vendettas between Greek and Turkish villages into a system of
local cooperation?’. The trouble was that the Turkish Cypriot
leaders who were themselves confined to the Nicosia enclave
where they were protected by the Turkish army contingent could
not allow their people to conform too much to the UN’s conception
of normality because that conception included the recognition of
the existing (Greek) Cypriot Government. Determined not to
become a minority in Greece (which would be the consequence of
enosis) they believed that once the Greek Cypriots really
overplayed their hands their woebegone situation was totally
reversible once the aid of the Turkish army could be enlisted. The
Greek and Greek Cypriot forces now amounted to some 30,000.
There was continual work being done on coastal defences and by
both sides on fortifications. The UN were continually engaged in
negotiations to secure Turkish Cypriot ‘freedom of movement’
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without needless molestation, and in mixed rural areas mediating
complicated arrangements about police patrols.

On 21 April 1967 democracy was overthrown in Greece, bringing
to power a group of colonels, some of whom — such as Colonel
George Papadopoulos — had had experience of serving in Cyprus.
They declared that the Cyprus dispute had gone on long enough
and should be wound up. On 2 July they issued a statement calling
for the resignation of those leaders in Cyprus who ‘on the eve of
decisive developments’, set ‘groundless conditions and subversive
prerequisites’. In September the Greek and Turkish leaders had
what was intended to be a dramatic meeting on the Greco-Turkish
border, at which Papadopoulos made the Turks a secret offer in
return for their permitting enosis which he thought that they could
not refuse. It was probably very much on the lines of the Acheson
plan. To Papadopoulos’s surprise the offer was turned down; the
bold move did not come off.

Relations with Makarios who did not fancy either union with a
dictatorship or the junta’s solution for Cyprus became increasingly
strained. The President began cutting the budget of the National
Guard, building up his own para-military force, and becoming
more amenable to UN suggestions for easing tension. Road blocks,
for instance, were removed from outside the Turkish quarters of
Paphos and Limasol, and they were allowed to buy ‘strategic
materials’. General Grivas, meanwhile, was getting out of hand.
The number of shooting incidents, which had fallen off since
August 1964, began to increase alarmingly. There were also
terrorist attacks on AKEL and its affiliated movement, the Pan-
Cyprian Federation of Labour.

On 15 November, arising out of a long drawn out but minor dispute
about police patrols, Grivas — arguing that he must deny the
Turkish Cypriots access to the coastline — attacked them at
Kophinou. Fighting was heavy. Turkey instantly sent an ultimatum
to the junta in Athens, demanding that Grivas be recalled immedi-
ately, that all Greek troops in excess of those permitted by the
Treaty of Alliance be withdrawn, that Greek Cypriots be disarmed
and that all economic restrictions on the Turkish Cypriot
community be removed. The Turkish air force made sorties over
Greek Thrace and troops were concentrated on the Greco-Turkish
border. The junta withdrew Grivas at once and after an intense
period of American shuttle diplomacy by Lyndon Johnson’s envoy
Cyrus Vance (the future Secretary of State) an agreement between
Greece and Turkey was reached. Besides the withdrawal of excess
Greek and Turkish troops within 45 days the National Guard was
to be dissolved and the size and powers of the UN force was to be
increased. These terms were partially implemented. Some 12,000
Greek troops were shipped back to Greece, and, in March 1968,
the last economic restrictions were withdrawn from the Turkish
enclaves, a gesture which was not reciprocated by the Turkish
Cypriots who continued to maintain their road blocks in order to
bar Greek Cypriots from their enclaves. But in a decision which he
lived to regret, Makarios did not dissolve the National Guard with
its officers from Greece and its intense anti-communist indoctrina-
tion, and he blocked any increase in the UN force.

The events of 1967 had a profound effect on Archbishop
Makarios’s sense of direction. Although he may perhaps have
favoured independence in 1959-1961, he had certainly later swung
back towards his original aim of union with Greece. But the failure
of Greece, especially under a military government to stand up to
the Turks altered his outlook. He publicly acknowledged this on 12
January 1968. ‘A solution by necessity’, he said, ‘must be sought
within the limits of what is feasible which does not always coincide
with the limits of what is desirable.” He then called a presidential
election to endorse his position, whereupon the bishops of the Holy
Synod of the Church of Cyprus expressed the view that if he were to
be forced to give up enosis he should not continue as President. He
ran nevertheless receiving 95.4 % of the vote, with an intransigent
enotist getting 3.7 %.

The crisis of 1974

Three developments followed from Makarios’s acceptance of the
impracticality of enosis after the crisis of 1967:

(1) The UN sponsored intercommunal talks between the two
interlocutors, the Greek Cypriot President of the House of
Representatives Glafkos Cleridis and the Turkish Cypriot Rauf
Denktas that went on from 1968-74.
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(2) The fomenting of a new internal opposition against Makarios
by supporters of Grivas and enosis.

(3) The deterioration and collapse of relations between Makarios
and the junta.

The intercommunal negotiations made, in one sense, rather striking
progress despite repeated setbacks between 1968 and 1974.
Denktas, on returning from exile in Turkey, had found the Turkish
Cypriot community in some danger of disintegration. While taking
full advantage of the lifting of the blockade to move around the
island and build up morale, he decided to change the direction of
Turkish requirements. Subject to agreement over the whole
document he was willing to go a very long way towards accepting
the thirteen amendments and eliminating the deadlocks in the
system which he said had cast the Turkish Cypriots in a perpetually
negative role. In return he needed new provisions on local govern-
ment. But these did not turn out to be easy. The Turkish Cypriots
wanted villages, municipalities and groups of villages to be run by
councils with ‘independent powers, duties and jurisdiction’ spelled
out in the constitution; these to be subordinated only to the
appropriate Greek or Turkish members of the House of Represen-
tatives meeting separately, who would be able to issue regulations
within the compass of an Organic Law. In that way the Turkish
enclave system would be institutionalized. The Greek councils
would be dealt with by the Greek side of the House, the Turkish
councils by the Turkish side and the councils for mixed villages by
whichever side possessed the majority of their population. The
Greeks insisted that there must be some state administrative
supervision, while the Turks said that such supervision should be
minimal and could only be undertaken ex post facto by the
judiciary. Glafkos Clerides eventually agreed that the business of
securing sufficient uniformity and coordination could in some
circumstances be achieved by the Supreme Court.

This was the one period in which the Greek Cypriots could have
escaped from the Turkish Cypriot vocabulary of federal equality
for the two communities. But the opportunity was missed. Apart
from the intrinsic difficulty of the problems and the residue of
recent bitterness (somewhat modified in respect to the personalities
of the two interlocutors), the negotiations lacked consistent
political support. Clerides was personally very committed to an
agreement; so that it did not help that throughout these prolonged
talks — which were being held in secret — he was being persistently
undermined by local critics and not always supported by his own
Government which itself was being undermined by Athens.
Denktas gave the impression to the Greek Cypriots of being often
held in check by Ankara.

Many Greek Cypriots were fearful that the Turks were trying to
reintroduce at the level of local government the same federal or
cantonal ideas they had abandoned in the centre. Not every Greek
was reconciled to life without enosis and Makarios, as was his
habit, continued to take in public an equivocal line. On several
occasions Clerides felt obliged to offer his resignation, which was
however always refused. Moreover, until the intercommunal talks
had temporarily broken down in 1971, they lacked the presence of
an independent party with the ingenuity to suggest methods of
overcoming obstacles. When talks resumed in 1972 the UN
representative Osorio Tafall carried out this task with distinction.
But by then it was too late; the domestic system was too
unstable.

The deteriorating relations between the Archbishop and the junta
in Athens and the development of a terrorist opposition to
Makarios on Cyprus were shaping events. These two factors were
linked since important elements in Athens had decided that for the
Cyprus question to be settled Makarios must go. The settlement
they sought was one that achieved ernosis but yet bought off Turkey.
That, however, would involve concessions to Turkey on Cyprus on
the lines of the Acheson Plan that Makarios would not make. In any
case Makarios supported the exiled King rather than the junta. To
break Makarios the junta backed a group in Cyprus calling itself the
National Front that accused the Archbishop of betraying
Hellenism. There was a campaign of sabotage and terrorism, and in
March 1970 President Makarios’s helicopter was shot down, with
him narrowly escaping. Polycarpos Yorgadjis, the former Minister
of the Interior, was said by the Archbishop to be implicated, only to
be murdered a week later in mysterious circumstances. General
Grivas returned clandestinely to Cyprus in the Autumn of 1971
and began a rerun of his réle in the 1950’s, setting up a movement



called ‘EOKA B’ which was meant as a threat to Makarios insofar
as he would betray enosis.

Then, in February 1972, the Greek Government sent a note telling
Makarios to dismiss his long-time Foreign Minister, Spyros
Kyprianou, and other open opponents of the junta and create a
‘government of national unity’ composed of all segments of
‘nationalist Cypriot Hellenism’ (that is, excluding AKEL and
others lacking enthusiasm for enosis). Makarios was told to
remember that ‘the National Centre is always Athens’. A fortnight
later the Bishops of the Church of Cyprus, purportedly in Holy
Synod, ordered Makarios to resign as President on the grounds of
the incompatibility of ecclesiastical authority and temporal power.
Makarios replaced Kyprianou but held mass rallies to prove his
popularity, refused to form the type of government demanded, and
sponsored a new newspaper which attacked the junta and
supported the King. Clerides told Makarios that he was fighting on
three fronts — the Greek junta, ‘EOKA B’, and the Turks. He
advised him to settle with the Turks. But that advice was not taken:
Turkey was in any case becoming impatient. Early in 1974, after
an election, Biilent Ecevit came to power being in no doubt that
what Cyprus needed was a federation. He complained bitterly to
the United Nations Secretary-General that the intercommunal
talks had been allowed to drift on without any clear understanding
over political philosophy. He thought it quite wrong to say, as the
UN had persistently done, that the devices under discussion could
be fitted into a ‘unitary state’.

The plot against Makarios thickened. On 13 April the three bishops
declared the Archbishop deposed and reduced to the rank of
layman. Makarios soon rallied the bigger spiritual guns by bringing
together a Synod of Eastern Orthodox Churches which vindicated
his position, found the rebel bishops guilty of schism and
disobedience to canon law, and unfrocked them all. Politically, the
Archbishop enjoyed an unopposed re-election. But there was still a
disinclination to take strong measures against Grivas and ‘EOKA
B’, despite incidents of terrorism, because of a wish not to be seen
using methods reminiscent of the British during the freedom
struggle and because Grivas being a royalist and being, like
Makarios, opposed to ‘partition disguised as enosis’ might still be
useful. However, Grivas died of a heart attack in January 1974 and
control of ‘EOKA B’ was rapidly taken over by the agents of the
junta. Moreover, apart from the Tactical Reserve Force, which was
supposed to guard a few key positions, plus a small paramilitary
organization headed by the President’s physician, Dr Lyssarides,
the Government had no reliable security force of its own. The
Cyprus police were heavily infiltrated by ex-EOKA men while the
National Guard of 10,000 officers and men was controlled by the
Greek Army and was a recruiting ground for ‘TEOKA B’.

In the autumn of 1973 there was a further military coup in Athens
in which the original Greek junta was replaced by one still more
obscurantist headed in fact by the Chief of Military Police,
Brigadier Ioannides, though the actual head of state was General
Phaedon Gizikis. Makarios wrote to President Gizikis on 2 July
1974 in a letter which he made public complaining bluntly that
‘cadres of the Greek military régime support and direct the
activities of the ' EOKA B’ terrorist organization’. More than once,
the Archbishop said, he had felt and in some cases he had almost
touched a hand invisibly extending from Athens and seeking to
liquidate him. Although he wrote ‘I cannot say that I have a special
liking for military régimes, particularly in Greece the birthplace
and cradle of democracy’, he had still regarded whoever was in
power in Athens as the government of the mother country. So he
had found it ‘absolutely inadmissible’ that Greek officers had
enrolled fifty-seven candidates for reserve commission in the
National Guard whose names had been rejected by his Council of
Ministers. The Archbishop asked for the 650 Greek officers
staffing the National Guard to be withdrawn and ended
proudly:

‘I am not an appointed prefect or locum tenens of the Greek Government in
Cyprus but an elected leader of a large section of Hellenism and as such I
demand an appropriate conduct by the National Centre towards me’.

The Greek Government’s immediate reply was to order the go-
ahead to the conspiracy that had been long maturing against
Archbishop Makarios. On 15 July 1974 the National Guard, led
by its Greek officers, overthrew the Government, demolished part
of the presidential palace and announced that the Archbishop was
dead. He had however escaped to Paphos from where he was
rescued by an RAF helicopter and taken to the Sovereign Base at
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Akrotiri. As far as world opinion was concerned the last straw was
the man whom the conspirators installed in Makarios’s place:
Nicos Sampson, former EOKA terrorist and leader of the 1963
assault on the Turks of Omorphita. If Turkey ever wanted to
establish herself on Cyprus she would never have such a favourable
opportunity again — the legal grounds of the Treaty of Guarantee,
which could hardly be cited again if they were neglected now, the
transparent intervention of the Greek Government, which was
soon to be confirmed by President Makarios himself before the
United Nations, the insult of ‘President” Sampson. Ecevit, who
was personally well regarded by western leaders, made the correct
gesture by flying to London to invite Britain’s cooperation as co-
guarantor. The British Government were placed before a difficult
choice. If it did not act under Article IV of the Treaty of Guarantee
it would seem to be giving the go-ahead to the Turks. But there were
only effectively 3000 troops available on the Sovereign Bases and
the ability of this small force to overthrow Sampson and restore
Makarios seemed dubious; lacking even more was the political will
to take a gamble on it. There was the undoubted fear of getting once
more caught up in the tears and fury of Cypriot politics and guerrilla
warfare if Britain acted alone, even with Makarios on the same
side, while if Britain opted to intervene jointly with the Turks the
chances of misrepresentation of British motives among Greeks and
Greek Cypriots would be infinite. One difficulty was that the
Treaty contemplated intervention solely to restore the 1960
constitution; and even in 1964 Britain had attempted no such thing.
Another and by far the most serious problem was that the United
States was not for the time being a fully functioning power, as
President Nixon, bowed down by the Watergate scandal, was
moving into the last three weeks of his administration. Kissinger
was not really concentrating on the problem; and British action was
not realistically to be expected without strong American backing.
In any case, the American Administration considered Turkey to be
the more essential ally of the two and Makarios as the kind of ruler
whom no-one should be in a hurry to restore. Still, many Britons
were left feeling uncomfortably that, in a situation in which
Britain’s reputation and treaty obligations were involved, something
more enterprising should have been attempted. This was subse-
quently to be the vigorously expressed view of the House of
Commons Select Committee on Cyprus.??

On 18 July Ecevit sent Athens an ultimatum calling for the
resignation of Sampson, the withdrawal of the Greek officers of the
Cypriot National Guard and firm pledges of Cyprus’s indepen-
dence. The junta were foolishly confident that America would, as
before, stop the Turks from using force and sent an equivocal
answer. What Ecevit called ‘the peace operation’ then went
forward. Under cover of aerial bombardment and with the use of
napalm, Turkish troops made an assault landing near Kyrenia at
dawn on 20 July and met with fierce resistance. When they
occupied Greek Cypriot villages the way they were alleged to have
treated the civilians spread terror along the path of their future
advance. The European Commission on Human Rights, which was
denied the chance by Turkey of investigating Cyprus’s subsequent
charges fully (on the ground that the Government of Cyprus, not
being a legal government, could not bring charges) found ‘very
strong indications’ that the Turks had committed a number of mass
murders of civilians.?® There was also plentiful evidence of how
thoroughly they looted property. By the time the UN Security
Council was able to obtain a cease-fire on the 22 July they had only
secured a narrow corridor between Kyrenia and Nicosia, which
they succeeded in widening during the next few days in violation of
the cease-fire. They had achieved this at the expense of exposing
the Turkish enclaves around Cyprus to instant occupation, or in the
case of Famagusta to siege, by highly excitable young men of the
National Guard and ‘EOKA B’ who regarded the enclaves as
Trojan horses and in some cases took a brutal revenge on Turkish
Cypriot families.?

In Athens Brigadier Ioannides wanted to attack Turkey on all
fronts but his fellow officers in the junta, many of whom outranked
him, declared it impossible. The junta collapsed and handed over
power to civilians under Constantine Karamanlis. In Nicosia
Sampson had given up the usurped Presidency in favour of
Makarios’s constitutional deputy, Glafkos Clerides.

James Callaghan, the British Foreign Secretary, summoned a
conference of the three guarantor powers to Geneva. There they
issued a declaration that the Turkish occupation zone should not be
extended, that the Turkish enclaves should immediately be



evacuated by the Greeks, and that a further conference should be
held at Geneva with the two Cypriot communities present to
restore peace and re-establish constitutional government. In
advance of this they made two observations, one upholding the
1960 constitution, the other appearing to abandon it. They called
for the Turkish Vice-President to resume his functions, but they
also noted ‘the existence in practice of two autonomous administra-
tions, that of the Greek Cypriot community and that of the Turkish
Cypriot community’. However, massive Turkish reinforcements
continued to arrive, more Greek Cypriot villages were occupied
and their inhabitants driven out, or, it was claimed, taken to Turkey
as prisoners, and Turkish enclaves remained either occupied and
looted or besieged and shelled.

By the time that the second Geneva conference met in August,
international sympathy — which had been with the Turks in their
first attack — was swinging back towards Greece now that she had
restored democracy. At the conference there was a curious reversal
of réles: Clerides, taking Turkey’s claim to have acted under the
Treaty of Guarantee at its face value, asked for the full restoration
of the 1960 constitution. But the Turks and Turkish Cypriots were
no longer speaking in that language. Denktas and the Turkish
Foreign Minister, Professor Turan Giines, took the view that the
new crisis disproved the assumption made after 1967 that enosis
was dead. The Turkish Cypriots had been made to feel unwanted in
Cyprus, so, it was said, it was now essential to have a geographical
federation of two autonomous zones, of which the Turkish zone
would occupy the northern 34% of the island. The Turkish
Cypriots would then have an adequate sense of security and a
reliable guarantee against enosis since, if there were again to be any
move towards union with Greece, they would then be in a position
to achieve partition. Horrified at what Callaghan is said to have
described as the creation of two separate states within a Cyprus
turned into a refugee camp, Clerides called the Greeks the true
minority who needed protection. Although they were a majority on
the island they were a small and defenceless minority in the
strategically relevant area, given Turkey’s geographical proximity
and military might. Told by Callaghan that he must suggest some-
thing, Clerides filed a plan for a bicommunal constitution based on
the work of the intercommunal talks about autonomous Greek
Cypriot and Turkish Cypriot administration of groups of villages.
On 13 August the Turks demanded that either their main plan or a
new version produced by Professor Giines under which the Turkish
federal zone would be divided between six cantons in different parts
of the island but would still add up to 34% must be accepted in
principle that night without further delay. Under extreme pressure
to yield the principle of federation to save Cyprus from a further
invasion Clerides asked for 36 to 48 hours to consult with Athens,
with Greek Cypriot community leaders, and also with Archbishop
Makarios who was in London. (Clerides also contacted a Soviet
diplomat and asked him for a limited Russian military presence on
Cyprus as a deterrent to Turkish attack. When he had first raised
this idea with the Soviet Ambassador before he had left Nicosia,
the Russian had asked whether the request had been cleared with
the Americans; nothing further was heard from Moscow.?*) To
Callaghan’s extreme indignation the Turkish Foreign Minister
denied Clerides that opportunity on the grounds that Makarios and
others would notoriously use it to play for still more time. The truth
was that the Ecevit Government’s political position was precarious
and that the Turkish Army, feeling itself awkwardly confined in its
existing corridor, would not wait. An hour and a half after the
conference broke up the new Turkish attack began. It rapidly
occupied even more than was asked for at Geneva. Thirty-six-and-
a-half per cent of the land came under Turkish occupation reaching
as far south as the Louroujina salient which now bisects the main
road from Larnaca to Nicosia, forcing a diversion. This Turkish
action created the basic political circumstances of Cyprus today. It
brutally transformed the situation from an argument over how the
intermingling of two different populations was to be regulated — by
minority rights, by power-sharing, or by devolution — into a
different kind of argument, one about what sort of federal link could
be built between territorially separate communities.

The economic consequences of 1974

The effect on the Greek Cypriot population of what had happened
was traumatic. Out of a total community of 500,000 some 180,000
were refugees. Callaghan’s nightmare of the island as a gigantic
refugee camp had come true. The reputation of the ‘terrible Turk’
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went ahead, fed by rumours of what had happened in July; as in the
case of the Palestinian Arabs in 1948-9 the Greek Cypriots left
their homes instantly and fled at word of the Turks’ approach. One
cannot blame them but the Turks would have been faced with a real
problem if in the mass they had stayed. Nothing more was heard
about the precisely limited objectives originally attributed to the
Turkish ‘peace operation’.

As for the human cost of the two operations the Greek Cypriots
afterwards collected records of 1619 missing people, half of them
unarmed civilians, about whom it was claimed that there was
definite evidence that they had been in Turkish hands and in some
cases had been taken to the Turkish mainland. The Turkish
Cypriots say that some of these were in all probability killed in
violence done by Greeks to Greeks at the time of the coup against
Makarios. By the beginning of 1984 the discussion of these cases
and their investigation had got no further than the procedural
stages; and the chances of any of the people being still alive must be
slender. The Turkish Cypriots in their turn naturally recall the
deadly incidents of retaliation by armed Greek Cypriots on Turkish
Cypriot villagers in August 1974, for example in the mixed village
of Tokhni, where all the Turkish menfolk of any age who could be
found were shot. Other mass graves contain, according to the
memorial which the Turkish Cypriots have raised, the bodies of the
families of Aloa, Sandalaris and Maratha.

Clerides and Denktas met again after the fighting was over and by
the following year had negotiated an agreement by which Turkish
Cypriots, who had been attempting with great difficulty to leave for
the north, were allowed to do so. In return the 10,000 or so Greek
Cypriots who had stayed in the north were to be allowed to go on
doing so and be joined by family members from the south with
minority rights safeguarded or to leave if they genuinely wanted to.
Oddly, the Turkish Cypriots subsequently termed this an ‘Exchange
of Populations Agreement’ — a phrase no doubt intended to stir
echoes of the Lausanne Treaty (1923 ) and the permanent nature of
its demographic decisions. But no such language was in the 1975
agreement. In fact, though, the Greek Cypriots in the north nearly
all left in the next few years. Apart from specific claims of
harassment, life, in the circumstances, was no doubt uncom-
fortable for them. So that there are now only 829 Greeks in the
north — mainly in two villages in the Karpas. There are about 130
Turks in the south. These groups are regularly visited by UN staff
who provide relief supplies of food, clothing and oil, and deliver
mail.

With these small exceptions what has in effect happened has been
the transformation of the island into two mono-ethnic zones, with
an impassable (to most Cypriots) barrier between them running
across the island and right through the middle of the walled city of
Nicosia. That barrier is kept in place by the UN, who maintain and
police a buffer zone, generally two to four and a half miles wide but
narrowing down to 20 metres in the walled city itself, between the
two front lines that run for 112 miles across the island with 139
observation posts, 71 of them permanently manned. Foreign
visitors can cross the border from south to north provided that they
return to a hotel in the south the same day. Visitors who are staying
on the Turkish side may not cross the other way (because,
according to the Cyprus Government’s rules they will have entered
the country illegally), though pre-1974 foreign residents can.
Journalists in general can cross (though certain restrictions are
sometimes put on those coming to the north from the south).

The problem of the barrier for the Greek Cypriots is both material
and psychological. As the Kyrenian hills loom over Nicosia it is
natural for a Greek Cypriot to gesture in the direction from which
he fears that one day the Turks will be coming to swallow up the rest
of Cyprus. The belief that Turkey is intrinsically an expansionist
country is nowadays widely expressed. Whereas the Turkish
Cypriot community used to fear being swallowed up by Greece the
reverse case is now a deeply felt psychological factor. On the Greek
Cypriot side one hears no call for enosis — the geopolitical lesson
has been learned — but the Turkish Cypriots are so isolated from
contact with Greeks that they find this very difficult to accept.

The vast majority of the refugees from the north were not townsmen
but came from villages with close-knit kinship ties and attachments
to the land and their orange and lemon groves. Those who were able
boarded with relatives and friends in the south. The rest had to be
accommodated in light shacks made of plywood and gypsum
looking very like rabbit-hutches and desperately cold and draughty



in winter. Although the last 4000 of them, almost all single people,
still live in shacks, the immense task of rehousing refugees, with
emphasis on self-help schemes and subsidies for all whose
resources were below a certain level, is approaching its end. But
most of the ex-villagers who had to take work in the construction
industry and are now, after years of emergency housing, settled in
the new housing estates, still talk and think about returning to their
former homes in the north.

The territory which the Turkish Army had seized for the Turkish
Cypriots contained most of the country’s cargo-holding capacity in
the port of Famagusta, the great majority of its tourist industry (65
per cent of existing tourist accommodation and 87 per cent of the
hotel beds under construction), half the agricultural exports,
including 75 per cent of the citrus fruits, and nearly half of its
industrial production. Faced with the task of providing relief for the
vast mass of refugees and the need to build up fresh assets to replace
those that are gone, Government planners went in for labour-
intensive projects and maximum incentives with few planning
restrictions. The Cyprus tourist industry which had been the
money-spinner of the country’s first decade had grown very quickly
from very little since 1960. What had been done before could be
done again. Although it had been assumed that the north had most
of the tourist attractions, necessity forced the Greek Cypriots to
look to the potential assets of the rest of the island. There was an
uncontrolled building boom — Limassol was sacrificed to the spirit
and even Paphos imperilled — but there is now a mood of careful
planning.

Although the investment in tourism has proved a triumphant
success the Government is determined to diversify, and to move
up-market. “We have had a settlement of accounts opened by the
invasion”, I was told. “Now we have to choose new directions.”
The act of choice is not easy because so much hangs on the kind of
capital-intensive investment that is made. Cyprus is handicapped
by her tiny internal market and the fact that she has not made up, in
terms of balance of payments, for having lost the citrus exports in
the north. One big boost has come from the self-destruction of
Beirut, which has greatly improved the chances of turning Cyprus
into an economic, financial and servicing centre for the Middle
East. ‘Cyprus’s geographical location has been the cause of all her
troubles’, her planning chief Dr Aristidou told me. ‘Now we are
going to make it work for us.’

(Greek) Cyprus’s rapid economic recovery could not have come
about without the initiative and sheer hard work of the people
(many of whom do two jobs a day and some three). But it is also
true that proportionately they have attracted a high quantity of
international help. The Turkish Cypriots in the north do not share
in this except for their aid from Turkey and various modest
amounts from international schemes where the aid has to be
divided on a four-to-one (population ratio) basis. Nor, of course,
do they have access to the World Bank, to the EEC and to bilateral
credit facilities. This is a great grievance to them. But it springs
from the source of all their present complaints which is that the
Government on the Greek Cypriot side of the ‘Green Line’ in
Nicosia is universally acknowledged (except by Turkey) as the
Government of the whole island.

As the Government of the whole it receives and allocates foreign
aid grants and loans; as the Government of the whole it represents
Cyprus at IATA where it ensures that Ercan (Greek name:
Tymbou), which the Turkish Cypriots have converted from a small
landing-field into a full-sized airport, is unused except by Turkish
planes; while at the Universal Postal Union Congress at Rio de
Janeiro in 1979 the Government of Cyprus secured a declaration
that Turkish Cypriot postage stamps were ‘illegal and of no
validity’. The same argument is used to stop the purchase of citrus
exports from the north. Every effort is made to discourage ships
from going to Famagusta even to the extent of imprisoning a ship’s
captain who was so incautious as to stop off afterwards in the south
of the island. The Greek Cypriots defend their embargo by saying
that it is the only answer that is open to them to reply to the illegal
occupation of more than a third of their country by the Turkish
Army and the theft of their assets.

A visitor to the north of Cyprus cannot avoid noticing a change
from the dynamic pace of life in the south. As the UN Development
Programme Report on Cyprus (March 1982) putit: ‘The economy
of the North has stagnated and has become heavily dependent on
assistance from Turkey’. This should not be misunderstood. The
economy may be stagnant but North Cyprus is neither lethargic nor

16

depressing. There is in fact a great sense of release from the
tensions and miseries of living in enclaves and a determination by
the people to make a go of their own society. Although it is a small
community and, except for the law courts (which were located in
the Turkish section of Nicosia) it has had to build everything up
from the beginning, the apparatus of government is in place, there is
a lively multi-party politics which went on unhindered during the
period of military government in Turkey and reasonable press
freedom. There is no doubt either that the declaration of
independence of November 1983 was very popular.

Turkish Cypriot publications put the present population of North
Cyprus at 153,000, whereas the latest (1982) estimate by the
Government of Cyprus of the Turkish population of the islands is
121,000%¢. The difference may partly relate to estimates of birth
rate but clearly is connected with the number of Turkish
immigrants from the mainland who have settled down. Thousands
of families came over in the first years after 1974 to occupy some of
the houses left vacant by Greek Cypriot refugees and to try to keep
the economy going. The local press reported friction between some
of them and Turkish Cypriots. A substantial number certainly
returned to the mainland but many are clearly intending to stay.

There is not much official unemployment (2.65%) but the 1983
report from the State Planning Organization says that with such a
high proportion being employed in the services sector, ‘lack of
productivity and disguised unemployment are the two important
resultant problems’. There are 13,000 people of all grades in the
civil service, which is kept at that rather surprising figure so that too
many educated people shall not emigrate, and only 8000 in
industry other than construction. The great aim is to expand that
sector but to do that the Turkish Cypriots have got to interest
outside investors. They are trying hard with Famagusta where they
have established a free port and zone with an attractive prospectus
of incentives for foreign investors; they can point to the establishment
of a Saudi-owned Islamic Bank. But there are not yet many takers.
That is one of the reasons for proclaiming independence. They are
hoping for early recognition from four Muslim states — Pakistan,
Bangladesh, Malaysia, Indonesia. If they get it they can see
Famagusta taking off.

But at the same moment the dependence on Turkey is very great. In
1983 the Turkish lira became the official currency of North Cyprus
confirming the area’s reliance on Turkey’s rocky economy,
resulting in a three-figure rate of inflation in 1970, descending to
24% by the end of 1983. Turkey pays for about two-thirds of the
total budget, including virtually the whole of the development
budget and over half of the operating budget. Exports, mainly
oranges and lemons — Britain being the best customer — have since
1980 covered an increasingly smaller proportion of imports (only
33% in 1982). Tourism has to try to fill the gap but the large
numbers of Turks who came at first from the mainland to spend
their holidays in North Cyprus have been dropping off, though the
gradual increase in non-Turkish tourists has begun to compensate.
Off season, despite the mild climate, North Cyprus can seem a very
dead place indeed. And the necessity to bring in every tourist by
Turkish airlines has in practice ruled out cheap charter flights from
West European capitals.

Clearly much of the employment is, in effect, seasonal. One
estimate of the comparative incomes north and south of the Green
Line that was made for 1981 puts per capita income for the Turkish
Cypriots at $1100 and for Greek Cypriots at $4400. The Turkish
Cypriot authorities tell potential investors in the Investors Guide
for December 1983 that ‘Skilled or unskilled labour are always
available with very low wages. The minimum wage at present is
£70 sterling per month plus 15 % social benefits’. That wage is little
more than enough to pay a month’s rent for married quarters. But
some Turkish Cypriots are clearly making money. Some of the
neatly painted shop fronts in Kyrenia and Turkish Nicosia reveal
shelves lined with videos and other electronic goods from the Far
East to tempt the Turkish ‘baggage tourist’ from the mainland. To
those with the flair and connections to see that there was a market
which would attract people to Cyprus who were starved of such
goods at home have gone the rewards.

Varosha, a southern suburb of Famagusta, presents a remarkable
spectacle: a long row of skyscraper hotels (located rather too close
to the waterline, one would think, for sunbathing) totally empty and
abandoned. Though they are on the Turkish Cypriot side of the
line, the Turkish Cypriots have never felt that they could run them.
They are fenced off from the rest of the town though that does not



restrain visits from the giant rats which inhabit them. Denktas has
always intended to use Varosha as a bargaining chip with the Greek
Cypriots; an agreement that Greek owners and staff could come
back and open up Varosha for tourism (after spending the large
sums that will be required by now for putting the buildings in order)
in advance of a final settlement being reached has several times
been offered. But the Greek Cypriots have always complained that
the offer has been surrounded by impossible conditions. Ten years
have passed and the empty line of luxury hotels moulders
away.

Multiparty politics in Cyprus: (a) Greek style

Multiparty politics in both Greek and Turkish Cyprus have shared
three characteristics: they both started with an emphasis on unity;
in both they went on to an extreme clash of political philosophies
which is reflected in minor differences of policy and in both there
are regular expressions of the priority of the ‘Cyprus problem’, a
priority that is not wholly observed.

Greek Cypriot politics was specially affected by their first leader
being an Archbishop who belonged to no party and by the previous
existence and organizational strength of a communist party,
AKEL, with close associations with the main trade union
movement. Throughout this story it needs to be borne in mind that
everyone concerned was acting in awareness that the Cypriot
Communists could command the steady support of about a third of
the Greek Cypriot people and sometimes more. The Turks talked
about the danger of a Mediterranean Castro; the Americans would
undoubtedly have felt easier could Greece and Turkey between
them have found a way of eliminating altogether an entity which
was non-aligned and had such a large communist vote. Moreover
AKEL, under its longtime leaders Ezekias Papaioannou and
Andreas Zartides, has been among the most loyal supporter of the
Moscow line outside the Soviet bloc. There is no hint of
Eurocommunism there.

Inthe 1950s AKEL was both banned by the British and terrorized
by EOKA because it had provoked Grivas’s dangerous wrath.
Makarios by contrast did not lose contact with the communists,
who got five of the 35 Greek seats in the first House of Representa-
tives, which were otherwise bestowed on Makarios’s various
followers, loosely grouped in a Patriotic Front. There was no
further election until 1970 when AKEL decided to fight nine seats,
almost certainly a deliberate underestimation of its optimum
strength, and won all nine, with an average vote per candidate
greatly in excess of others in the field. Wherefore this modesty?
The answer must lie in Moscow’s policy priorities. Makarios was
keeping Cyprus non-aligned and was blocking NATO’s diplomatic
initiatives. A communist victory or near-victory would have
attracted undesirable attention. AKEL’s policy towards the
Turkish Cypriots has always been a conciliatory one, springing
from colonial days when the communist-led PanCyprian Federation
of Labour (PEQO) had at least 4000 Turkish members. After 1974
both party and union have preserved such contacts, for example at
international conferences, as seemed possible.

The election of 1976 followed the final break between Glafkos
Clerides — hitherto the second man in the Republic and invariable
Greek Cypriot interlocutor in intercommunal talks — and the
President-Archbishop. It brought out the issues which operate still.
Clerides and his new Conservative party, the Democratic Rally,
were firmly pro-western and anti-communist. He argued that an
agreement with the Turkish Cypriots was the only practical way of
getting any of the refugees back to their homes and that such an
agreement had been possible in the past and might well be so again.
Most of Archbishop Makarios’s associates joined together in a
party headed by the former Foreign Minister Spyros Kyprianou.
Kyprianou’s thesis was that the Cyprus problem should be
internationalized, that the main emphasis should be placed not on
talking to Denktas but on building up the moral and legal case
against Turkish aggression and occupation on all international
fronts. The struggle, they said, might be a long one but piling on the
economic and diplomatic pressure was the way to get results.
Clerides’s technique had been too much one of offering conces-
sions and not getting any real return (and indeed inviting rebuff as
had happened on a recent occasion when Clerides had shown,
without authorization, a draft Greek Cypriot proposal to Denktas
in advance). There should be no leaning towards the West; non-
aligned or Eastern help were all welcome. Clerides tended to be
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rather dismissive of the accumulation of favourable UN and other
resolutions; but he was politically damaged by having accepted
into his new party some former members of ‘EOKA B’ since the
bitterness between Greek Cypriots which this movement has
generated was lasting.

Greek Cyprus still operated the first-past-the-post system in multi-
member constituencies. Three parties — Kyprianou’s DS the
communist AKEL and the small middle-class socialist party
EDEK led by Dr Vassos Lyssarides — linked arms to shut out
Clerides, which they very effectively did since he got no seats for
25% of the vote. The system having been changed for one of
reinforced proportional representation, the same protagonists
confronted each other under different ground rules with much the
same arguments for the 1981 election. The big difference was that
Makarios was dead and Kyprianou was President. This time
AKEL and Clerides’s Rally fought each other to a stand off, each
getting 12 seats. Kyprianou’s Democratic Party (DIKO) came
third, with eight seats, and Lyssarides’s EDEK fourth with
three.

This appeared to place Kyprianou in a weak position for the
approaching Presidential election of 1983 especially because of a
rift between him and AKEL, which withdrew its support from the
Government because it had lost confidence in the President’s
handling of the Cypriot problem. In practice the views of Clerides
and of AKEL, at the opposite ends of the political spectrum, seem
remarkably similar on the issue which is supposed to have priority.
But when it comes to the point AKEL could not take any course
that would contribute to the election of a pro-NATO presidential
candidate like Glafkos Clerides. Consequently it announced well
in advance its endorsement of Kyprianou, whose re-election, when
in due course it came, was thus entirely thanks to the communist
vote. This caused considerable irritation in Athens, but not because
the pro-NATO candidate was now going to be defeated. This, on
the contrary, would have pleased Andreas Papandreou, who had
now become the left-wing anti-NATO Prime Minister of Greece.
But he was very much opposed to AKEL’s dovish attitude towards
the Turkish Cypriots, which he feared might now direct Kyprianou’s
strategy.

It must be said that, so far, Papandreou seems to have worried
unduly. AKEL appears to have got very little in return for its
indispensable electoral support. The free market economy, of
course, is untouched but although the communists say they are
happy with Kyprianou’s performance on domestic issues — there
has been some progressive social legislation — on the conduct of
negotiations they appeared throughout 1983 and at least until the
framework proposals of January 1984 to have got no satisfaction
whatever. Since, however, the system is a presidential one the
initiative remains substantially in the hands of Spyros Kyprianou.

Multiparty politics in Cyprus: (b) Turkish style

By the time that the Turkish Cypriots had decided to hold elections
on 5 July 1970 to coincide with the Greek Cypriot elections to the
House of Representatives, Rauf Denktas had established himself
as the outstanding personality and natural leader of the community.
At that stage he was opposed to party politics; and it was not until
December of the same year that even a marxist opposition party
was formed, the Republican Turkish Party. Parties were not
encouraged until after the proclamation in 1975 of the Turkish
Federated State of Kibris. The constitution that was adopted
provided for both a President and a Prime Minister; the President’s
powers were not extensive but that has not prevented Rauf Denktas
remaining the dominating personality under that title.

Denktas was first elected in 1976 by a vote of 76.6 per cent from an
electorate which in total size resembled that of a single British
constituency. The conservative National Unity Party (NUP)
which drew together Denktas’s companions in the leadership of the
struggle, dominated the first 40-member Assembly. However there
was not too much unity in the National Unity Party. There were
many resignations from office and from party, and two changes of
government. The economy was not flourishing after the first two or
three years — the projected 7% annual growth rate assumed for the
first Five Year Development Plan had been not remotely
approached — and there were many conflicts between the old guard
of the NUP and young graduates back from Turkey, including Rauf
Denktas’s son Raif. The principal opposition parties were both left
wing — the Communal Liberation Party of Alpay Durduran and the



Republican Turkish party. Before the elections of 1981 young Raif
Denktas tried but failed to get an ‘alternative list’ of candidates
adopted by the NUP who would be a contrast to what he regarded
as old style patronage and clientage.

The election campaign was fought at a worrying period economi-
cally. The opposition parties argued that Rauf Denktas should not
get away with blaming all failures on the ‘Greek-Cypriot economic
embargo’; North Cyprus would have done better if there had not
been false priorities in the use of scarce foreign exchange for the
benefit of a few local capitalists. Both left-wing parties advocated
greater flexibility in negotiating with the Greeks. Durduran in
particular wanted interim measures of North-South détente such as
harmonization of investment policies, regular trading relations and
joint activities by professional bodies, to smooth the way for a
settlement. In the result Denktas himself just managed to retain an
overall majority, being re-elected by a vote of 51.7 %. But the NUP
did not. In the new Assembly it faced, with 18 seats, one left-wing
opponent — Durduran’s CLP — with 13 seats plus the other — the
RTP — with six. It was a hung parliament with two minor parties
holding the balance. There was great difficulty in forming a stable
administration and in December 1981 a motion of no confidence
was carried in the NUP Government. But in the end Denktas
avoided having to call the left to office. His son, Raif Denktas, with
a group of contemporaries, formed the Social Democratic Party
(SDP) at the end of 1982, arguing that the Government should cut
down the underemployed bureaucracy and allocate many more
resources to investment in the manufacturing sector. He thinks the
economy is developing on unsound lines and wants to avoid the
leftists having a monopoly of this criticism. His party has also
proposed a Constituent Assembly (25 politicians from each side of
the line) to meet in public in the Ledra Palace Hotel, which is in the
UN buffer zone, to debate the form of the future Federal
Republic.

For a full year before the ‘declaration of independence’ of North
Cyprus on 15 November 1983 the senior Denktas had been talking
about the merits of such action and opposition members had been
mocking him on the grounds that he was a prisoner of Turkey which
would never let him do it. Thus when he finally did it the ground was
swept out from under the opposition’s feet; the Assembly,
confronted without notice with the proposition of ‘independence’
endorsed it unanimously. Denktas, taking the view that once this
vote was taken the existing constitution was no more, rushed
through a measure, without the two-thirds majority or the popular
referendum required, by which the awkward 40-member Assembly
was instantly increased by 30 seats and called a Constituent
Assembly. Twenty of these new seats have been filled by nominees
of various organizations and ten by Denktas himself. Among the
constitutional provisions rendered inoperable in this fashion is the
one that limits a President to two consecutive terms. Denktas
appointed a non-party Prime Minister and, distancing himself still
further from the NUP, announced that he would run for the new
Presidency as an Independent.

International consequences (1974-84)

Greeks and Greek Cypriots drew some lessons from their
traumatic experience in 1974. The first was to blame the United
States, on whom they both had relied to save them in the final
analysis, from the Turks ever turning threats into reality. There
were anti-American riots in Nicosia on 19 August in the course of
which the new American Ambassador was killed. In Greece
Karamanlis, whose initial instinct during the fighting had been to
send in Greek troops and had even asked Britain fruitlessly to
protect the convoy that would carry them, had been compelled by
his military — themselves sulking after their political overthrow —to
abandon any such idea.?” He therefore pulled Greece out of the
integrated NATO command, though not out of the alliance itself.
Henry Kissinger was accused of having first supported the junta in
power and then having ‘tilted’ in favour of the Turks during the
actual clash by refraining from addressing them in the harsh
manner that Lyndon Johnson had in 1967. It was argued that
Turkey would never have had the strength and capacity to invade if
it had not been for the large supply of American weapons that were
intended for deterrence against the Societ Union. On these grounds
the American Congress, which was at that time exploiting the
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weakness of the Presidency immediately after Watergate, imposed
an arms embargo on Turkey. The sponsors hoped to influence the
course of subsequent negotiations. But the ban was lifted partially
in October 1975 and totally repealed in September 1978.%

Internationally the Cyprus issue has continued to be dealt with at
several levels. At the level of United Nations debates and Non-
Aligned Summit meetings Greece and the Cyprus Government
could now count on receiving either unanimity or overwhelming
majorities in favour of resolutions calling on ‘foreign armed forces’
and ‘foreign military personnel’ to leave and all refugees to be
allowed to return to their homes in safety. At the NATO level the
issue became even more complicated because Cyprus ceased to be
alone in the dossier of grievances between Greece and Turkey
arising from the Greek theory of a ‘political continuum’ between
mainland Greece and her islands. The Greeks began actively
promoting their case that Greek islands, including those close to
Turkey’s front doorstep, had claims to the continental shelf of the
Aegean every bit as valid as those of the Greek mainland. This
would Hellenize practically the whole shelf, with its potential for
offshore oil, whereas the Turks wanted to split the shelf down the
middle of the Aegean, which would have the effect of placing 130
inhabited Greek islands within a Turkish zone of exclusive
economic rights. Likewise there were disputes over territorial limits
and over the control of air space. As a direct consequence of events
in Cyprus, the Greeks stationed troops on the Eastern Aegean
islands that were labelled as demilitarized by the Treaties of
Lausanne (1923), which the Greeks say was rendered obsolete by
the subsequent Treaty of Montreux, and of Paris (1947) which
concerned the Dodecanese. These are now confronted by the
powerful Fourth Aegean Army which the Turks have massed on
the mainland opposite, heavily equipped and trained in amphibious
warfare?®, Thus, instead of Cyprus being an exception, though
admittedly a very conspicuous and distressing one, to the general
condition of Greco-Turkish friendship, it had now become one
among a whole range of potential flashpoints of hostility between
the two.

The Makarios-Denktas guidelines

The chief lesson the Greek Cypriots learned domestically from the
1974 experience was that of geography: that the weight of
neighbouring Turkey in their little island was inevitably going to be
greater than they had hitherto blithely imagined. They did not come
by this conclusion rapidly and may not yet have come to it
sufficiently. There have, after all, been terrible experiences to
absorb.

Glafkos Clerides tried to move fast while he was still Acting
President. He declared in a speech in Nicosia on 6 November 1974
that Greek thinking had been based on ‘false assumptions, terrible
mistakes and illusions’, the main one of which was ‘that we could
treat the Turkish Cypriot community as a simple minority without
taking into account that it was backed by Turkey with a population
of 33 million’*®. He openly acknowledged that it would be
necessary to accept federation with the Turkish Cypriots. Archbishop
Makarios returned to Cyprus on 7 December 1974 and immedi-
ately resumed the Presidency, declaring that Clerides had
‘demonstrated an over-enthusiasm for making concessions’. The
Turkish Cypriots then proclaimed ‘the Turkish Federated State of
Kibris’ (Cyprus), of which Rauf Denktas, who had all along been
easily the ablest of the Turkish Cypriot leaders, was elected
President. The theory was that this was a unit-in-waiting of a still-
to-be-formed Federation and that in a just (to the Turks) world the
universally recognized Government of Cyprus would have no
higher status. Until November 1983 when the Turkish Cypriots
proclaimed their independence, they were not therefore in the
business of seeking diplomatic recognition.

After several ineffective rounds of negotiations under UN
auspices, Archbishop Makarios and Rauf Denktas met twice at
UN headquarters in Nicosia in February 1977 and agreed on four
guidelines for future negotiations that taken together represented a
marked departure from previous Greek Cypriot positions.
Makarios confirmed his acceptance of the idea of a Federal
Republic, which should be independent, non-aligned (about which,
interestingly enough, there seems by this time to have been no
difficulty on either Cypriot side, Turkish or Greek) and bi-



communal. Secondly, he agreed to the proportions of territory ~ There are in fact no examples of successful two-unit federations,
‘under the administration of each community’ being discussed ‘in ~ and a number of examples of failed ones, especially in the
the light of economic viability or productivity and land-ownership’,  neighbouring Arab world. The slow motion negotiations that have
rather than, inferentially, according to the population ratio. This  followed since the 1977 agreement, with the parties being
suggested that it would be possible to arrive at boundary lines by ~ prompted and prodded into fresh encounters after considerable
objective criteria. The third point dealt with one of the main  intervals mainly by the UN but sometimes by other powers, have
embarrassments that the Turks had about an agreement. They area  been reminiscent of many other exchanges (for example, between
small and economically weak community. If a federation were to ~ Adoula of the Congo and Tshombe of Katanga) on the meaning of
guarantee the full range of human rights mentioned in the Universal ~ federation. One party, in this case the Greek Cypriots, who want a
Declaration and the European Convention there was a distinct  strong central government, accuse the other of producing a
danger that Greek Cypriots using their freedom of movement,  constitutional draft which is appropriate for a confederation and
freedom of settlement and right to own property would swarm into  not a federation. The other party, who want a weak central
the Turkish area and swamp it commercially and perhaps in actual government, reproach the first with seeking a unitary state and
numbers. The Archbishop now agreed that in discussing such  calling it a federation.

freedoms they should bear in mind ‘the fundamental tasks of a bi-
communal federal system and certain practical difficulties which
may arise for the Turkish Cypriot community’. The final point
spoke of the powers and functions of the central federal government
being such as to safeguard the unity of the country. This was no
doubt meant as a reassuring point for the Greek Cypriots but did
not conceal the fact that major concessions had been made.

The Kyprianou-Denktas agreement

Under the Greek Cypriot map of a federal Cyprus, the Turkish
zone would shrink back to 20% of the island, from the 36%
occupied by the Turkish Army — though to be sure Archbishop
Makarios hinted that this could be expanded perhaps as high as
It may be asked why, if so much had been granted by the Greek  25% if other features of the settlement were satisfactorily arrived
Cypriots in 1977, there is still no agreed constitution. One reason at. This, explained the Greek Cypriots, should contribute to the
is, probably, that a few months after the agreement Makarios died  Turkish Cypriots’ sense of security because the majority of the
of heart failure. At many points in the past he had been responsible ~ Greek refugees wanted to return to areas that in this scheme would
for delays and ambiguity but he was still immensely popular and he fall on the Greek side of the proposed line. The remaining 50,000,
had now put his entire reputation behind this new policy, against  even if they all went back, would not be a threat to the Turkish
the advice of many of his leading associates including Spyros  Cypriots’ predominance in their zone. The Turkish Cypriots did
Kyprianou, who was to be his successor. He could, it has been  not appreciate this reasoning. They protested that all that would be
thought, have carried public opinion with him when the scale of the left to them would be the mountainous area of the Kyrenia range
price it was necessary to pay for peace became apparent. A second  and the coastal strip running to the north of it, and that these would
explanation, much favoured by many Greek Cypriots, would be not meet the criteria in the Makarios-Denktas guidelines of
that Denktas did not from the start want a settlement. He was, itis ~ economic viability, productivity and land ownership. Indeed when
said, gradually getting his tiny kingdom into some shape, though it came to the point — and Denktas continually found reasons for
still heavily subsidized by Turkey, and was not at all anxious tobe  putting off the production of a Turkish map which was not finally
swamped by Greeks. presented till August 1981 —there were only comparatively modest
Whatever the merits of that, a third reason is undoubtedly the fact ~ ¢orners of what the Turkish Army had acquired for them that gxe
that federation is not an easy form of government anyway and Turkish Cypriots did not find essential to meet these criteria’’.
particularly not on a small island with half a million people, only  In his ‘evaluation’ made in 1981 of the intercommunal talks, UN
two units, disputed boundaries and disproportionate numbers. Secretary-General Waldheim reflected wearily: ‘The two sides’
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estimates of natural resources, land ownership, infrastructure,
percentage of land under each side’s control, number of displaced
persons, differ . .. consequently there is no easy basis for an
objective suggestion.” This is borne out most dramatically by the
rival claims on land ownership. According to Greek Cypriot
figures, which are derived from the Land Registry, the Turks owned
at most 16.8% of the land (that is less than their proportion of the
population). According to Turkish Cypriot claims they owned
33.8%**. No working party has ever been set up from the two sides’
experts attending the endless negotiations to resolve this astonish-

ing gap.

Makarios’s successor Spyros Kyprianou and Rauf Denktas,
brought together by Waldheim in May 1979, reached a ten-point
agreement which supplied the interlocutors with fresh oppor-
tunities for ill-feeling and deadlock. Talks were to be resumed on all
territorial and constitutional questions on the basis of the
Makarios-Denktas guidelines and of the ‘relevant UN resolutions
on Cyprus’. But, it was said, ‘priority will be given to reaching
agreement on the resettlement of Varosha under UN auspices,
simultaneously with the beginning of talks on the wider agenda.
After agreement on the tourist paradise of Varosha had been
reached ‘it will be implemented without awaiting the outcome’ of
the other discussions. Under the following point (Point 6), the two
sides were to ‘abstain from any action which might jeopardize the
outcome of the talks’ and they should especially take measures to
promote confidence, goodwill and the return to normal conditions.

Since Varosha was to have ‘priority’, the Greek Cypriots expected
rather naturally that it would be taken first. But the Turkish
Cypriots held that everything had to be taken together and that it
was quite inconsistent with Point 6 that the Greeks should persist
with their economic blockade against the Turkish zone. When the
UN had arranged for a regular rotation of topics at monthly
meetings between four different items, the Turks came up with a
suggestion about Varosha which was unacceptable. According to
the Greek side this would offer access only to a narrow enclave on
the coast, permit only a very limited number of refugees to return
and subject them to Turkish border control and administrative veto.
In effect they would be managing the resort, which the Turkish
Cypriots were unable to do, for the economic benefit of the Turkish
Cypriot zone.

On constitutional matters, too, the drafts presented by both sides
disclosed that the extent of the gulf had been little altered by the
acceptance of a federal republic. Greek proposals emphasized that
the Republic was ‘one and indivisible’, that it should be ‘a
federation and not a confederation’, that there should be complete
freedom of movement, residence and right to own property ; that the
federal government should have overriding powers in the regulation
of taxes and of the economy, that residual powers should be with
the centre, and that participation in all federal organs should be
proportionate to the ratio of population. In the Turkish Cypriot
draft most of the realities of power are in the hands of the two
federated states. In the light of Cyprus’s recent history of mutual
mistrust and the inherent difficulty of organizing a two-unit
federation, the Turkish Cypriots say that the best way of avoiding
deadlock is to start the federal institutions on a modest scale with
room for evolution and transfer of additional powers and functions
as trust and confidence are built up*’. The Turkish Cypriot
emphasis is on the policy-making powers of the two federated
states: even where functions are assigned to the centre they are
usually to be carried out by ‘co-ordinating’ the activities of the
states. Residual powers, almost needless to say, in the Turkish
Cypriot document lie with the federated states. Whereas the Greek
proposal provides for a presidential system at the federal level, the
Turks want a Federal Council, with three Greek Cypriots and three
Turkish Cypriots, elected for a four-year term, and the Presidency
of the Republic circulating every year, in the Swiss manner, among
its members, thus ensuring that in half the years the Presidency
should be Turkish. Both sides have now switched to the idea of a
two-chamber legislature, but whereas in the Assembly proposed by
the Turkish Cypriots the two federated states are represented
equally in both chambers, in the Assembly favoured by the Greek
Cypriots they are both represented proportionately. While the two
proposals for the Federal list have a certain similarity at first glance
the Turkish Cypriot proposal, for instance, after including customs
and excise in the list, mentions that: ‘Each Federated State will
have the right to impose a tax in respect of any class of goods not
originating in that State solely with a view to protecting its economy

20

within the Federal Economic Objective, that is the removal of the
economic disparity and the maintenance of equilibrium between
the Greek Federated State and the Turkish Federated State.’
Finally, while both constitutional proposals contain guarantees of
human rights, the critical rights of freedom of movement and
settlement are in the Turkish draft made subject to legislation in
each of the federated states.

In 1981 Waldheim, the UN Secretary-General, produced an
‘evaluation’, disappointingly incomplete, of these depressingly
divergent documents, and made some suggestions as to how
nevertheless to proceed. For example, in the case of the federal
legislature he suggested that the upper house should have ten
members for each community and the lower house one member per
10,000 of the total population. There was no suggestion as to how
deadlocks between them would be resolved. In addition to the four
provinces, there should be a Federal District which would be the
seat of government, and a special Development Fund should be set
up for the Northern Province to enable it to catch up with the South.
There were some other proposals into which he went in detail. But
Waldheim was not pressing his luck too far, since a fairly lengthy
list of the really sensitive points remained completely uncovered.
He was concerned to persuade the sides to inch forward.

In 1983 the new Secretary-General, Javier Perez de Cuellar,
attempted to move forward by suggesting a set of options which he
termed ‘indicators’, which the parties were invited to accept as a
procedure for narrowing down the points of difference. In regard to
territory, for example, it was suggested that the Turks should keep a
minimum of 23% and a maximum of 30%. On the constitution,
there should be a personal link between the federal government and
the two provincial governments. Under the first option, a full
presidential system, the President of the Republic would always be
the president of the southern province (Greek) which would leave
the Vice-President to be equally always the northern provincial
president (Turk), in which case the members of the Council of
Ministers would be in a 6:4 ratio. Under the second option, a
President-cum-Prime Minister system, these two top executive
posts should be held by the presidents of the two provinces in
rotation (without it being yet said how frequently they were to
rotate). Then with the Turk getting his turn in the Presidency, the
proportion of Ministers was a shade more favourable to the Greeks,
with a ratio of 7:3. The legislature should be as in the Waldheim
evaluation, the only difference being that if there was no consensus
about the lower house the ratio should be fixed at 7:3.

In subsequent weeks and months the parties have been circling
round these indicators, sniffing them, holding consultations with
constitutional advisers, with the two ‘mother countries’, with the
UN secretariat. The (Greek) Cypriot Foreign Minister, Rolandis,
felt a sense of urgency to reach a political solution, a sense that time
was not on the Greek Cypriots’ side and that if de Cuellar’s
initiative were to be allowed to run into the ground there would not
be a second chance. ‘How will the Cyprus problem be solved then?’
he demanded in his letter of resignation to the President (Sept
1983) ‘With wishes, with prayers, with resolutions? Or with
definite partition (if not a worse outcome), all due to our
omissions?’

The intercommunal talks had been in suspense since May 1983
because of the decision of the Greek Cypriots, very much in
accordance with the strategy favoured by the Government in
Athens under Papandreou, to rally the declaratory force of world
opinion by seeking a new resolution endorsing many Greek Cypriot
points in the UN General Assembly. It was carried on 13 May by
103 votes to 5, with 20 abstentions by, among others, the United
States, Britain and six other members of the European Community.
It dealt on a plane of international morality, of Turkish aggression
and armed occupation, of the right of refugees to return. This so
antagonized the Turks and Turkish Cypriots that it brought the
already languishing negotiations between the parties to an end.
Nevertheless, on Denktas’s initiative a summit meeting between
himself and Kyprianou was being discussed ‘for the purpose of
clarifying the intentions’ of both sides. Kyprianou was in no great
hurry; he accepted for the following March (1984). Then on 15
November Rauf Denktas and the Turkish Cypriot Assembly
proclaimed the independence of the ‘“Turkish Republic of Northern
Cyprus’. Britain was quick to act as a guarantor power in bringing
the move before the UN Security Council which on 18 November
by 13 votes to 1 (Pakistan, with Jordan abstaining) said that the
declaration was ‘legally invalid’ and should be withdrawn and that



no state should recognize the new entity. The Council did not
however meet Greek and Greek Cypriot demands for sanctions
against Turkey. So far Turkey and Turkey only has recognized the
new ‘Republic’.

Conclusions

At the time of writing (January 1984) the Cypriot scene is still
dominated by the Denktas UDI, and by President Kyprianou’s
subsequent presentation to the UN of an (as yet unpublished)
framework for a comprehensive settlement. Many Greeks have
never thought that Denktas was serious in negotiating for a Federal
Republic and many more are coming round to that view after UDL.
It is argued that Denktag has always wanted to be president of his
own statelet and that it can be shown that at each stage whenever a
hopeful move was in the wind he regularly stepped up the ante. He
himself says that he has learned from a lifetime of negotiation with
Greek Cypriots the importance of a good fallback position, which
independence now gives him.

Most people, including the opposition leaders in the north, suppose
that Denktas must have obtained advance permission from
Ankara. But he insists that he did not, that he had in fact had only
recently received the latest of various messages from President
Evren asking him not to do it. The timing was obviously determined
by the approach of the handover to civilian administration in
Ankara. As a fait accompli of the last days of military government
it could be accepted without embarrassment by Turgut Ozal, the
new Turkish Prime Minister. In any case the Turks did not seem
put out. In his first speech as Prime Minister, Ozal referred to
Cyprus by an old phrase as ‘a dagger pointed at the belly of
Turkey’, suggesting that Turkey’s traditional strategic anxieties are
still paramount.

Rauf Denktas himself was in great form before the UN Security
Council claiming that he had ‘broken a vicious circle’; indepen-
dence might bring federation nearer because it would have ended
illusions. ‘If we are talking federalism’, he said when he offered to
reopen talks, ‘we are not counting heads; we are looking at how
many units there are.” To which the Cypriot delegate replied: “We
cannot agree that 18%, the Turkish community, equals 82 %,
which is the number of the Greek Cypriots. This type of numerical
equality strikes at the roots of democratic principle.” Stated like this
the gulf seemed as wide as ever. But in his statement of 2 January
Denktag again emerged as the advocate of gradualism. Various
interim measures reappeared including the opening of Nicosia
international airport and Greek Cypriot resettlement of the limited
part of Varosha defined by the Turkish Cypriot map, but this time
bothunder exclusively UN administration. Bracketed with this was
the reasonable-sounding arrangement that the two sides should,
‘refrain from hampering each other’s interests’ in all economic
fields and should set up a joint technical body to ‘share equitably’
any international aid that might be forthcoming for Cyprus. By such
‘goodwill measures’, responded Kyprianou tartly on 12 January,
the Turkish Cypriots would achieve in practice all the benefits
accorded to an independent state; this would thus remove any
inducement to solve the Cyprus problem.

Each side seems to have absorbed some of the ideas circulating
within its own camp. Denktas, in his new position of being above
party, talks the language of the opposition in proposing interim
measures — joint cultural and sporting activities, a feasibility study
for a joint university, plans for the teaching of Turkish and Greek as
a second language and ‘a seminar on federalism in general.” A joint
commission should study cooperation in trade, tourism, the water
supply. But he does not give the impression that he is in any hurry;
he would obviously like some governments beside Turkey to
recognise his new Republic before he engages in any major
talks.

Kyprianou’s proposals are said to be the most comprehensive yet,
embodying the idea of compromise over both constitution and
territory, with plans for the complete demilitarisation of the island
and for assisting the north to catch up economically with the rest.
The Turkish Cypriots would have to hand back the modern town of
Famagusta (including the Varosha suburb) as well as Morphou,
which until 1974 was almost entirely inhabitated by Greeks but
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where some thousands of Turkish families from the south of the
island have been resettled. But their administration would be
confirmed over 25 per cent of Cyprus (and there are possibly two or
three more percentage points available for bargaining). In return
for this shrinking of the land they at present hold courtesy of the
Turkish army, the Turkish Cypriots would get much stronger
provincial government and much weaker central government than
the Greeks have previously contemplated. However, there is a
bedrock of authority that the Greek Cypriots insist that any federal
government must have. There is also a refusal to be trapped, as the
Greeks see it, into adopting wholesale the constitutional vocabulary
of the Turkish Cypriots who always seek by use of phrases like
‘bizonality’ and ‘partnership’ to import into the discussion of any
topic the concept of the invariable equality of two numerically
unequal communities. The Greek Cypriots are prepared to accept
equal numbers on the Supreme Court and will probably do so for
the upper house of the legislature. But they are not prepared to see
this principle run throughout the federal institutions.

Apart from the central and indispensable bargain that any
settlement would involve, the acceptance of very real sacrifice by
the leaders, and painful explanations to make to their peoples, there
would be a number of other points of considerable delicacy to be
settled. There is room merely to mention three: guarantees,
Turkish immigrants and minority rights. Are there, for example,
to be any minorities in the two provinces? Or would the apartheid
principle prevail ? Rauf Denktas is liable to say that Greek Cypriots
will be allowed in only ‘under careful supervision’ because of the
bitterness of feeling of Turkish Cypriots towards, for example, ex-
‘EOKA B’ men. But the problem is wider than that. There is a
possibility of refugees coming back in large numbers and trying to
claim their property. Turkish Cypriots say that restrictions would
only apply to the first phase of the evolving federation while
elements of mistrust and hostile suspicion exist on both sides and
while the communities are still at different levels of economic and
social development. This could be self-defeating: segregation does
not sound like the quickest way to catch up, nor will it contribute to
overcoming the sense of alienation between the two communities.
Greek Cypriots are inclined to say rather stiffly that a European
country, a member of the Council of Europe and an associate
member of the EEC could scarcely operate under permanent laws
that would be found illegal by the European Commission of Human
Rights. It rather depends whether the Turkish Cypriots turn out to
want only reserve powers for a short transitional period as some of
them say they do, or whether they want to impose them wholesale
and indefinitely.

Then there is the question of guarantees. The Turkish Cypriots
have made it clear that they would expect the Treaties of Alliance
and of Guarantee to continue under the new constitution whereas
President Kyprianou has proposed complete demilitarization of the
Republic — the Turkish Army to go first, then the complete
disbandment of the Cyprus National Guard and the Turkish
Cypriot Security Force, and then the international community to
be ready to keep peacekeeping forces in the island indefinitely — and
would certainly want to eliminate any Turkish excuse for coming in
again. Finally the Greek Cypriots regard the Turkish colonists in
the north as illegal immigrants, involved in the demographic
changes denounced by the United Nations, whom they would wish
to send packing to Anatolia. What is missing, moreover, from all
this is any positive provisions for bringing Greek and Turkish
political interests closer together so as to create a sense of political
identity. One would hope for something in the final package that
would encourage political candidates of one community to look to a
certain extent for support from the other. There has been a singular
lack of any cross-voting incentive in the history of Cyprus to date
and there are systems from which it would be possible to
borrow.

With this kind of agenda an early settlement will not be reached
without intense effort and political will. Phobias will have to be
overcome on both sides: there really is no real interest now on the
Greek Cypriot side in enosis with Greece; nor is there much reason
to think now of Turkey as an expansionist power. It is necessary to
make use of the mounting feeling that time is running out, that as
years pass and new generations grow up fewer people will have any
personal experience of living with members of the other Cypriot
community and that this would be bad for Cyprus.
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author cites a Greek Cypriot view that the amount offered back
amounted to ‘2.83 per cent of Cyprus territory plus the buffer
zone representing 0.75 per cent of the Republic.’

The Turkish Cypriot figure is understood to derive from a claim
to have owned 30 per cent of the land (itself 65 per cent of the
total) which is arable and to be entitled (as co-founder of the
original Republic) to a 50 per cent share of the remainder.

Ertekin, N.M. In Search of a Negotiated Cyprus Settlement,
pp 347-357, where the whole rationale of the Turkish Cypriot
negotiating position is set out in Appendix 49, the author’s
Explanatory Note of the Turkish Cypriot Proposals.

Tornaritis, Criton, Cyprus and its Constitutional and Legal
Problems (2nd ed), especially Appendices VIII, IX and X, pp
177-233. Nedjatigil op.cit. pp 165-173.



BIBLIOGRAPHY

ADAMS, T.W., AKEL, The Communist Party of Cyprus,
Hoover. Institution Press, 1971.

ADAMS, T.W., and COTTRELL, Alvin J. Cyprus between
East and West, John Hopkins Press, 1968.

ATTALIDES, Michael, Cyprus, Nationalism and International
Politics, Q Press, 1979.

BITSIOS, Dimitri, Cyprus The Vulnerable Republic, Salonika
1975.

CARRAS, Costa, Cyprus Elections, 1976 in Friends of Cyprus
Report, No 12, August/September 1976.

CARRAS, Costa, Three Thousand Years of Greek Identity —
Mpyth or Reality? Domus, Athens 1983.

CRAWSHAW, Nancy, The Cyprus Revolt, George Allen and
Unwin, 1978.

DENKTAS, Rauf, The Cyprus Triangle, K. Rustem and Bro,
and George Allen and Unwin, 1982.

DUCKWORTH, H.T.F., The Church of Cyprus, SPCK, 1900.
ECONOMIDES, Chris, The Problem of Cyprus. How to get out
of the present extremely dangerous deadlock. Nicosia 1983.

EHRLICH, Thomas, Cyprus 1958-1967, OUP, 1974.

ERTEKUN, Necati Miinir, In Search of a Negotiated Cyprus
Settlement, Nicosia 1981.

FALLACI, Oriana, Interview with History
Makarios| Michael Joseph, 1974.

GENC, Alper Faik, From My 1974 Diary, Nicosia 1978.

GIBBONS, H. Scott, Peace without Honour, Ankara 1969.

GRIVAS, General G.T., The Memoirs of General Grivas,
Longmans, 1964.

HACKETT, J., History of the Orthodox Church of Cyprus,
Methuen, 1901.

HARBOTTLE, Michael, The Impartial Soldier, RIIA/OUP,
1970.

HIGGINS, Rosalyn, United Nations Peacekeeping, Documents
and Commentary, Vol. 4, Europe 1946-1979, RIIA/OUP,
1981.

HOUSE OF COMMONS Select Committee on Cyprus Report,
HMSO, 1976.

HOUSEPIAN, Marjorie, Smyrna 1922. The Destruction of a
City. Faber and Faber, 1972.

KRANIDIOTIS, Nikos, The Cyprus Problem, Athens 1975.

KYRIAKIDES, Stanley, Cyprus Constitutionalism and Crisis
Government, University of Pennsylvania Press, 1968.

| Archbishop

23

LOIZOS, Peter. The Heart Grown Bitter, Cambridge University
Press, 1981.

MARKIDES, Kyriacos C., The Rise and Fall of the Cyprus
Republic, Yale University Press, 1977.

MAYES, Stanley, Makarios, Macmillan, 1981.

MICHALOPOULOS, Dimitris, The 1950 Plebiscite in Cyprus.
(Hellenic Review of International Relations 1981-82).

MRG Report on Cyprus, Minority Rights Group,1976.

NEDJATIGIL, Z.M., The Cyprus Conflict. A Lawyer’s View.
(Second Edition), Nicosia 1982.

NEDIJATIGIL, Z.M., The Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus
in Perspective, Nicosia 1983.

OBERLING, Pierre, The Road to Bellapais,
University Press, 1982.

ORR, C.W.J., Cyprus under British Rule, Robert Scott, 1918.

PATRICK, Richard A., Political Geography and the Cyprus
Conflict 1963-1971, University of Waterloo, Ontaria, 1976.

POLYVIOU, Polyvios, Cyprus, The Tragedy and the Challenge,
John Swain, 1975.

POLYVIOU, Polyvios, Cyprus in Search of a Constitution,
Nicosia 1976.

POLYVIOU, Polyvios, Cyprus: Conflict and Negotiations,
1960-80, Duckworth, 1980.

SALIH, Halil Ibrahim, Cyprus. The Impact of Diverse Nationalism
on a State, University of Alabama, 1978.

STEGENGA, James A., The United Nations Force in Cyprus,
Ohio State 1968.

STEPHENS, Robert, Cyprus, A Place of Arms, Pall Mall Press,
1966.

STERN, Laurence, The Wrong Horse, Times Books. New York,
1977.

THEODORACOPULOS, Taki, The Greek Upheaval, Stacey
International, 1976.

TORNARITIS, Criton G., Cyprus and its Constitutional and
Other Legal Problems, Second Edition, Nicosia 1980.

USA Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, Turkey Greece and
NATO: The Strained Alliance, Washington 1980.

USA Senate Committee on the Judiciary, Crisis on Cyprus: 1974,
Washington 1974

VANEZIS, P.N., Cyprus The Unfinished Agony, 1977.

VANEZIS, P.N., Makarios: Faith and Power, Abelard-Schuman
1971.

WILSON, Andrew, The Aegean Dispute, IISS 1979.

WINDSOR, Philip, NATO and the Cyprus Crisis, IISS 1964.

WOODHOUSE, C.M., Karamanlis, The Restorer of Greek
Democracy, OUP, 1982.

Columbia






KEITH KYLE, who formerly worked first for The Economist
and then for BBC Television’s current affairs programmes,
reporting from the United States, the Middle East, Africa,
the EEC and Ireland, is now on the staff of the Royal
Institute of International Affairs (Chatham House). He was
in Cyprus twice in 1983, visiting both northern and southern
areas.

The cover photograph shows Nicosia as a divided town today.

First published, February 1984

ISBN 0 946 690 10 3

Printed by Expedite Graphic Limited, 3 Vandon Street, London SWIH 0AG



S The Reports already published by the Minority Rights Group are:

®No. 1 Religious minorities in the Soviet Union (Revised 1984 edition) ®No.36 Constitutional Law and Minorities — ‘possibly the MRG's most
— ‘systematically documented and unemotionally analysed™; important single report . . . it can hardly be faulted’?.
telling™; ‘outstandingly good and fairminded. ®No.37 The Hungarians of Rumania (aussi en frangais)
®No. 2 The two Irelands: the double minority (New 1984 edition) — ‘fair and unbiased’"; ‘compulsive reading'?.
— ‘a rare accuracy and insight’s; ‘lucid . . . without bias’s; ‘the best . e i i
pages on Ireland’s contemporary political problems that have o :‘:lltehﬁgg:%Psychglxc;zn:g[zl;:\%lgtrnt;sm“J must be greeted with
found their way into the permanent literature . . . excellent’. A ' B
®No. 3 Japan’s minorities: Burakumin, Koreans, Ainu and Okinawans SNo. 3 I\_d?xlcan-Amerlcans in the U.S, (también e?,, castellano)
P p : ; another excellent pamphlet from MRG'.
(New 1983 edition) — ‘sad and strange story . . . a frightening
picture’”; ‘expertly diagnosed’. ®No0.40 The Western Saharans (New 1984 report) — ‘excellently produced
; > S 2 :
®No. 4 The Asian minorities of East and Central Africa (up to 1971) geadialis ROl helim e st weull e fanlinel e et
— ‘brilliantly sketched"?, ‘admirably clear, humane and yet .
dispassionate’. ®No.41 The International Protection of Minorities — ‘timely’'.
®No. 5 Eritrea and Tigray (New 1983 report) — ‘one of the best short ®No.42 East Timor and West Irian (Revised 1982 edition)
works on the Horn of Africa™!. — ‘well-documented’®.
®No. 6 The Crimean Tatars, Volga Germans and Meskhetians: Soviet ®No.43 The Refugee Dilemma (New 1985 edition)
treatment of some national minorities (Revised 1980 edition) — ‘the outlook appears to be a cumulative nightmare’*.
— ‘brilliant™; ‘great accuracy and detail*. ®No.44 French Canada in Crisis (Revised 1982 edition) — ‘a readable
®No. 7 The position of Blacks.in Brazilian and Cuban society (New 1979 narrative’”.
report) — ‘another important contribution . . . from this increasingly ®No.45 Women in Asia (Revised 1982 edition) — ‘women have often
important group’. suffered rather than gained from development’*.
®No. 8 Inequalities in Zimbabwe (Revised 1981 edition) ®No.46 Flemings and Wall in Belgi
— ‘outlines all the thorny problems™. — ‘we have come to expect a high standard from MRG reports, and
®No. 9 The Basques and Catalans (Revised 1982 edition) (también en the 46th does not disappoint. Hopefully its ‘Iessons will not be
castellano) (‘The Basques’ aussi en francais, auch auf deutsch) confined to those interested in Belgium.
— ‘very valuable™s. ®No.47 Female circumcision, excision and infibulation: facts and proposals for
®No.10 The Chinese in Indonesia, the Philippines and Malaysia (Revised Shiange (Revised 1353 sdielbn) {aussl en Suseats, dleo 10 Afuble ang
1982 edition) — ‘a well-documented and sensible plea’™. Italian) — ‘a-tremendously good pamphlet®; ‘a horrifying report’.
®No.11 The Biharis in Bangladesh (Fourth edition, 1982) ®No.48 The Baluchis and Pathans (New 1987 edition)
— ‘a significant fusion of humane interest and objective clear- ®No0.49 The Tibetans (New 1983 report) — ‘one of the best reports by
headed analysis''’; ‘a moving and desperate report’s, the MRG™.
®No.12 Israel’s Oriental Immigrants and Druzes (Revised 1981 edition) ®No.50 The Ukrainians and Georgians — ‘a fascinating study’z
— 1 '8
timely?, ®No.51 The Baha’is of Iran (Revised 1985 edition) — ‘very balanced and
®No.13 East Indians of Trinidad and Guyana (Revised 1980 edition) informative’”’; ‘all credit to the MRG. .. timely and objective’*.
=, 719
glinnt =, ®No.52 Haitian Refugees in the US (Revised 1987 edition) — ‘poverty and
@No.14 Roma: Europe’s Gypsies (Revised 1987 edition) (aussi en frangais) oppression are so intertwined
(also in Romani) — ‘the first comprehensive description and analysis ®No.53 International Action agai . . o
AT , i 4 y gainst Genocide (Revised 1984 edition)
of the plight; ‘one of the worst skeletons in Europe’s cupboard™*. — ‘exhaustively researched ... argues persuasively”?; ‘if there were
®No.15 The Amerindians of South America (New 1987 report) a peace prize for sociologists, it should be awarded to him™.
®No.16 The new position of East Africa’s Asians (Revised 1984 edition) ®No.54 Diego Garcia: a contrast to the Falklands (Revised 1985 edition)
— ‘a comprehensive analysis™; ‘illuminating and acute’’. — ‘cutting through a fog of secrecy, evasions and downright lies’.
®No.17 India, the Nagas and the north-east (Revised 1980 edition) ®No.55 The Sami of Lapland — ‘a new feeling of Sami consciousness’.
— ‘India has still not learned for itself the lesson it taught Britain™s; CTIr — PSR :
‘a lucid presentation of the very complex history’'. ®No.56 E:Zastﬁ;n‘gg’:he Kalahari unigue way of life is increasingly
®No.18 Minorities of Central Vietnam: autochthonous Indochinese people < . s ‘a2
(New 1980 report) (aussi en frangais) — ‘perhaps the most a7 Eiuikmeringp Wowon 1l anT e
vulnerable of all the peoples MRG has so far investigated™. ®No.58 Puerto Ricans in the US (tambien en castellano)
— b 144
@No.19 The Namibians (New 1985 edition) highly recommended'*.
— ‘excellent . .'. strongly recommended'?. ®No0.59 Teaching about Prejudice (New 1985 edition) — ‘readable and
139. ¢ i 740
®N0.20 Burundi since the genocide (New 1987 report) — ‘most YRIUBGIG™, ‘axcellant and concisa™s
illuminating . . . a major contribution’ss. ®No0.60 The Inuit (Eskimo) of Canada — ‘excellent’.
®No.21 Canada’s Indians (Revised 1982 edition) ®No.61 Lebanon: a conflict of minorities (Revised 1986 edition)
— ‘excellent’’; ‘fascinatingly explained. — ‘excellent’s; ‘extremely well done™'.
®No.22 Race and Law in Britain and the United States (New 1983 edition) ®No.62 Central America’s Indians — ‘caught in the crossfire of regional
— 'this situation, already explosive, is likely to be aggravated by conflict, over 2 million have been killed™*.
the current economic plight™, ®No0.63 Micronesia: the problem of Palau (Revised 1984 edition) — ‘helpful’.
®No.23 The Kurds (New 1985 report) — ‘admirably objective’®; ‘valuable™'. ®No0.64 The Rastafarians — ‘extremely good™".
®No.24 The Palestinians (New 1987 report) ®No0.65 The Sikhs (Revised 1986 edition) — ‘the most balanced and best
®No.25 The Tamils of Sri Lanka (New 1986 edition) expressed account we can hope for'.
— ‘a warning that unless moderation and statesmanship are more ®No0.66 Uganda and Sudan — ‘most comprehensive’; ‘excellent’™.
prominent, terrorism could break out’*. ONoi67 The Falashas: The J FEtifoot . ,d' o
®N0.26 The Untouchables of India (Revised 1982 edition) — ‘discrimination GRE e T lemben: Whalees il Eibloply = iSAmanifely SRS
officially outlawed. . . remains as prevalent as ever’'s. oNo68 Mi W : . et il R
®No.27 Arab Women (Revised 1983 edition) (aussi en frangais) LA anlagll;/as'il;’“ orkers in the Gulf — ‘valuable insight™; ‘the bes
— ‘skilfully edited, treads sensitively through the minefield'®. No.69 Child .R‘ iR e ” .
®No0.28 Western Europe’s Migrant Workers (Revised 1984 edition) (aussi en ool e i ights an esponsn,nlmes —"of-great value=s briliant™
francais) (auch auf deutsch) — ‘compassionate . . . plenty of ®No.70 The Maori of New Zealand = '|! concentrates on today and the
chilling first-hand detail’’*; ‘excellent™. future in a wide ranging review'.
®No.29 Jehovah’s Witnesses in Africa (Revised 1985 edition) ®No.71 The Kanaks of New Caledonia — ‘well presented™.
— ‘a terrible fate . . . deserves widespread protest'?. ®No.72 Co-existence in some plural European societies — ‘praiseworthy’s.
®No.30 g);%r;;"(em?;dl,?ls4 report) — ‘excellent . . . unhesitatingly ®No.73 Minorities and Human Rights Law
) ] i — ion ... i ded™
®No.31 The Original Americans: U.S. Indians (New 1986 edition) *NaF4 The Rights of Medtally T Feople —Urgeat Betion R

— ‘excellent’’?; ‘timely and valuable . . .
readable’.

well-researched and highly

'The Internationalist; 2New Society; *Times Lit. Supplement; ‘Belfast Newsletter;
slrish Post; ¢International Affairs; "Sunday Independent; #S.Asian Review; °The Friend;

wAfro-Asian Affairs; "E. African Standard; '?Sunday. Times; "New Community;
“The Times; “Information; '*The Observer; V’Irving Horowitz; '*The Guardian;
YPeace News; ®The Freethinker; 2'The Spectator; 22The Geographical Magazine;
2New World; *Melbourne Age; *The Economist; ¥Neue Zurcher Zeitung;
Resurgence; ®*Feedback; *Time Out; *Evening Standard; *'Tribune of Australia;
“The Scotsman; ¥The Financial Times; *New Statesman; *The Nation; *Bernard
Levin; ’BBC World Service; *International Herald Tribune; ¥Education; “Times Ed.
Supp.; “The Middle East; “2City Limits; “South; *Choice; **S. Asia Research;
“New African; “Voluntary Action; “!India Weekly; “The Jerusalem Post;

“Race Relations Abstracts; **Third World Affairs; “*Tarzie Vittachi;

sLord Lyell in House of Lords debate; *Workaway; *Prof. Lemarchand.

®No.32 The Armenians (Revised 1987 edition) — ‘an able and comprehensive
account’®; ‘the hard historical information contained makes
reading as grim as any that has passed across my desk’*,

®No.33 Nomads of the Sahel (Revised 1979 edition) — ‘cogent and
convincing's.

®No.34 Indian South Africans (New 1985 edition) — ‘outstanding™;
‘masterful’,

®No.35 Aboriginal Australians (New 1982 edition) — ‘standards of health,
housing and education remain abysmal®.

Copies £1.80 (or US$4), plus 20% surface mail postage and packing on orders of less than ten Reports,
are obtainable from M.R.G., 29 Craven Street, London WC2N 5NT, or good bookshops (ISSN:0305-6252).
Please also inform MRG if you would like to make a standing order for its future Reports;
or send a subscription: £7.50 (US$15) for the next five Reports, post free. 7.87



