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PREFACE

I't'is often said that in every war the first casualty is truth. Each
of: the adversaries systematically hides or distorts the truth in order
advance and justify his own view of the nature and causes of the
Onfl_lct and rally support for his actions from his own people and
':'_frbm third parties. Generally, a group of people or a nation enter
“war or other kind of violent conflict in order to protect and
_-pfomote what they regard as their collective rights and interests. The
:ék of the propagandist in a conflict situation is to so manage the
flow of information as to cultivate and strengthen the belief, at least
ﬁamong his own people, that their participation in the conflict is morally
_and mstrumentally justified on grounds of national rights and interests.

All nations have, of course, their own particular views of their
rights and interests, and often emough their own peculiar modes of
conceiving and speaking of them. The vocabulary with which they
speak of the things they are entitled to, and of what they ought to do
to obtain these, is based upon the more primitive values and beliefs
they hold concerning such matters as their ethnic character, their
history and traditions, their culture and major institutions, and their
proper place within the wider community of nations. These values

and beliefs constitute the ideology of a npation which expresses, and
- also reinforces, their sense of cohesion and identity. -

The several elements in a national ideology may have originated
in a variety of ways, and been shaped and re - shaped by a variety ot
factors connected with the nation’s historical development. Indeed,
there is a constant interplay between changes at the level of mational
ideology and the socio - political and economic development of the
nation. In any case, the area of language which a nation use, at a
particular stage of their development, to speak about their rights and
interests is based upon, and sustained by, a particular order of
ideological beliefs and values, and is thus characterized by an in - built
partiality towards the virtues of the nation. More specifically, the
vocabulary of national rights and interests contains a range of con-
cepts which are lax, obscure and ridden with factual and evaluative
assumptions, which naturally incline it towards a self - flattering view
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of t_he nation’s rights and interests. This area of language is, thu

particularly responsive to manipulatidn and abuse by the n;tiou:“
leade{"s and the official and unofficial propagandists in their servicel
especially in a conflict situation that calls for national pride and effort.

7 It could be said, them, that in every case of vioieut coatlict the
very first casualty is a certain broad area of language, that which is
bgsgd on ideological beliefs and values. As a weak organism is partil—
cqlarly_ susceptible to illmess from germs, and once il it is furtﬁer
w_ea.kened; 30, a weak language — one with a reduced capacity to
statelcertain kinds of truth — is particularly susceptible to propa-
gfmdﬁt exploitation, and once propaganda succeeds, it is further
weakened and corrupted, By the time one nation cormmes to think of
:’:mother_ (silncerel'y or insincerely) as ‘barbarians’, ‘infidels’, ‘aggressive’
eXpansionist’, ‘the Red Peril’, or ‘the Forces of Imperialist Reaction”
they a.re intellectually and psychologically ready to accept the neec.;
for a firm posture, and for preparing for an armed conilict ‘in defence

: f)f’ their national rights and interests, or some other similarly self -
justitying cause.

The student of a conflict tries to understand the disputes
betwc?en the hostile nations or groups of people — the facts that
constitute the actual casus belli. To do this it is necessary to examine
the facts in question under the aspects of the ideological beliefs and
values of both sides; for it is only within the frame of a natibna.l or
grou? declogy that a set of facts bears a relationship to the rigﬁt-:
and interests of the nation or group. In the case of protracted conﬂict;;
there is the added problem of appreciating the significance of ideo-
logical changes which occur in the course of the conflict, and in con-
nection with changes in the nation’s or group’s internal structure and
T‘Eoreign relations. Changes in ideology mean changes in the perspective
in which facts are assessed and policies are formulated.

The preceding observations form the theoretical basis on which
I develop my contribution to an' understanding of the Cyprus conflict
I speak throughout of the Cyprus conflict, but T am well aware that.
the recurrent absence of peace and stability that is part of the
modern history of Cyprus- does-not constitute a clearly identifiable
and simple kind. of conflict that has remained unchanged during this
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_.i0d. On the contrary, I think that since Cyprus came undger British
rulgé in 1878, the nature of the mom - peace and instability chang_ed
considerably from several points of view: the identity of the prinéipa[
and secondary parties involved; the methods and forms of organization
developed by the participants; and the systems of beliefs and values
within which these thought and acted. Of this complex and ever -
changing conflict I attempt to analyse only a limited range of aspects:
those connected with the national — and nationalist — ideologies held
by the Greeks and Turks of Cyprus, and the practical consequences
of these ideologies as regards thé political- situation in the island. [
believe that any serious student:of the Cyprus conflict will have o
take account of the beliefs and values in: terms of which Greek and
Turkish Cypriois perceive their differences with each. other. The
existence of two national ideological systems in Cyprus is part or

' 1ne cause of the conflict.

The scope of the present study is also limited in other ways.
When, for example, I presented certain parts of my analysis to a meet-
ing in the University of Edinburgh, I was made painfully aware by
some members of the audience that I had nothing to say concerning
the relationship between the two hostile national ideologies and the in-
terventionist activities of certain foreign powers in the island. It was
suggested to me that NATO — to which both Greece and Turkey
belong — and its principal prop, the United States, skilfully cultivated
and accentuated the ethmic and ideological differences between the
Greek and Turkish Cypriot people so as to make it impossible for
them to achieve a stable, independent, non - aligned and perhaps
socialist State. I do not know if there is anything in this suggestion,
but it seems to be one well worth following up. Again, 1 realize that
I am saying very little concerning the relationship between the develop-
ment of Greek Cypriot and Turkish Cypriot nationalism, and develop-
ments in other areas of the Cypriot society. The reader who wants io
advance his understanding of the historical background to the Cyprus
conflict may wish to consult Sir George Hill, A History of Cyprus,
volume IV. Stanley Kyriakides, Cyprus, Constitionalism and Crisis
Government, offers a detailed examination of the political aspects of
the conflict as these have developed in recent years. P. G. Polyviou,
Cyprus: The Tragedy and The Challenge, discusses at length the 1960
Constitution and the Treaty of Guarantee on which Turkey sought to
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Jsléztlmtz tlcl)er imtras;on of Cyprus in July 1974; and puts forward what
me to be a most valuable set of i
future reconstitution of the Republic of gypiso posels concerning the

Scopeoafné:ou;s;zt co?s@crable limitations characterize not only the
e as?de a;ryoo élh;: st;;irys,ozg al]sjtl)n Fhe viewpoint of the author.
itations, i i
:;a;] as a Greek‘ Cypri_ot my ewn outlook must i:_lavlf]:t llal:jn t;ﬂ?; Salg
¥ own social environment. I lived in Cyprus £ i
saddest, most tragic and most shamefu] hours, and
much of the violence and unhappiness was eJ:l,tireI
f;tur;ily more sensitive to the condition of the Gfe
Ofa?he goﬁon:néor; of th.e Turkish Cypriot people; and more critical
oy s 1})radn ) 'azi faith of the -Greek Cypriot leadership than the
loves Oy . a1't of the Turkish Cypriot leadership. One who
prus 1s distressed by the knowledge that

: : : Cypriots ar
at learning from their mistakes; hence the sig):lific::mcey }:Jf this beoolljcad

during some of its
came to think that
uneecessary. I am
ek Cypriot people

o iﬁzdff::SC;lzi;aﬂi{fides, l:i/Iaicolm and Photoula Gee, Peter Loizos

es read an earlier draft of th : '
and > e present study,
. anr:;aie Iinz:my useful comments which helped me considerably 1yn 7
f pd ng t_ e final text. To them, and Eva Stavrinides, who patient |
yped the final text, I wish to express my warmest gra’titude pI alonz

.

September 1975

LA TRADITION OF CONFLICT

S+ “The Cypriots”, wrote the humorist George Mikes, “know that
. they cannot become a World Power; but they have succeeded in
becoming a World Nuisance, which is almost as good”. Few Cypriots
would find this witticism enjoyable; but the truth is that this small
island of 3,572 square miles — roughly the same size as the
" Lebanon, or Puerto Rico, or the English counties of Norfolk and
. Suffolk combined — periodically hit the world’s headiines because
© trouble, usually of a violent kind, broke out there.

Cyprus has a population of 650,000 which is made up of severai
cthnic groups. There is a Greek Orthodox community (about 80 per
cent of the population), a Turkish Moslem community (about 18 per
cent), and smaller Maronite, Latin and Armenian minorities. The two
main communities have been in conflict with one another, and vowed
allegiance to, and sought the help of, Greece and Turkey respectively
— two allies in NATO. A third ally, Britain, ruled the island uwntii
1960, and since then she has maintained important military bases
there. Further, the close proximity of the island to the Middle East
has made it a matter of keen interest, and occasionally concern, o
several neighbouring countries, and also the United States and the
Soviet Union. Thus, Cyprus came to signify to the world’s politicians
and journalists a place of trouble, and moreover trouble with inter-
national repercussions out of proportion to her size and population,

How is it that the Greek and Turkish communities have found
it impossible to achjeve permanent peace for themselves and their
‘Mother Countries’? How is one to understand those ideological, poli-
tical and other factors which have been at the root of so many tra-
gedies, the latest of which is still continuing? These are grave questions
which Cypriots, and other students of Cypriot affairs, will not find easy
to answer. The sequence of events that started with the landing of
Turkish mainland troops on the island on 20th July 1974 is not some-
thing that bears its own explanation, or even description, on its face for
all intelligent observers to see. Greek Cypriots have called it a barbaric
invasion of their island by a foreign country whose object was io
impose a constitutional settlement under which the Turkish Cypriot
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minority would obtain possession of a large and rich part of
territory. Turkish Cypriots have welcomed it as an operation (indeed,
a “peace operation’’) by Mother Turkey to establish a just solution to
the long - standing intercommunal conflict, guaranteeing the legitimaic
rights of the Turkish Cypriot community that had been suppressed
by the more powerful Greek community. The ways in which these two
sides saw and described these events, the vocabulary and explanations
each of them used, reflect something of their respective images of
themselves and attitudes towards each other. This study will try to
show how the different, and opposing, self - images and attitudes of
the two main communities of Cyprus have been part of the cause of
so many tragedies.

In atternpting to understand the nature and sources of the inter-
communal conilict in Cyprus it is well to_begin by setting out, in the
form of a brief historical sketch, certain more or less uﬁdisputed facts
concerning the relations between Greeks and Turks, especially- sinca
1960, when the island became an independent Republic. Certain
elements in this sketch will then be hightlighted and a number of
questions raised. The substance of this study consists of an attempt
to answer these questions.

During her 4,000 - year recorded h1story in Wthh she was pre-
dominantly inhabited by Greek people, Cyprus was conquered, or
otherwise acquired and ruled by several fore1gn powers in succession.
In 1571 she became part of the Ottoman Empire and a limited Turkish
settlement followed. In 1878, through the Congress of Berlin, Britain
was given the administration of the island in return for a guarantee to
defend the Ottoman Empire against Russian aggression. In 1914 the
Ottoman Empire entered the First World War on the side of the
Central Powers, and Britain annexed Cyprus. The Treaty of Lausanne
in 1923 confirmed her new status, and in 1925 she was declared
a Crown colony. Cyprus continued under British rule until 16th
August 1960, when she achieved her mdependence under a Republican
Constitution.

According to the Constitutibn, “the. State of Cyprus 1is an inde-
pendent and  sovereign Republic with a.-presidential regime, the
President being Greek and the Vice - President being Turk elected
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by the Greek and Turkish Communities of Cyprus respectively...”
(article 1). The President was to appoint seven Greek Government
ministers, and the Vice - President three Government ministers, Of
the 50 members of the House of Representatives — the legislative
body — 70 per cent were to be Greeks, elected by Greek voters, and
30 per cent Turks, elected by Turkish voters. The President and Vice -

President had separately and conjointly the power of final veto over

legislation, and decisions of the House of Representatives and of the
cabinet, on foreign affairs, defence and internal security. Further,
afl bills imposing' duties or taxes required separate simple majorities
from the Greek and Turkish Representatives before becoming law.

Two more provisions of the Constitution should be noted. First,
all governmental, administrative and state posts, includine the Police
Force, were to be apportioned, at all levels, on the princivle of 70
ver cent for the Greeks and 30 per cent for the Turks — except for
the 2,000 - strona Armv in which the ratio would be 60 : 40. Second,

the five main town of Cyprus would be solit inte Greek and Ta-lrich

municipalities, each empowered to raise its own taxes to finance its
own public services.

These two provisions aroused great resentment among the G_reeks_.
who put forward various arguments for refusing to implement them.
The Turks retaliated by refusing to pay taxes and using their vote
to block financial legislation. The Greeks demanded the removal of
those elements in the Constitution which they regarded as ‘neeative’,
‘unworkable’, or “anfust’ — if not with Tuarkish consent, then unilate-
valty. Tn Janmarv 1963 Archbishop Makarios, the President of the
Republic, abolished the separate municipalities which had existed
de facto since 1958 and established unified ‘improvement boards’

~ under Government control. The Turks retorted immediately by setting

o municipal councils of their own. Both actions were declared illegal
bv the Supreme Constitutional Court..

Unrest was bujlding up throughout the year: there were student
demhonstrations, mysterious bomb explosions, inflammatory -speeches
‘and newspaper articles, rumonrs concerning the formation of armed
groups within both communities: Some Greeks demanded not merely
changes in the Constitution, but the union of Cyprus with Greece. On
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the Turkish side there was resistance to Greek demands, and indeed
some called for the partition of the island between Turkey and Greece.

The Greek and Turkish members of the Government frequently met
separately.

In August 1963, President Makarios announced his intention io
seek the revision of the Constitution. He solicited international sup-
port, particalarly among Afro - Asian countries, and it was rumoured
that Britain herself would raise no objections tc such a move. The
Turkish leaders were alarmed, and toured the countryside warning
their people to be ready to fight in defence of their rights. i

On 30th November 1963 President Makarios put forward a set
of 13 proposals for amending the Constitution. Among the proposed
changes would be the ending of the Presidential and Vice - Presidential
veto, the dropping of the separate majorities requirement in the House,
the abandonment of the 70:30 principle in the Civil Service and
Police in favour of a ratio which corresponds to the actual proportion
of the Greek and Turkish populations, and the establishment of unified
municipal councils.

On 16th December, the Government of Turkey rejected the
Greek move, and soon after the Turkish Cypriot leadership did the
same. Five days later, a small incident sparked off a flare - up and
the two communities were fighting each other. The Turkish members
of the Goverament, the House of Representatives, the Civil Service.
Police and Army left their posts and withdrew into the Turkish
quarters of Nicosia, Famagusta and certain other areas which they
turned into armed enclaves. Soon afterwards, thousands of Turks left
their homes in Greek or mixed areas and retreated into these enclaves.

In January 1964, Britain called a conference in TLondon, in an
attempt to bring about some kind of rapprochement between the Greek
and Turkish sides. The Greeks offered the Turkish community a
minority status within a unitary state, the Turks demand-d the divicion
of the island inte a Turkish and a Greek part, and the conference
ended in complete failure. In the following few months, violent clashes
occurred in various parts of the island, in which armed ‘policemen’
and irregulars from both sides committed indescribable excesses.
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i In March 1964 the United Nations sent a Peace - keeping Force
to- act as observers and defusers of tension. Nevertheless, major and
ijni_nor fighting continued intermittently until the end of 1967, when
Greece and Turkey came to the brink of war. At the beginning of
1968 Archbishop Makarios proclaimed new Presidential elections and
asked for 2 mandate to negotiate with the Turkish side a new con-
stitutional settlement on the basis of an independent, unitary Statc.
He received more than 95 per cent of the Greek votes, and for the
next six years talks were being held between representatives of the
‘two communities. Although substantial progress was made, the talks
- eventually got bogged down on the question of the relation. between
the Central Government and the local, community - based admini-
" strations. This was the situation on the eve of the coup by the Greek
Cypriot National Guard which on 15th July 1974 overthrew (tem-
- porarily) President Makarios, and which was followed five days later
by the landing of Turkish troops in the island.

E These facts would be acknowledged by both the Greek and
" Turkish sides, although each would put a different interpretation or
colouring on many of these. Three points in particular should be
highlighted and amplified a little, because they raise important
questions concerning the attitudes of the Greeks and Turks towards
each other, and the Cypriot State.

) An implication of the Constitution, which became discon-
certingly clear during the first three years of independence, was that
the Greek and Turkish members of the Government and the Legi-
slature were, generally speaking, people who represented the interests
of, and were principally responsible to, their own particular com-
munities. Although they were all, in a sense, Cypriot leaders, the very
constitutional arrangements under which they reached public office
were such that their Greekness or Turkishness were of fundamental
importance. In the Civil Service and Police, again, recruitment had
to be made partly on criteria of the ethnic identity of the applicants.
The Constitution of the independent, integral and unitary Republic
of Cyprus was, in effect, the Constitution of a Greek - Cypriot - cum -
Turkish - Cypriot State. The two communities were seen as the two
sharers of the power, resources and wealth of the State.

(i) Given the spirit of bicommunal sha;ring which informs the
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Constitution it is important to understand the natur_e-anc.l consequences
of (a) the ‘mechanics’ of sharing — the different institutions. sFrugturcs
and other arrangements which aimed at regulating the.shanv.:lg; and
(b) the sheer arithmetic of the share - up. Both these pon;tis will need
to be looked at later. There is just one simple demographic fact t1-1at
mav as well be stated now. According to the last official census, which
Wa; carried out in December 1960, Greek Orthodox made up ab.out
80 per cent of the population, Turks 18.4 per cent, and the tiny
Malronitc, Armenian, Latin and other communities t_he_rt?s.t. ‘F'cn: the
purposes of elections, job apportionment etc, thees ;inv minqrities are
included in the Greek community. In this extended sens?, then, the
Greek community comprised all the non - Turkish p_ortlo.n of the
~npulation of Cyprus, i.e. 81.6 per cent of the total. Accqfdmg to the
Temosraphic Report for 1970, prepared for the Goyerannt of
Cypms. despite a continuous population increase the proportion of
+he Greek and the Turkish communities remained 81.6:18.4.

(iii) Violent intercommunal conflict, with the consequgt'lt se-
ﬁaration. began when, towards the end of 1963, the Greeks tried ta
chanee certain elements in the Constitution which dealt with Fh'eek -
Turkish sharing. The Turks resisted the changes in the belief tjnat
rhese constituted an attack on their rights and interests as a comn'aumty.
Within their armed enclaves the Turks eventually set up t?lelr own
mini - ‘State’, leaving the ‘official’ State, the one which enjoyed re-
coenition from foreign countries, entirely in the hands of tl%e G_ree.zks.
Deenite long years of negotiations, the Greek and Turkish sides failed
tn reach a final agreement on a new Constitution for Cyprus, and
cn the two communities remained in a state of (imperfect) de facto

cgpatration.

These points raise several questions.which are.crucial to our
understanding of the Cyprus conflict. In the following pages, I sh.aﬂ
discuss three questions which are variously related to the preced'm,z
remarks, and which provide some clues as to the sources of the contlict.
My three questions are the following:

(i) Why was the 1960 Constitution framed on the principle that

: ) - - . T

the Cypriot State was the joint property mot of all its cmze.ns, but Dt
its two main communities, which were consequently conceived of as
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the two sharers or partners in the exercise of political power and re-
sponsibility, and the distribution of resources and wealth?

(i} Why did the Greek and Turkish communities not co -
operate within the various institutions of the Republic, with the con-
sequence of bringing about the collapse of the constitutional order in
Deceraber 19637 '

(i) Why was there no settlement achieved between the Greek
and Turkish sides, despite arduous negotiations. from 1968 to 19742

To answer these questions it is necessary to make -clear how
the Greek and Turkish communities of Cyprus have each conceived
of their own national identity: what it means (as a rule, at least) to a
Greek Cypriot to be Greek, and to a Turkish Cypriot-to be Tarkish.
Tt is often inevitable to speak generally of ‘Cypriots’, or ‘the people of
Cyprus’, but such expressions may be a bit misteading if they suggest
that the 650.000 souls now living in Cyprus form one people, a nation
characterized by a sameness of langnage, culture, religion or political
Tovalty. If these commonly accepted criteria of nationhood are applied
to the people inhabiting Cyprus, they will have to be divided into
different national or ethnic groups. The crucial point, however, is that
h~ two main ethnic groups which are to be found in the island are
thought of by their members as being not ‘self - contained’ Cyprus -
based nations, but integral parts of larger nations. Traditionally at
least, the 80 per cent of the Cypriots have been very conscious of
their Greek language, Greek culture and history, and Greek Orthodox
religion; and these things make them not Cypriots who just happened
to have had Greek origins, but Greeks living in Cyprus, and as such
members of the larger Greek nation. Analogously, the 18 per cent
- have thought of themselves as Turks living in Cyprus, and members
of the larger Turkish nation. Thus, although Andreas and Ali may
‘be natives and residents of Cyprus, and regard the island as their
“¢rnmon homeland, thejr do not normally regard themselves as com-
_pa‘riots, but rather as neighbours.

The last sentence should not be misunderstood. Greeks and Turks

‘have manvy things in common, including a love and pride for their
Cvoriot homeland. Again, Greeks and Turks may be members of the
‘same local community — until July 1974 there were as many as 48
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mixed villages in Cyprus — or professional organizations, or other
groups. After all, common loyalties do not have to be’ based on
membership of the same nation, and people cherish friendsain; ~nd
Zther kinds of relationship even though they may not be compéit}i(;t‘s
1%‘16 point remains, however, that Greekness and Turkishness eve:i
en these characterize people born and bred in Cyprus cozistitute
different national identities. National consciousness em:L011:1r Cypriots
has traditionally been either Greek or Turkish; and the a:sertion of
national consciousness and pride, in other. words nationalism, has
?aditionally been either Greece - orientated or Turkey - orien;.ated.
l'o see why this is so, we must first understand the character of Greek

nationalism itself, as it has developed in Greece; and to gain this -

qlfderstanding it is necessary to acquire some minimal familiarity
with modern Greek history. - C
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H. THE DEVELOPMENT OF NATIONALISM
IN GYPRUS UNTIL 1960

The_ Growth of the Greek Nation - Stafe and the Greaf Idea

.+ In 1453 the Ottoman Turks conquered Constantinople, the
apital of the Byzantine Empire, and by 1460 the whole of the Greek
mainland had been brought under Oftoman rule. Once the Greek
Orthodox Christians had submitted to the Turkish Sultan and agreed
td: pay tribute, they were recognized, in accordance with Islamic
t_i'adition, as a millet or nation. This meant that they were allowed the
freedom to retain their ethnic, cultural and religious identity in its
- ‘manifold manifestations, under the administration of the Greek
_:Orthodox Church. Within the old Byzantine Empire the Church had
‘developed into an official institution of the State; and now, within the
i Ortoman Empire, it remained the unified institutional structure of the
* Greek mnational community. The Oecumenical Patriarch in Constan-
~ tinople was entrusted with the collection of taxes, and was given
detailed jurisdiction, exercised locally through bishops and the lower
clergy, over matters relating to marriage, divorce, dowry and inheritance
— matters which affected most intimately the daily lives of ordinary
people. Thus, the Greeks developed a conception of their own nation-
hood — in contrast to that of the Turkish soldiers, officials and
settlers in their midst — in terms of their language, social institutions
and wvalues, customs and traditions, and their Orthodox Christian
religion. When in 1571 the Turks conquered Cyprus from her Venetian
riters, they recognized the Archbishop of the Autocephalous
rthodox Church as the head of the Greek Cypriot millet,

In 1821 the Greeks of the Peloponnese, Sterea Hellas and the
Aegean Islands revolted against their Ottoman masters. After six years
of fighting, and under the protection of Britain, France and Russia,
an independent State of Greece was established. The ‘Greece’ of 1827
was roughly half the size of the country we now know, and comprised
700,000 out of 3 million Greeks, the majority of which still living
under Ottoman rule. As long as there were Greek lands under foreign
domination the struggle of the nation was not over: all ‘unredeemed’
reeks must be liberated. So, Greeks organized more revolts against
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their Ottoman rulers, notably in 1880 and 1897,

In the meanwhile, the urban - based Greek establishment de-
veloped a cultural orientation towards Greek antiquity. They thought
of Tfhemselves as direct descendants of Plato, Sophocles, Pheidias
Pericles and Alexander the Great, and heirs to their sple,ndfd intelf
lectual, artistic, political and military tradition. The cultivatic;n of the
‘Hellenic values’ — which meant in practice the study of the ancient
Greek language and literature, and the history of the nation with o
stress put on hero - worship — and the more tecent Christian tradition
fwf the Byzantines, formed the content of Greek education: and this
in turn, helped to create a more unified national conscious;less. )

In 1864 Britain handed the Ionian Islands back to Greece, and
1881‘ Thessaly and a part of Epirus were detached from the Ottoman
Fmpire and united with the Greek State. Growing national pride and
self - confidence took the form of ‘the Great Idea’, i.e. a belief in the
necessity of building up a Greater Greek State “of the two continents
and the five seas”, to cover all the Greek - speaking, Christian
Orthodox part of the old Byzantine Empire, which was still under
the domination of ‘the ancenstral enemy’, the Turks,

Following the Balkan Wars of 1912 - 13, Greece won from the
Ottoman Empire the rest of Epirus, Crete, most of Macedonia and
all the Aegean Tslands except Imbros and Tenedos which commanded
access to the Dardanelles. Tn 1915 Britain promised Cyprus to Greece
i the latter entered the Great War on the side of the Allies, but the
nro - German king Constantine T refused, so the offer lansed. In 1916
fhe King was forced to abdicate and Greece, under Premier Venizelos,
inined the War, After the War and under the Treaty of Sévres (1920)
Gireece gained Western and Hastern Thrace, the strategic islands of
Tmbros and Tenedos, and was entrusted with the administration of
Smyrna and a chunk of the Anatolian hinterland. The Turkish General
Mustafa Kemal refused to Tecognize the Treaty and went on lo
organize an Army to fight the Greeks. In Aucust 1922 the Greel:
Army was destroved, and a new Treaty was signed in Lausanne in
1923. Under this Treaty Greece lost Bastern Thrace, Imbros, Tenedos
and Anatolia. Further, 14 million Greeks living in Asia Minor were
forced to leave their homes and go to live in the Greek mainland,
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.._i.'e__as 1 million Turks inhabiting Greece were taken to Turkey.
hf;_ ':.G_:eat Idea, which implied a pational struggle against the Turkish
ppressors, was crushed by the force of the Turkish national resistance.

During the heyday of the Great ldea the Greeks developed a
onception of their national identity which included the following
-atures:

::_ (a) The Greek nation are a people who lived for millenia io
ir Mediterranean territory. Present - day Greeks are the des-
endants of the Hellenic heroes, Plato, Sophocles, Alexander and the:
eck - speaking Christians of Byzantium. They are to be identified -
ot.by reference to citizenship of the ezisting Greek State, but by
eference to a distinguished civilisation and language to which they
re all the rightful heirs.

{(b) The Greek nation is much larger than the modern Gresk
State. The latter is that part of the Hellenic and Christian Orthodox
:woﬂd which has been liberated from (mostly Ottoman) domination
- by the sacrifice and heroism of Greek people.

{c} It is the patriotic duty of all ‘true’ Greeks to work for the
liberation of all historically Greek lands, now inhabited by Greeks
under foreign rule. And it is a ‘prescription of history’ (a meaningless
phrase which has enjoyed wide currency among history - conscious
Greeks) that all foreign - dominated Greek territory will eventually
become united with the free Greek State.

Thus, to be a ‘true’ Greek, one would have to conceive of one+
self as a member of a great nation only a part of which having, as
yet, been redeemed and organized as a free national State; and further,
to believe that this national State must grow steadily until it encom-
passes the whole of the ancient and Byzantine Hellenic world. Greek
children at school were taught extensively their history (or an official
version of it), ancient, medieval and modern; and modern history was
taught as a record of the gradual fulfilment of national aspirations,
mainly by fighting against Ottoman TFurkish comguerors. So, by a
combination of various historical factors, state - controlled education,
propaganda and political demagogy, Greek nationalism and patriotism
came to mean by the 1860’s: pride in being a member of a superior
nation, belief in the necessity of extending the boundarics of the Greek
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State to include all historically’ Greek lands, and consequently the as-
sertion of the duty to support a just struggle against the Turkish con-
querors who have for long held by force sacred national territory,

2. The Origins of Greek and Turkish Cypriot Nationalisin

When the British came to Cyprus in July 1878, they found a
majority of the population who regarded themselves as Greeks and
Christians, and thus different from the minority of about 25 per cen:
who were Turkish Moslems. The first British High Commissioner, Sir

Garnet Wolseley, was welcomed on the Cyprus shores by the Greek. _

leadership, with the ‘Ethnarch’ Archbishop Sophronios at its head.
“... We accept the change of Administration”, Sophronios told him,
“particularly as we believe that Great Britain will help Cyprus, as she
heiped the Ionian Islands, to become united with her Mother Greece,
with whom she is ethnically linked”. The following day the High
Commissioner issued a proclamation in which he assured the Cypriot
people of Her Majesty’s concern for their economic prosperity and
wish to endow them with the benefits of liberty, justice and security.

Under a modernizing, secular British regime, the Church had
to make sure that its leadership and spiritual authority was not Ji
minished. It continually reminded its flock that' they wereé members
of the Greek Orthodox faith, and thus brothers of the mainland
liberated Greeks. There was a spiritual union between all Greeks —
which the Greek Orthodox Church was but an expression of — and
Greek Cypriots would, in justice, have to become united politically
too, with their redecmed brothers. The economic reforms which ihe
British promised were not to be allowed to affect the direction of
national aspirations.

The call for the union of Cyprus with Greece, ‘enosis’, was taken
up by some members of the educated urban élite. To do so was, in
the words of Dr Peter Loizos, ’

to claim membership in a larger political unit, a nation
which had only recently and gloriously fought its way (with
European help) to freedom from the very same Ottoman
tule which had dominated Cyprus... For Greek Cypriots to

20

“ have stood alone would have been to stand politically and
S .1y defenceless; to assert identity with the Greek
“ naiion was to invoke a compelling and attractive defence 1.

‘ne emergent conception of the ‘Helleno ~ Christian ideals’ be-
the guiding force of Greek education in Cyprus, as it had becu
eece herself.

Under the British, education received a major impetus...
1 he numbers of teachers rose to meet the demand for new
scnools. In these schools much time was devoted to the
teaching of Greek history and language, to the celebrat%on
of .Greek heroism in 1821, and so inevitably, to the creation
of a national identity for Greek Cypriot children. They
were socialized by the schools to see themselves as members
of the nation of the Greek mainland. Every word of ‘proper’
Greeg tney learned to read or write taught them that their
own dialect was inferior to educated Greek, and made the
ncw identity more definite. This task alse identified the
teachers with Greek culture; it was after all their bread -
and - butter. They were gate - keepers al a point which the
rural masses were reaching in ever - increasing numbers. At
the gate were a number of signs pointing to ‘moderni?y’,
‘literacy’, ‘new jobs’, and ‘higher status’; ‘natiomal identity’
was one more such sign acquired through education 2

It is impossible in this study to trace the development of Greck

- education in Cyprus, important as it is for our undersianding of Greei

Cypriot nationalism. Suffice it to note that from the very b.Ze....

. Greek education in Cyprus followed faithfully the organization and

curricula of the education system in Greece, which concentrated heavily

: on Greek literature, historical and cultural tradition, and the Orthodox

religion. This fact has had a definite formative influence on the kin.d
of language with which Greek Cypriots came later to express their
political ideas and discuss the situation of their island. During the
intellectually uncomplicated days of British rule there was no oth\ﬂii:
way in which Andreas could answer the question “What are you?’
than by saying, “I am a Greek — a Greek Orthodox”. To be a ('}re.ek
Orthodox means to be the same as all the other Greeks living insid:
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or outside the Greek State. His motherland is Greece, the whole of
Greece, and (a5 he was taught) his patriotic duty is to serve the cause
of the total Lberation and glory of the Greek nation. If this means
fighting any occupying force, so it will have to be. Cyprus is one of
those lands which, from the dawn of history, have belonged to the

Greek people. To be a Greek, aware of one’s Greekness, and not to

support the union of Cyprus with the free Greek State, is more than
just paradoxical; it is an impossibility. A ‘true’ Greek of Cyprus s,

by definition, a supportér of enosis,

This was, at any rate, the official Greek nationalist position,
shaped and vigorously asserted by the teachers, the clergy and the
educated urban élite in speeches, sermons and newspaper articles.
The average Greek Cypriot was considered to be politically aware and
sophisticated to the extent to which he could assert and defend the
case for enosis. :

.. The Greek Orthodox Church maintained its authority and in-
fluence throughout the British period, and every parish or village
priest, and every lay preacher, became a transmitter of the nationali st
message. Further, the establishment of a Legislative Council in 1882
enabled the Greek urban élite to make its own contribution to the
nationalist leadership, and thus to the organization and articulation
of the enosist campaign. The political history of Cyprus during the
British peried is a record of continual activity — by and large peaceful
— on the part of the Greek leadership to promote the cause of enosis,
with the much weaker Turkish Ieadership expressing its opposition.

In May 1889 Aichbishop Sophronios and a Greek Cypricl
‘parliamentary’ deputation went to London to submit a memorandum
requesting the end of the £93,000 annual tribute which Cypriots
had to pay, and indicating that “the population of the island doss
not forget its origin and traditions, and dares look forward to a
national future”. Both issues were politely ignored, but the British
Government arranged for Oxford University to grant the
Archbishop an honorary Doctorate of Divinity! This, however, was
only the beginning of a long and regular sequence of pro - enosis
deputations and memoranda. '

In the 1900’s, the then Bishop of Kition campaigned for the
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office of Archbishop and Ethnarch on an enosist platform. He
called traitors those who collaborated with the British, and promised

1o get the latter out of Cyprus soon after winning the election 3. This

may be regarded as the prototype of all future Greek Cypriot electoral

- campaigns: each candidate claiming to be a genuine and effective sup-~

porter of enosis, and the one who can bring about its realization; and
meking insinuations concerning the homnour, dignity and nationai
credentials of his opponents. The demagogical character of Cyprici
politics, and the deep emotional appeal of the Greek ideal, made
‘enosis’ the most abused of all political symbols and an obstacle 10
a true understanding of political affairs.

In 1903, during the first session of the Legislative Council, the
Greek members tabled a resolution expressing ‘“the will of the Greek
Cypriot people to unite with Mother Greece”. Further, they sub-
mitted a yet another memorandum to the British Government in which
they declared: “... If the authorities wished to put to the test the
genuineness of the enosist desire, they only had to ask the opinion of
the Cypriot people, and would receive as many affirmative answers,
as there are Greek Cypriots in the istand... The Cypriot people are
neither dazzled by the riches of the Protecting Power, nor daunted
by the poverty of Greece. Their only desire, their only dream, is their
union with Mother Greece” 4. :

From the very beginning the Turkish Cypriots, or at least the
more sophisticated among them, strongly opposed the idea of enosis.
Having lost in 1878 their special privileges, they were now anxious
that Cyprus should not be incorporated into the Greek State, whose
official ideology, even after 1923, was implicitly anti - Turkish. A
series of disturbances between Greek and Turkish groups in 1912,
in which 5 people died and 134 were wounded, could not but have
increased Turkish fears that as a minority in a Greek State, they
would be unable to protect themselves 5. The Greeks, to their dis-
credit, never made any effort to approach the Turks, to understand
their fears and reassure them accordingly. Indeed, they con-
sistently ignored the wishes and views of the Turkish community, and
generally looked wpon them as a foreign element, the descendants
of the Turkish mainlanders who settled in' Cyprus after 1571. For
the history - conscious . Greeks, the presence of the Turks was the
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result, anc.l a reminder, of a barbaric military conquest and occupation
a sad accident of history, an abberation é. F

The Turkish leaders failed to make their case widely felt becanse
thefy lacked the numbers, the sophistication, and the oroaniziﬁg
ability of their opponents. There was no institution, for e?;ampl.e
among the Turkish Cypriot community corresponding to the GreeI;
grthoqox Church, There were the Turkish members of the Legislative
Council whose extra - ‘parliamentary’ activities were mainly confined
to watching the Greeks sending their deputations and memoranda to
London, and then submitting their own position 2 Until the early
195(’s, the Turkish nationalist position was that should Britain decide
to leave Cyprus, then according to the Convention negotiated in 1873
in Berlin, the island should revert to Turkish sovereignty.

The form which the antagonism between Greek and Turkish
leaders took before World War II may be illustrated by the fun-

ctioning of the Legislative Council, established in Cyprus in 1882..

The Council — which the Greeks referred to contemptuously as ‘the
Toy Parliament’ — consisted of six British colonial officials and twelve
elected Cypriot members, three ‘Moslems’ and nine ‘non - Moslems'.
In _theory, then, the collective will of the Cypriot people, through
their elected representatives, could prevail over the proposals and
plans of the colonial Government. In actual practice, however, wna:
tended to happen was that the Greek members (a curious mixture of
lawyers, merchants, money - lenders and bishops) used the Councii
as a platform for making pro - enosis demands, and this drove the
T}lﬂ(ish members to side with the British on all controversial issues.
The arithmetic of the situation meant that, as there was frequently an
ef:luality of votes for and against given proposals, the High Commis-
siomer or Governor, in his capacity as the President of the Counci!
used his casting vote for (what was in effect) the British—Turkis'*:
bloc. The Greeks demanded on a number of occasions a stronve.r
representation in the Council, in proportion to their numbers. cIn
1925 the Legislative Council was reconstituted, to comprise 12
clected Greek members, only 3 Turkish members, and 9 British ap-
pointees. Once again, the arithmetic was calculated to result in tied
votes on all issues involving comstitutional changes. This system of
half - hearted parliamentary control tended to foster rather than allay
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cthnic mistrust, and create a feeling that the task of Greek and
Turkish politicians was to promote the interests of different and
opposing groups of people.

A significant incident happened in October 1931 when, against
the backround of mousting nationalist demands, a Turkish member
of the Legislative Council voted with the Greek members agaiost a
taxation proposal made by the Government. The Governor, thereup-
on, invoked his prerogative to overrule the decision of the Council.
Inis event raised a storm of protest within the Greek community. 0
Greek members met in secret and one of than, the Bishop of Kition
inasoaemos Mylonmas, presented a manifesto which was adopted on
1 7th October. It is worth quoting an extract from this documeni
because it constitutes a succinct statement of what was to remain
(with due alterations) for more than 40 years the enosist position. The
dramatic and assertive tone of the manifesto, and its semi - mystical
appeal to the Helleno - Christian ideals, were to become characieristic
of the speeches with which, a generation later, Archbishop Makarics
and his associates rallied the Greek people to the cause of enosis:

. We are determined to follow the only road which 1s
open to us; the road that leads to our salvation. We shall raise
tne flag of enosis and under its guidance we shall pursue our
National Liberation, our Union with Greece. In the mame of
God, protector of Justice and Freedom; in the mame of the
Eternal Idea of our Hellenic heritage. Let us obey the voice
that guides us from the Sinai of our National Codes.

Spiritually we are all citizens of Free Greece, and we
condemn those among us who obey faithfully the Laws of out.
foreign masters. Let us show our civil disopedience against oul:
Oppressors, and Iet us make every effort to eliminate from our
tand that which is called the British occupation of Cyprus.
United let us struggle together and He, who made man to be
free, not slave of others, shall guide our path.

The proclamation of the manifesto sparked off a series of riots
throughout the island. Crowds cried out for enosis and burned down
Government House and other public buildings. Troops drafted in
Bgypt put down the ‘October Uprising’ within days, and its leaders
were banished from Cyprus. A fine of £30,000 was imposed by the
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i_j‘.fr_ﬁg’ D on the ‘nc_m - Moslem’ population, an event that further iden-
11 ;e in (.Bree‘k minds the Turkish community with the colonial rulers
¢ Legislative Councii was abolished and the Greek nationalist

L1C 1YY S and 1940's saw tne steady development of working -
class consciousness in Cyprus. The trade Union mOveInent was Legauz:a
w420, anQ e Lnurch, keepmng up with tne lmes, encouragea we
Lorauon oI nanonalst workers’ and rarmers’ ass0C1401008 10 au\fa.uc:L
e gnogst cause. Lhese OIgamizalons, NOWEVET, Nad (0 [ace suir ¢o i
petiuon from leit - wing trade unions —. smce. 1941 controtled o tl;lt:
LOmMmumst Farty AKEL, — wno demonscated their ADLLITY toyoar-
Yaul J.O-l' Detter wages and working conditions. For tae mrst ume tner
were, in (_Zyprus, well - led and effective popular orgamzations w y
were not informed with the enosist ideal. o

mcatj:lt ':ne Elllji of World' War II the British Government counu.
: its w 'gness to discuss the constitutional future of Cvpr
in 1946 Archbishop Leontios headed a nationalist deput t_YPlUS-
Lcm?on o seek self - determination leading to enosis: afd ?nmlnwfo
f\KhL sent its own delegation to ask for self - goven;ment At th7
tme when the British - backed Government in Greece W&tsl fighti ;
4gainst a communist insurrection, Greek Cypriot lefrists : o
mood to become a part of the Greek State, e

under(s)tne dil.nightl have expected AKEL to come into some sort of
o :2 ng X};hE Itihr»s Turkish Cypriot leaders who vehemently op
Osis. did actually include i -
> : sonie Turkish members,
T ]zieiz;f;r;r ;;e bl..llk of Turkish workers and farmers belo;ged tso
€ unions — organized inio a single F. icn i

B . . gle Federation in 1

and these felt it to be their patriotic duty to oppose the Cogrjf

munist System which, in a i
Tarker pertod of Cold War, threatened Mother

stituth:n e]:{ayl 1945; the‘B_ntxsh‘Governor of Cyprus proposed a con-
becanas i:c filﬁlmh or limited home rule’.  The Left rejected it
it, but then. on tsh QI"’E of se‘zlf— government. The Right first accepted
of Cyoriot affad ¢ Instructions of the Church, tejected it. As a student

-ypriot affairs wrote n
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The Church felt that the acceptance of the British plan
might thwart the Greek Cypriot scheme for enosis. Hence, the
Archbishop stated that he would oppose any Government policy
which excluded the question of the union of Cyprus with
Greece... The Church, refusing to compromise its differences
with the Governor, was corfident of achieving enosis by leaving
no alternative to the British. The churchmen were the political
dynamo behind the scheme for enosis and, through their
sermons, imbedded the Greek Cypriot hatred towards the British,

which became evident in later years 5.

With constitutional proposals in the air and the British Govern-
ment appearing relatively flexible, the Turkish Cypriots knew that they
had to organize their resistance to Greek demands. Dr Fazil Kutchuk
set up the Turkish Cypriot Popular Party which gave form and ex-
pression to the growing Turkish Cypriot nationalist sentiment. A
series of meetings and rallies were organized in the main towns. and
in one of these, which took place in Nicosia on 28th November 1948,
it was decided to send a telegram to the President and Prime Minister

of Turkey stating the following :

Fifteen thousand Turkish Cypriots decided unanimously
to reject the Greek demand for the annexation of Cyprus by
Greece and for autonomy. They believe that anmexation and
autonomy would result in the annihilation of the Turkish com-

munity.

This demonstration made a great impression on the Turkish
press and youth, who began taking an increasing interest in the affairs
of the Turkish Cypriot community '°.

1948 was also the year in which the most brilliant star of the
enosis movemern®, the youthful Bishop of Kition Makarios, set up the
Ethnarchy Burezu to campaien actively for ‘enosis and only enosis’.
Anybody who appeared willing to settle for less than complete national
redemption was labelled as a traitor. In order to bring moral pressure
to bear on the British Government, the Bureau organized an open
plebiscite to determine the wishes of the Greek Cypriot people.

On 15th January 1950 — and to the protestations of the
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Turkish Cypriots and the Government of Turkey — the Greek Cypriot
people went to their parish Churches to register their vote. The result
was a staggering 95.7 per cent in favour of the union of Cyprus with
Greece. Nevertheless, it is not easy to draw any definite conchisions
from this.event since the population was persistently urged by the
nationalists to ‘vote’, and the ‘voting’ took the form of signing one’s
name under a petition in public. If a Greek was to “vote’ on this issue
at all, it was as embarrassing and risky for him to ‘vote’ against enosis
¢s ‘o declare in public that he was not ‘a true Greek’. Tt is certainly

wrong to suppose that 95.7 per cent of the Greek population were

terribly unhappy under British rule, much less that they were prepared
to raise arms against it. The difference between an active and a non-
active enosis supporter can be as real as that between a practising and
& non - practising Christian. Still, Greck Cypriots in general must have
feit that it was undignified for an intellectually and culturally ad-
vanced people like them to be colonial subjects, and shameful to
accept this condition without protest. So they could not but look i~
the de facto leaders of the nationalist movement as their spokesmen,
whose campaign cry of enosis they could not but reiterate.

Soon after the plebiscite of 1950, Makarios became Archbishop
Makarios III and the Ethnarch of the Greek Cypriot people. The year
1950 may be regarded as the ending of one chapter of Cypriot history
and the beginning of another. Reviewing the period ending in
1950 the Greeck political scientist Pantazis Terlexis wrote the
following :

... Despite the multi- national composition of the Cypriot
society, the English introduced and managed to apply a relatively
tolerable administrative system in the island. Under this system
both the Greek and the Turkish communities were able to retain
and develop their peculiar cultural features, and also promote
thei~ nationz!'sm. The Church, owing to its privileged position
within the Greek community, succeeded in leading the nationalist
movement. However, its desire for enosis led it to take an in-
transigent aititude towards every English offer for self - govern-
ment. The Turkish Cypriots, provoked by the intensity of the
enosist movement, eventually succeeded in organizing them-
selves effectively, and winning the support of Turkey. Thus, the
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Cyprus question, an intra - Cypriot, Intra - state affair, was
transformed into an international dispute, bringing into the scene
Greece and Turkey — a development which complicated signi-
ficantly its settlement 1%

By 1950, then, when the British Government was willing to 1n-
troduce changes in the copstitutional status of Cyprus, there already
were two fully - fledged nationalist ideclogies in the island : one based
on the Greek community and orientated towards Greece, and another
based on the Turkish community and orientated towards Tflrkey‘
According to the former, it was a right of the Greek nation "to
achieve the redemption of the Greek Cypriots by meansl of enosis.
According to the latter, it was a right of the Turkis}? nation to save
the Turkish Cypriots from the consequences of enosis. The ajbsenf:e
of any understanding and communication between the tw? nationalist
lcaderships was bound eventually to lead to a confromtation.

3. The Greek Armed Struggle and Turkish Militancy

During the period 1950 - 1959 the Cyprus quest'%on develol?ed

a number of novel aspects which added to its complexity, and which

came to have important consequences for the Zurich - Londo.n @gree—

~c and the snbreauent Constitution. These aspects Wﬂ% be md‘lcfated

presently; but first, something must be said ‘about certain traditional
forces which continued to operate in this period.

Makarios assumed command of the eposis can.lg_)aign in 1_9.50
against the backround of a long Greek natior_ta]ist tr?.ditlon, a traglrtmlli
with an organizational and an ideological side to it. (a) Tk‘le - eeP
Orthodox Church of Cyprus had been, sincc:‘: 1571, t.he naﬁc;n;}
organization of the Greek Cypriots. The contmuox'ls existence of U i
Church created, or at least maintained, a well ~ fiefmed Greek. (.Iy‘pno
national community. (b) From the very beginning of the British ad-
ministration of Cyprus, the Church had been concerned to p).'opégfate1
a4 Greek nationalist ideology, and on that basis adxfance the pol'1t;lca
objective of enosis. Thus, the incumbent of the office of Archbis f)p

~Fthnarch has for his ‘constituency’ the Greek Orthoc-iox commurll}tg
of Cyprus; and this makes it extremely difficult for hlm_ t(‘) estab 1516
any positive relationship with the non - Greek, non - Christian peop
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of the island.

As a leader of his people, Archbishop Makarios has always been
both a Greek nationalist and a churchman, He controlled the Church,
and through Church organjzations and funds he extended his control
over existing right - wing parties, trade unions, farmers’ associations,
village clubs, athletic clubs and the teaching community. In 1951 he
formed a youth organization, PEON, with a view to spreading a
militant kind of nationalism among young Greek Cypricts. The
‘politicization’, or ‘nationalistification’ of all forms of association in
Cyprus is a phenomenon which continued until after 1959, and indeed,
to a decreasing degree, continues to this day,

The novel aspects of the 1950°s referred to above can be sum-
marized as follows : The Greek Cypriot and Greek leaders succeeded
in making Cyprus an international issue, and this brought Turkey on
the scene; the Greek Cypriots began an armed struggle, and this
provoked counter - action by the Turkish Cypriots. Thus, the earlier
non - violent antagonism between Greek Cypriot enosists and Turkish
Cypriot anti - enosists developed into an open dispute between Greece
and Turkey in the international field, and a violent intercommunal
conflict inside the island. Let us look at these two interconnected
dimensions of the Cyprus conflict a little more closely.

From 1950 ownwards Archbishop Makarios worked systemati-
cally to get the Greek Government directly involved in the enosis
campaign, and to take the Cyprus question to the United Nations. The
Greek Prime Minister Papagos, having failed to settle the question
peaceably with the British Government, had the Cypriot appeal for
self - determination put before the 1954 session of the Geperal As-
sembly. It is worth noting that in the text of the Greek memorandum.
which was circulated as an official U, N. document, the expressions
‘self - determination’ and ‘union with  Greece’ were used indiffe-
rently, as if they were synonyms. Tn fact Greece claimed that (in the
words of Papagne) “Cvnrus is Greece herself” — an assertion which

laid her open to Turkish accusations of pursuing a policy. of an-
nexation 12,

Following a brief debate in the General Assembly, the question
of self - determination for Cyprus was shelved -— but not before’ the
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urkish representative expressed Turkey's interest in the island. On
ith December he said, inter alia :

Turkey is primarily concerned with the status of this isla}nd
because of recial, historical and contractual reason... Nothing
can be deemed to be based on justice and equity unless the
co - operation and consent of Turkey is unequivocally .obtained;
for otherwise... no decision can be lasting... Cyprus is important
for the defence of southern Turkey and of the northern Mediter-
ranean in general 13.

- Cyprus, it should be remembered, is 40 miles away from the
southern coast of Turkey, and 500 miles from the Greek mainland.

" The question of Cyprus was placed by Greece on the U. N.
enda every year until 1958. An unwanted consequence ?f Greek
dif)lomatic efforts was to spotlight internationally this question as a
reco - Turco - British dispute.

i In Cyprus herself the most important new development was' the
collaboration of Archbishop Makarios with Colonel Ge()rge‘Grtvas,
éﬁaex - Greek Army officer born in Cyprus. The two men met in 1951
1 discussed -the possibility of an armed striuggle in the isl_and. At
irst Makarios was pessimistic about the prospects of a guerilla war.
but eventually came to accept Grivas’s plans. In 1952 a secret
Liberation Committee was formed in Athens, with the object of pro-
éijring weapons and explosives for the struggle. The Greek Govern-
ment made a generous contribution in terms of arms, funds, pro-
icanda work and diplomatic activity. The forthcoming armed_
struggle in Cyprus was to be the struggle of the whole Greek nation.

Tt was not until 1st April 1955 that the official launching of the
armed strtuggle took place, with island - wide acts of sabotage against
public buildings and installations. On the same day 'l.caf%ets wg.ere
distributed all over Cyprus, declaring that a secret organization calling
itself EOKA (National Organization of Cypriot Fighters) embarked
on an armed struggle to throw off the English yoke. Despite the fact
““that nationalist activity had intensified in the previous years, mqst
Greeks pere psychologically unprepared for arme_d struggle and did
* not quite know to react. The Communists, on learning that the EOKA
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lcader was the well - known ex - communist baiter Grivas, denounced
it. When, however, the British responded with the imposition of cor-
porate fines, searches, arrests and detention, general harassmen: of
the Greek population and the imprisonment and execution of EOKA
men, the Greeks found themselves all in the same boat, united in
suffering.

Soon this general suffering among them produced another bond :
a strengthened conception of a common condition and a common
destiny, expressed in terms of the language already cultivated by
nationalist activists. They felt as an as yet unredeemed section of the
Greek nation which had, at long last, risen in armed struggle to throw
off the yoke of the foreign tyrant. When a number of militants were
killed or condemned to death by the British, the Greeks of Cyprus
felt that they were making their own contribution to the Pantheon
of the Greek heroes. They thought of themselves as living one of the
finest hours of the Greek nation, to be compared with the national
struggles against the Persians, the Turks, the Bulgarians, the Italians
and Germans. Freedom from colonial rule, and the union of Cyprus
with Greece, appeared to be two aspects of the very same national
ideal. The test for true Greckness was definite and unequivocal sup-
port for ‘enosis and only enosis’. (This point was finally established
once a number of ‘traitors’, i.e. Greeks who failed to toe the nationalist
line, were beaten up or assassinated by EOKA men.)

The British diplomatic response to the EOKA insurrection was
to invite Greece and Turkey to a conference in London, to discuss
“political and defence questions affecting the Fastern Mediterranean,
including Cyprus”. The strategy of the British Government was to
change the character of the dispute so that instead of being one
between Britain and her Cypriot subjects backed by Greece, it
would become a dispute between Greece and Turkey, each cham-
pioning the rights of her own national community in Cyprus — in
which case the principle of self- determination would be rendered
inapplicable. Both Turkey and — after much protestation — Greece
accepted the invitation, and the conference started in London on 29th
Angust 1955. As Britain had hoped, Greece demanded- self - deter-
mination; Turkey objected to this on the groumds that it would
result in enosis, which would bring Greece to her doorstep and en-
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anger her security; and Britain, having expounded her own strategic
erests in the Bastern Mediterranean, proposed a form of limited
j_e'lf - government for the Cypriots — which both Greece and Turkey
ejected.

. Before the conference ended, violent riots broke out in Istanbul
and Smyrna against the Greek population and their propeities. (These
iots, it was learned some years later, were instigated by the Turkish
Government.) Such demonstrations made a great impression on the
two Cypriot communities, who began to look at each other with in-
creased saspicion and hostility.

Greek Cypriot militants did not at first harm Turks, or even
consider them as a possible obstacle to their struggle. They as-
sumed that once emosis was achieved, the Turkish minority would
still be a Turkish minority within a Greek Cyprus, enjoying security
" and all the other acknowledged minority rights. There were, after all,
Turkish communities in other parts of Greece — in Western Thrace
. alone there were no less than 120,000 Turks. The Turkish Cypriots,
. however, were traditionally opposed to enosis, and observing now
the demonstrated capacity of the Greeks for violence, became in-
creasingly horrified at the prospect of becoming a helpless minority
within an unfriendly Greek State. There is no reason to suppose that
Dr Kutchuk and the other Turkish leaders were willing slaves of the
British, or even Anglophils; but they would rather be under British
domination than Greek. Enosis would be, for them, a matfer of
““changing colonial masters for the worse”. So Dr Kutchuk re-
organized his party under the amazing name ‘Cyprus is Turkish™
and, encouraged by the Turkish Government, he and his colleagues
_expressed their opposition to enosis through the news media, speeches,
publications etc. The original Turkish position was that the British
should stay in Cyprus; but if they should leave the island, they
 should hand it back to Turkey. Later, however, this position was re -

defined as a demand for the partitioning of the island, giving one part
' to Turkey and another to Greece.

As EOKA hit harder and harder on British military personnel
and installations, more and more British jobs were taken away from
Greeks and given to Turks. An Auxiliary Police Force was formed,
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manned entirely by Turks under British officers, whose task was to
control Greek riots and help the British Army fight EOKA. British
policy served to further polarize the two communities, and in 1957
and 1958 there were many incidents of intercommunal Tioting. A
Turkish clandestine organization was formed, first named Volkan and
later re-named TMT (Turkish Defence Organization). TMT or-
ganized riots and assault teams against Greek people and property;
and to this Greek Cypriots responded with predictable violence. The
Turks later claimed that 100 of their people were killed, and houses
in 33 Turkish villages were destroyed, by Greek hands.

In this emergent tangle of forces it is possible to discern certain
elements which have had a permanent influence on subsequent
political developments in Cyprus.

(a) The Greeks saw themselves as fighting not only for enosis,
but against all those who opposed it, who were, once again, the Anglo -
Turks. The old image of the Terrible Turk, representing the dark,
crude forces which stand in the way of the realization of Greek
national rights, was re - activated.

(b) The Turks saw themselves as fighting -against Greek
‘terrorists’ who were trying to bring about enosis and so make the
Turks an impotent and unprotected minority in a State dominated by
anenemy people. If Greek Cypriots had a right to self - determination,
so did the Turks, and what the latter wanted was to have their part
of Cyprus incorporated into the Turkish national State. The Turkish
slogan ‘partition or death’ can be seen as the precursor of the demand
to have a definite share of the State, if not the territory, of Cyprus.

(c) Greece and Turkey got themselves into the act and soon
became the protagonists, with the result that the whole situation
changed dramatically. While at the beginning of the BOKA struggle
the issue appeared to be the demand of the large majority of Cypriots
that their island be united with Greece, soon afterwards it was the
two Mother Conntries which were laying conflicting claims concerning
their national interests. Greece wanted to bring about enosis; Turkey,
after 1956, the partition of the island into a Greek and a Turkish
sector. In the context of international conflict the numerical ratio
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...Between the Greek and the Turkish populations of Cyprus lost its
‘significance.

. The Zurich - London Agreements

As intercommunal conflict and casuaities mounted in Cyprus,
_.and as public opinion and passions were aroused in the two Mother
Countries in support of their kith and kin, the south - ee‘tstern flank
of NATO increasingly lost its efficacy. NATO was senous-ly con-
cerned with the possibility of a Greco - Turkish war breaking out,
and American pressure was brought to bear. Greece and Turkey had
to settle their differences in a spirit of conciliation and mutual com-
promise. Thus, at the NATO conference in Autumn 195.8 F}reece ax.ld
Turkey had informal talks about the possibilitty of ‘splitting the dif-
ference’ between union of the whole of the island with Greetce and
territorial partition. The idea of an independent, unitary and integral
State of Cyprus, in which power and resources would be shar.ed by
the two Cypriot communities, commended itself. On 11th February
1959 a formal Agreement was concluded in Zurich between the
Greek and Turkish Foreign Ministers. Eight days later, at Lancaster
House in London, the Agreement was ratified and signed by the
* Prime Ministers of Britain, Greece and Turkey, and by Archbishop
- Makarios and Dr Kutchuk on behalf of the Cypriots. These Agee—
' ments formed the basis on which a team of lawyers, Greel_(, 'Ijurkl_sh,
and Swiss, later prepared a detailed and elaborate Constitution.

A very important aspect of the Zurich - London Agreemen.ts. is
that the constitutional arrangements under which the Republ.m-_of'
Cyprus would operate were guaranteed by a Tre.aty I?r:tween Br'1ta1f:1,
Greece and Turkey. In the event that the Republic failed to maintain
her independence, territorial integrity and security, as well as respect
for her Constitution, the three guaranteeing Powers

... undertake to consult together with respect to the re-

presentations or measures necessary to ensure obsen.!ance of

those provisions. In so far as common or concerted‘ action may

not prove possible, each of the three guaranteeing Po“'fers

reserves the right to take action with the sole aim of re -establish-
" ing the state of affairs created by the present Treaty (art. 4).
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fl“he existence of the Treaty of Guarantee was to play a decisive role
in the relations between Greek and Turkish Cypriots, and indeed
between Greece and Turkey.

The precise circumstances under which Makarios came to place
his signature on the Zurich- London Agreements are obscured by
conflicting accounts. He himself claimed later that he was pressurized
by the Greek Government, and was actually warned that in the event
in which he refused to sign them he would have to go it alone and face
diplomatic isolation. In any case he could hardly press for union with
Greece against the advice of the Government of Mother Gree;:e.
Besides there were reports at the time that the British Army in Cyprus
had tracked down Grivas's hide - out and EOKA was already con-
siderably weakened — so would things be more favourable after,
say, another year's armed struggle? However, members of Makarios’s
entourage, who later became his detractors, insisted that the pressure
that the Greek Government had brought to bear on him was not nearly
as strong as he later made out; and Mr Averoff, the then Greek
Foreign Minister, later denied accusations that he had kept Makarios
in the dark as regards the substance of Greco - Turkish negotiations
and only at the last moment presented him with the accomplished fact
of the Zurich Agreement.

Be that as it may, Makarios returned to Cyprus to declare 10 P
delirious Greek people: . “We have won!” Amidst general jubﬂation
284 EOKA fighters came out from hiding —a sufprisiﬁgly' small
number if one considers that the whole Greek Cypriot community
was supposed to have been fighting for enosis ~— and in the wide-
spread euphoria that immediately followed few people thought of
examining the implications of the Constitution, whose broad shape had
already been determined in Zurich. '

. Not long afterwards, however, criticism began to be voiced
against the settlement from ardent supporters of enosis, who thought

that had the Greeks held out a little longer the will of the British °

would have been worn down entirely and they would simply hand
Cyprus over to Greece. The resistance of Turkey and the Turkish
Cypﬁots was not thought to be a serious obstacle — such Turkish
objections and demonstrations as were observed were considered to
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have been stage - managed by ‘perfidious Albion' herself! Indeed,
although Greeks ought to have known better, they believed that
Turkish Cypriot nationalism Was pot as genuine and passiopate as
theirs, but rather the extreme policies of Kutchuk, Denktash and a
few other Turkish fanatics.

Makarios’'s position was certainly mot helped by the fact that
Grivas — now a much - honoured hero in Athens — issued critical
statements of the Zurich - London. Agreements. The ultra - nationalist
Rugnt wing began to throw out accusations of a sell - out and
Makarios in turn laid the blame for the Agreements at the door of the
Greek Government. He was not prepared to defend the settiement as
fulfilling the objective of the BOKA struggle, but given the pressure '
from the Government of Greece, and the threat of possible partition,
he felt that the Agreements were the best that could be achieved under

tae circumstances.

B RS

Two things should be clearly noted here. First, those early
criticisms came from people who objected to the idea of an inde-
pendent Republic as such. The full realization that the Constitution
of the Republic was a means by which the Government and the re-
sources of the island would, in a very definite way, be shared with
their arch -enemies had still to come. Secondly, Makarios displayed
no pride or confidence in the pew constitutional arrangements, thus .
suggesting that he regarded the principle of partnership with the .
Turks to be, at best, a necessary evil. From the Turkish point of view, .-
this was hardly a re - assuring sign that the Greeks wished to co-
operate with them in accordance with these arrangements.

At the first Presidential elections of November 1959, the ultra-
nationalist Right and the communist Left decided that they disliked
cach other less than they disliked Makarios, so they combined forces
and put forward their own candidate. Following a fierce campaigm,
in which the exchange of insults and bitter accusations became the
characteristic style, Makarios was elected to office with 67 per cent
of the vote. Interestingly, when Makarios was denounced by his op- -
ponents for having betrayed the cause of enosis, his supporters dared .
not declare that they themselves had ceased to be passionate believers
in enosis. It seemed plain that if Makarios was to retain the leadership

37



of his people he wouid have to stay a national leader, the Ethnarch,
and so at the head of the nationalist movement. This meant that
he could not identify himself too closely with the Constitution under
which he became the Head of State, and could not allow his ultra -
nationalist opponents — who now looked to- Grivas for leadership —
to outdo him in the nationalist slogan - game. The President of the
independent Republic had to retain the banner of enosis.

In the Turkish community the Zurich - London Agreements were
initially greeted with some protest from people who had been en-
amoured of the partition - or - death  line. Seoon atterwards, how-
ever, a sense of satisfaction prevailed and Dr Kutchuk ‘Was clected
Vice - President of the Republic. -

5. The Greco - Turkish Republic

The setting up of the Republic of Cyprus in August 1960 meant,
in practice at least, that a number of Greeks who had ied the struggle
for enosis, and a number of Turks who had led the resistance to
enosis, would come together to collaborate in the running of the
State. Such collaboration could not be easy to achieve in view of the
recent enmity between EOKA.  and TMT, and more generally the
relationship between the Greek and Turkish communities. Neverthe-
less, if these people, who were expected to operate the levers of
power, had been prepared to throw away their old nationalist hats and
think of themseives as Cypriot ministers, legislators or public servants,
the chances of success appeared to be very good. Let us see, however,
what actually did happen.

When the British left, many of the top jobs in the Civil Service
and the Police fell vacant, and many more were created for the needs
of the new State. These posts were actually filled by the appointment
of people, Greeks and Turks, who had to be rewarded for their work
in the Greek and Turkish nationalist movements, so that their loyalties
to their respective leaderships could be retained. Thus, in the first
years of the Republic there was a situation in which not only were
state jobs filled with Cypriots qua members of one or other of the
two communities, but also it was understood that many of the occu-
pants of these posts owed their career to their contribution to one or
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other of the two opposing nationalist movements. It could be said,
with little exaggeration, that the composition of the Government, Civil
Service and Police Force, at least in the higher echelons, reflected not
merely two different communities, but even more, two different
nationalist movements. It was common knowiedge, for example, that
the powerful Minister of the Interior Yeorgadjis, an ex - EOKA leader,
created within the Civil Service and Police a complicated network of
old EQOKA associates. This practice indicated that a successful public
or professional career depended, to a greater or lesser extent, on a
record of nationalist militancy.

Of course Yeorgadjis's. system of patronage could not possibly
cover all those who claimed direct or indirect participation in the
EOKA struggle and who therefore expected to be rewarded. When
the pie had been carved up, there were many who were left out, and
who publicly asserted with indignation that their nationalist credentials
were as high as, if not higher than, those of the people who now
formed the new establishiment. So the latter had to respond by publicly
defending their militant record to justify the rewards which they
were now emjoying. ' '

In Public Service and in other walks of life it mattered tre-
mendously in the early 1960’s to be a person with an EOKA record
or comnections, and one might stand to lose by appearing less than
a true nationalist. Thus, many people, especially people in positions
of influence, did their best to publicize their nationalist background
and convictions. And natiopalism at the time meant taking pride in
having been an EOKA supporter and identifying oneself possionately
with the ideals and objectives of the struggle. Consequentty, nobody
appeared willing to defend the status of the new State in the Greek
community — a fact that the Turks did not fail to notice.

It might have been expected that nationalist feeling would die
down after the British left the island and the leaders of EOKA obtained
posts in the mew State. In actual fact nothing of the sort happened.
On the contrary, for the first time Greek nationalism received open,
‘official’ expression. Cn Sundays, and on ‘national’ occasions,
memorial services were held in honour of the dead of the struggle,
in which Makarios himself, his Greek ministers and other politicians
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made patriotic speeches. Streets and squares, social clubs and athletic
games were named after EOKA heroes. The Radio and Television put
out programmes extolling the heroic exploits of EOKA and the Greek
people in general. Makarios and his associates, who now constituted
the Greek side of the Cyprus Government, were in competition with
the Grivasite supporters of the enosis - and - only - enosis line for the
position. of the continuators to the work of EOKA. To take a typical
example, on Ist April 1960, 5% months before assuming formally the
office of the President under the Constitution, Makarios declared :

The epic grandeur and glory of EOKA's liberation struggle
has laid the foundation - stone of mnational freedom.
This freedom it is our sacred duty to safeguard and
complete. National struggles never come to an end. They merely
change their form, preserving deep down the same substance
and the same content... The realization of our hopes and
aspirations is not complete under the Zurich and London Agree-
ments... The glorious liberation struggle, whose fifth anniversary
we celebrate today, has secured us advanced bastions and im-
pregnable strongholds for our independence. From these bastions
we will continue the struggle to complete victory. There is nothing
impossible for man when he works for something and believes
in it. Tet us therefore work with faith for the future of our

- country ‘and let us be certain that the task we began five years
ago will soon be completed and bear fruit.

Close textual criticism may be out of place as regards this kind
of Grand Oratory which the peculiar character of the occasion —- an
address to commemorate the EOKA anniversary — seemed to demand.
Still, it is impossible to avoid the impression that Makarios did not
regard the constitutional settlement as final and permanent and that
he was looking forward “to complete victory”. Again, on 16th August,
the very day _the Republic was inaugurated, he declared :

Independence was not the aim and purpose of the EOKA

struggle... Foreign factors have prevented the achievement of the

national goal, but this should not be a cause for sorrow... New

bastions have been conqured and from these bastions the Greek
- Cypriots will march on to complete the final victory.
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Statements like the above are characteristic of the declarations
that the Greek leaders served to cheering Greek crowds, week after
week — to the great apprehension of the Turks. It was not a mere
matter of the Greek leaders recognizing the fact that they achieved
less than what they had fought for. The military imagery of these
speeches, their defiant tone and the unmistakable assertion that the
struggle was not over, implied that the Greeks were prepared to sink
the boat of the Republic in the belief that a more satisfactory ship
of State would take its place.

The general point, then, is that in response to ultra - nationalist
criticisms of the constitutional settlement, Makarjos and his associates
put forward a certain view which carried the support of the vast
majority of Greek Cypriots (the Left switched their support to
Makarios after the Presidential election). This view was that:

(a) Greek Cypriots were, indeed, an 'integral part of the Greek
pation and their heroic struggle to unite their island with Mother
Greece has resulted in partial victory. Enosis is still to be considered
by every ‘true’ Greek as the only ‘desirable’ end.

(b) " Practical realities, however (e.g. foreign pressures), have
rendered enosis ‘not feasible’ at present, and the setting up of an
independent Republic was the second best scttlement. It should not
be forgotten that Turkey had been striving to partition the island —
and that would mean the permanent impossibility of enosis. '

On this ‘official’ theory, then, there was a certain definite dis-
crepancy between a Greek’s conception of his national identity and his
conception of the State which he was a citizen of. In fact, the idea of
the Cyprus State was, for the passionate believers in enosis, the idea of
a partly unsuccessful, or unfulfilled, or even betrayed, national
struggle; and some felt uneasy when they saw the flag of the Re-
public flying over public buildings.

The Turkish Cypriots watched Greek ‘internal’ politics and
political wranglings closely and were trying to maintain their unity
in the face of their more powerful partners. They could very well see
that the Greeks were far from satisfied with the constitutional settle-
ment and that the desire for enosis was still in the air, encouraged by
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‘official’ Greek policy. Kutchuk, Denktash and the other Turkish
leaders could not be sure that the Greek side would be prepared to

work with them under the rubric of the Constitution. even for a period .

of time. It was a known fact that there were Greeks who had not
surrendered their arms after the end of the EOKA struggie and who
met regularly in training sessions. So the Turks, while hoping for the
best, had to plan for the worst. On two occasions during the interim
period between the Zurich - London Agreements and the birth of the
Kepuolic, British coastguard vessels had arrested Turkish boats at-
teml?tfng to smuggle into the island large amounts of arms and am-
munition. Thus, intercommunal suspicion bred more suspicion, and
the Greek and Turkish members of the Government were behavmg
as leaders of opposing sides.

Like the Greeks, the Turks drew a distinction between their being
but an integral part of the Turkish nation, possessing a peculiar
national identity and cuitural heritage; and their being inhabitants
and citizens of Cyprus. They had fought heroically against the at-
tempts of the far larger Greek community to incbrporate' the whole
of the istand into the Greek State, and the Constitution was the fruit
of their struggle. From the Turkish point of view, Cyprus contained
two ethnic groups, each belonging to a different nation, with different
languages, religions, cultural traditions and loyaltics. These two com-
munities had to work together, through their elected represtatives, for
their mutual benefit. That the Turkish community was smaller than
the Greek community was inessential. What mattered was the
binational composition of the population of Cyprus, which was rightly
reflected in the bicommunal character of the Constitution. Why should
they regard themselves as a Cypriot minority if their partners regarded
themselves not as a Cypriot majority, but quite simply as Greeks —
and moreover Greeks who refused to identify themselves too closely
with the idea of an independent Cypriot State!

Thus, the Greek and Turkish communities of Cyprus proudly
cherished their different national consciousness; and neither was pre-
pared to display any commitment to that legal fiction called the Re-
public of Cyprus. Cyprus was not a mation to which anybody belonged;
and the various institutions of the State were not perceived as in-
struments for ordering and advancmg national” life, but smlply ar-
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rangements devised by constitutional experts to enable the Greek and
Turkish communities to share power and responsibility for the
management of their common affairs.

And so ministers, members of the House of Representatives and
civil servants came together to share in the running of the State in
accordance with the spirit and provisions of the Constitution (but
then not all provisions had been put to effect). It should not be sup-
posed that co - operation was not successful as far as it went. During
this period the First Five - Year Plan was prepared and part of the
necessary legislation was passed by the Greco - Turkish House of
Representatives. Collaboration led in a number of cases to the for-
mation of friendships between Greeks and Turks. But Cypriots in
general were conscious of their Greekness or Turkishness — their

" nationalist leaders never stopped reminding them of that — and their

first loyalties went to their own communities and leaderships. Had the
State been allowed to operate a few more years it is possible that a
deeper affinity and unity of purpose may have developed between
Greek and Turkish officials. As it happened, however, Greek and
Turkish politicians were leaders of their respective communities, ac-
countable to them alope and responsive to the latter's expectations
of them to be nationalistic and assertive. Cyprus in 1960 had two
separate nationalities, and two opposing nationalisms. She had a Con-
stitution which supposedly provided for a unitary, integrated State
to be operated by Greeks and Turks. In fact the Constitution, or some
of its provisions at any rate, gave the appearance of a system of
bilateral agreements regulating the relations between the two com-
munities, each with a different conception of its own identity and
interests. And the single cabinet room, and the united House of Re-
presentatives were to become shortly places in which the leaders of
the two communities laid competing, and then antagonistic dem_ands_'. _
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l. ETHNIC CONFLICT WITHIN THE CYPRIOT
STATE, 1960 - 1963

1. The Sharing of the Civil Service

. thoon after the setting up of the Republic, argiments developed
etween the Greek and Turkish leaders — now members of the same
Qovernment and legislative body. The Turks insisted on the speedy
unplen.lentation of those constitutional provisions relating to job -
apporuonment according to the principle of 70 : 30, and the establish-
ment of separate Greek and Turkish municipalities and town councils
’_I‘here was also a third point of dispute which, however, was not'
zmpo.rtant m the long run (but it says something about éreek and
tTml')lﬂsh attitudes). According to the Constitution there would have
0 be an Army of 1,200 Greeks and 800 Turks. By the time a few
hundr.eds 'tvere recruited, Kutchuk claimed that the men ought to be
orgamzs.zd into ethnic units, whereas Makarios insisted that they should
al! be integrated. Kutchuk vetoed legislation for the formation of
mixed units, so recruitment came to a halt. The job - apportionment
and the 'separatc municipalities issues, together with the question of
Fhe thrlﬂsh veto, were the biggest bones of contention, and the manner
in which they led to the disintegration of the Greco - Turkish State
sho?vs the specific forms which Greek and Turkish nationalism took
during the period 1960 - 1963. It is, thus, important to reach som
undergtanding of these controversial issues. T

S——
3

_ When the Zurich and London Agreements were made public
back in 1959, ordinary Cypriots found them so complicated that the3:
could not grasp their full significance and consequences. It was plain
of course, to all Greeks that enosis was not to happen — the Turkr:
had made that impossible. Still Cyprus would no longer be a colony
of the Pfritish — EOKA forced them to leave — and the Greeks could
hardly imagine that it wasn’t them who would be doing the running
of wheTt had always Ween, after all, a Greek island. Indeed hadn;t
Makarios told them, on being elected President, that ““for ghe first

time in eight centuries the Governm .
ent of the islan sed i
Greek hands’”? d passed into

44

It is only gradually, and following the shouting of Makarios's’
ultra - nationalist opponents, that the Greek public began to realize
what their relations to the Turks would have to be under the Con-
stitution. Not only had the Turks cost them the loss of enosis, not
only would they be an effective element in the exercise of power and
the manning of the various state institutions, but their share of the
cake would be disproportionately large in relation to their numerical
strength. The Turkish community (or ‘minority’) constituted 18.4 per
cent of the total population, and the other 81.6 per cent made up the
Greek community. The fact that there were 3 Turkish Ministers in a
Council of 10, and 15 Turkish Representatives in .a House of 50
means, quite simply, that the Turks were over - represented in the
executive and legislative branches of Government.

Further, if the 70 : 30 ratio were to be applied in all depart-
ments and grades in the Civil Service and Police, it would mean that
(even given the composition of these bodies which in 1960 contained
22 - 24 per cent Turks), by the Law of Averages a Turkish candidate
for appointment or promotion would be almost bound to be preferred
to a Greek. For the Turks to have a share in the exercise of power
and influence within the state institutions was one thing; to have
more than a fair share is a different, and 2 totally unacceptable, thing.

It thus came to be widely believed among Greek Cypriots that
the Constitution favoured the Turkish minority at their expense.
Given the fact that the Constitution was mever put to the
test of popular opinon, but was ‘imposed’ by foreign powers on
Greek Cypriots, the latter felt that they could not be automatically
bound to accept all its provisions, fair or unfair. :

It appears that Greek leaders thought that once the British were
out, the Turks could be made, by persuasion, bribery or the appli-
cation of economic pressures', to relinquish their —more offensive
privileges. The Turks possessed considerably less than 18 per cent
of the wealth in Cyprus, and their contribution to public expenditure
was estimated to be about 7.6 per cent. Could this minority survive
and prosper without the co - operation and the good will of the Greek
majority? But the good will of the Greeks would have to be exchanged

by the Turks recognizing the necessity for reasonable changes in the
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Constitation.

When, then, the Turkish leaders demanded the implementatioﬁ
of the 70 : 30 principle in the Civil Service, the Greek leaders knew
that they had to resist now. This was one of the more manifestly un-
fair and offensive provisions, and a start had to be made immediately
in pressing for changes in certain parts of the Constitution beforé they
were applied. So the Greek side publicly argued that :

(a) in the name of justice the Turks should agree to the aban-
donment of the 70:30 principle in job - apportionment, or at least
accept its replacement by a 80 : 20 ratio.

_(b} in any case, there just were not enough qualified Turkish
candidates to fill 30 per cent of the state posts.

The latter point, no less than the former, was widely believed
by Greeks, partly no doubt because their leaders said so, but also
because it accorded with their unflattering view of the Turks. The
latter were thought of as generally lacking in culture, intelligence and
education — they were certainly not comparable to the Greeks in
these respects — so how could they raise a sufficiently large number
of qualified and competent men to fill 30 per cent of all posts? The
Turks, on the other hand, denied Greek claims and asserted that
Turkish candidates were passed over even when they were fully

qualified; so the Greek motive was to deny them their constitutional
rights. .'

The truth on this question is difficult to establish. The fact is
that the Turkish community was, in 1960, a far from wealthy group
of about 104,000 people, and it is easier to accept, than reject, the
claim that they did not include enough people with secondary and
higher education to fill 30 per cent of the middle and senior posts in
the Civil Service and Police. On the other hand it must be said that
in the vears immediately following independence it is known that
many Greeks got jobs and promotions in the Civil Service and Police
with aualifications little better than an EOKA record or connections.

But what about the more fundamental question of whether the
Turks ought not, in the name of justice, to agree to the replacement of
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the 70 : 30 principle by a fairer one. So the principle was contained
in the Constitution —— but are Constitutions sacrosanct or incorrigible?
Indeed, if a Constitution is foisted on a people without testing it
-against the .opinions of those whose corporate life it would regulate, it
is surely, from the point of view of its moral authority, suspect. Why
did the Turks refuse to discuss amending the Constitution on those
‘points which the Greeks regarded unjust?

One possible answer is that the Turks simply liked the Consti-
tution the way it was; it suited them. Another is that they did not
want to allow a precedent of constitutional amendment because then
who knows what the Greeks will think of proposing next? Their minds
- were still set on enosis, and predictably they were resisting the m-
-plementation of the separate municipalities provision, concerning
- which (as will be explained in a moment) the Turks felt very strongly.
Still, can it be denied that if the 18.4 per cent of a population are
allotted 30 per cent of all posts in the Government, the Legislature,
- the Civil Service and Police, they get more than a fair share? The
- general line which the Turks adopted in publicly defending their pri-
' vileges was that Cyprus was composed by two different cotmunities
_.or peoples, and it is this fact that mattered most and not the precise
- numerical ratio. The smaller community, precisely because it was
© smaller and more vulnerable, should have certain explicit constitutional
- guarantees that it will have a significant role to play in the running
" of the bicommunal State, and that it will not be ignored by the larger
- community. c laeoan ST

. This, of course, is not the sort of argument which was likely to
. remove from the Greek soul the conviction that they had been doubly
wronged. They could hardly have missed the point that the Turks
regarded themselves as forming a separate entity with its own peculiar .
interests and ambitions, and they were just trying to get as much as
possible from that legal arrangement called the Republic of Cyprus.
Of course, the relationship between the Greek and the Turkish com-~
munities had been, for a number of years, one of competition and
antagonism; and even dquestions of justice were discussed by them
against the background of entirely different assumptions (““Greek
island with a Turkish minority” and *two communities setting up a
Republican State”).
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And so, since the Turkish community had obtained, through the
Zurich - London Agreements and the subsequent Constitution, certain
special privileges, they were simply unwilling to give them up. This
point was stated with unusual bluntness by the Turkish leader Mr
Denktash (in, of all things, 2 Rotary Club luncheon in Nicosia) as
follows :

... As you cannot make a child grow smaller, once you give
certain social and political rights to a community vou can’t take
them away!... The Turkish community was accepted as 2 partner
in the creation of the Republic of Cyprus. Its contribution to
this Republic is 20 per cent, but its partnership right in pro-
tecting its sovereignty, its territorial integrity is on equal basis.
In other words, it is our island, it is our Republic and we are
20 per cent in it and we have 20 per cent share in it. But it is
ours and you can’t take it from us, as we can’t take your share
away from you! These are the two equals; whatever we say on
equality in this respect... what we mean is, “‘please do not take
my right away”. You may argue that this right is unjustified.
But we say that this is past argument. We have created the Re-
public of Cyprus. That is a reality. It has to be accepted 14, - '

2. Separate Municipalities

It is possible that the Turks could be persuaded to change the
70 : 30 ratio to 80: 20 in exchange for other benefits and safeguards
of their interests. (At the intercommunal negotiations that began in
June 1968 the Turks agreed to this change.) The trouble is that this
demand was put forward by the Greeks together with another demand
which the Turks could not be expected to accept : to amend the con-
stitutional provision relating to separate municipalitics. In the five
main towns of Cyprus there are Greek and Turkish inhabitants
broadly concentrated in different areas. As was indicated earlier, the
Constitution stipulated that these towns were to be split into Greek
and Turkish municipalities, under ‘ethnic’ town councils, each with
its own powers to raise taxes from its local community to finance
refuse disposal, street lighting and some other public services. The
Greek argument was that to implement this provision would mean to
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needlessly duplicate public services, the staff and the costs required
to. maintain them, and needlessly complicate local administration and
the legislation which it would have to operate under. So there ought
.be unified municipal councils (with a Greek majority).

-~ There is considerable weight to this argument; but then its
:ya.lidity was not the main motive behind the Greek move for amending
the Constitution. When it dawned on the Greek that the Turks were
given the power to control not only state functions, but parts of the
territory of the island, the old fear of partition was aroused. After all,
one of the main reasons put forward in justification of Makarios’s
's_igning the London Agreements was precisely that some settlement
had to be made scon because American pressure was working towards
the direction of territorial partition of Cyprus. To permit the par-
tition of Cyprus was, to the Greek mind, to commit the worst possible
national stn. It was imperative to maintain the whole of Cyprus as
an integral unit, whatever the cost, so that one day even in the remote
future, she could become incorporated into the Greek State. One of
the clear implications of Greek nationalism, then, was to prevent the
sstablishment of any Turkish - controlled areas on the island, espe-
cially as such areas could become, before long, the colonies of
mainland Turkey.

Most probably the Greeks exaggerated the similarities between
allowing separate Turkish municipalities and having the island actually
partitioned. To have certain areas under weak Turkish local autho-
rities, however unwise it may be on administrative, economic or legal
grounds, does not imply the creation of a ‘state within a state’ —
even when these anthorities are linked together under the umbrella
of the Vice - President. However it is important to realize that the
ultra - nationalist opponents of Makarios were shouting that the
- national struggle of EOKA aimed at nothing less than enosis and
Makarios had betrayed the great cause; and Makarios and his sup-
porters could only respond on the basis of the same nationalist
premises and assert that the ultimate aim is still the same, but the
Zurich - London Agreements had to be endorsed to forestall partition.
S0, how could it now be permitted to have the Turks controlling
specific portions of Cypriot territory? On the Greek logic, Cyprus
is a Greek island, and the Republic of Cyprus a Greek - dominated
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State; and any Turkish municipalities would amount to a Turkish

‘state’ within the official (and Greek - dominated) State. Cf course,
if it were accepted that the official Republic is a bicommunal, Greco -
Turkish State, then the existence of Turkish - controlled municipalities
would be no more of an abberation than the existence of Greek - con-
trolled municipalities.

But the Greeks perceived the situation through Greek eyes and
through the concepts that had evolved in the long course of their

nationalist movement. And besides, in the years just after the EOKA

struggle the Greek leaders were very proud of and confident in their
ability to bring about the fulfilment of their nationalist aspirations.
The struggle, as Makarios said repeatedly, was mot over, and the
Turks would not be allowed to close for good the door to emosis.
Whatever the contents of the London Agreements or the Constitution,
the fact remains (so the Greeks thought) that the Turkish leaders
had no legitimate right to keep a Greek island away from her Mother
Country. They were just a bunch of greedy and imsolent men who
were aroused into a nationalist frenzy by Britain and Turkey (the
latter to divert the attention of her populace away from their internal
problems); and at the end Messrs Kutchuk, Denktash et al. would
have to give in to Greek demands for constitutional amendments.

The tenacity of the Turks, and their passionate belief in what
they regarded as their unalienable rights, were things that the Greeks
never properly appreciated. Kutchuk and his colleagues could read
the signs that the larger community and their leaders were mot pre-
pared to shed their Greek colours and their aspirations for enosis
(even though enosis, together with partition, was ruled out by the
Constitution). This meant that unless the Turkish community main-
tained an overwhelming control over the main Turkish areas, which
in this case they would have to be clearly marked out, they would
remain perpetually an archipelago of neighbourhoods, townships and
villages within a Greek sea; and that would be tantamount to allowing
themselves to lose their separate communal status and become
dominated by the Greek community. And when that happened, the
union of the whole of Cyprus with Greece would be only one step
away. This the Turks would not have, and they were determined to
stand by the separate municipalities and all the other provisions of
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the Constitution which was guaranteed by Mother Turkey 's.

Makarios resisted Turkish separatist demands by continually
emphasizing those aspects of the Constitution which assert the
sovereign and unitary character of the Cypriot State. But the Turks :
xnew tnat if the spirit and letter of the Constitution were to be fully'-
applied, they would be able to develop a separate focus of power -
and loyalty for their community, It can hardly be denied that th_ _
_onstitution makes some kind of ‘separatism’ a ceniral feature of
the Cypriot State, and this feature the Turks wanted to maintain at all"
costs. Clearly, what they wanted was not simply a generous share 5
the power and wealth of Cyprus, but also decisive control over cert 3
arcas of Cyprus. It would be an interesting hypothetical quesuon
consider whether the Turks might have been prepared to compro
to some extent at least, their separatism if the Greeks were prep:
to abandon, or play down, their own unionist aspirations. One ¢
know the answer to this question, but a sensible guess would be: ye
it has been noted earlier that Turkish mnationalism, in its. sep
form, developed as a reaction to Greek demands for the union ¢
whole Cyprus with Greece.

3. Separate Majorities

Be that as it may, the Greeks would not implement the se
municipalities provision of the Constitution, and in retalia
Turks stopped paying rates and used their vote in the House
presentatives to reject all financial measures proposed by mini
This brought to the fore the whole question of the separate m
provision and the veto powers of the Vice - President. ~Thes
features of the mechanism of power - sharing were felt by Gr
be the most infuriating and humiliating aspects of the Consti
They felt that the framers of their Constitution had denicd the
most fundamental element of any democratic machinery —
rule. How can it be accepted, it was argued, that the 18.4 pe
the population should have collectively such powers as to contro1
blackmail the 81.6 per cent majority? Why, it is possible-un
Constitution for a bill to receive the approval of all 35 Greek me
of the House and also of 7 out of 15 Turkish members, and ygt-'_foi:

51




bill to be rejected. Indeed, in this kind of situation a slim majority of
the Representatives of the 18.4 per cent community has the power to
frustrate the wishes of everybody else. And the Vice - President, who
may be elected by a slim majority of Turkish votes, has the power of
veto in foreign affairs, defence and security over decisions taken by
the whole of the House or the cabinet. Is this democracy? If the Greek
people of Cyprus in their vast majority are not to be the masters of
their own house, what is to become of the universally accepied prin-
ciple of self - determination? - Is Cyprus mot an independent and
sovereign State and a member of the United Nations Organisation?
Surely the whole world will acknowledge that Cyprus must gaih
‘unfettered  self - determination’. And so, ‘unfettered self - deter-
mination’ became the newest Greek campaign - cry, and was given a
prominent position in the Greek armoury of slogans.

It might be thought that this hopeless confusion of issues was
the result of the confused and increasingly agitated atmosphere that
developed in Cyprus in 1962 - 3. This was certainly part of the expla-
nation, but there was another reason too. To put the matter crudely
{but it will be elaborated later), the Greeks still wanted enosis, but
were stuck with a Constitution which (a) expressly ruled enosis out;
(b) gave the Turkish mipority rights and privileges far in excess of
those recognized by the U.N. Charter: an over - generous share of the
State structure, plus powers to resist the wishes of the Greek majority;
and (c) gave Turkey, as ome of the Guarantor Powers, the rignt to
intervene, should the constitutional order be destroyed. The Greek
strategy was to express their demands for radically revising the Con-
stitution in terms which the international community understood and
approved of. So the Turkish privileges would be presented as com-
travening the principle of self - determination, and Turkey’s threats to
intervene would be denounced on the grounds that the independence
and territorial integrity of Cyprus must be respected.

The Turkish answer to the ‘unfettered self - determination’
argument starts from the premise that Cyprus is inhabited by two
communities, each with its own distinctive national identity, culture
and interests, and these communities are the joint founders and owners
of the Republican State. From this point of view, then, Cyprus is net
one united people whose ‘general will” is to find expression in a united
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‘Government and Legislature. Cyprus has a population composed of
.two peoples, with two different ‘general wills'’ which must somehow
‘be accommodated to one system of political institutions. So, the

principle of majority rule cannot be applied in the case of the Cypriot
State in the same straightforward way in which it is applied in rrance,
Sweden and other countries in which nationhood and statehood are
co - extensive concepts. Cyprus extends over two national units, two
ethnic ‘selves’ and so there should be two self - determinations: and
tmis means either territorial partition, or a umified State in waich
executive and legislative power is vested in the democratically elected
leaders and representatives of the two partner communities. Had the
smalicr community not have access to veto powers and other con-
stitutional safeguards, the larger and stronger community would have
unilaterally changed any article of the Constitution they did not fancy,
and eventually the whole constitutional status of Cyprus itself. The
‘Yurks are not to be seen as a mere minority in a Greek Cypriot Stae,
but one of the two constituents of a bicommunal Cypriot State. So
they need to have enough power to maintain their partnership status.

It is not the purpose of this study to examine the logical merits
and weakness of the Greek and Turkish positions, as these were put
forward during the tense years of the Greco- Turkish State. The
purpose is rather to show that the difficulties and eventual breakdown
of this State was as much of a consequence of conflicting wishes and
passions, as of conflicting systems of ideas and attitudes. Without
nationalist ideas there is no nationalist feeling; and to understand the
states of feeling within the Greek and Turkish communities at that
period and after, it is necessary to understand those ideas, attitudes,
values and ideological doctrines which formed the content of the
rival Greek and Turkish nationalist traditions.

4, Separatist Constitution

It could be argued that the framers of the Constitution had
unwisely accepted the separate existence of the two communities, with
different nationalist and cultural traditions and competing interests, as
a ‘given’ and ‘immutable’ factor, and proceeded to erect a consti-
tutional edifice on the assumption that the twe communities would
have to develop in future as separate entities. In other words, it might
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be said that the Constitution, far from attempting to bring the two
communities together, perpetuated their separateness by setting up
structures and institutions to represent two sets of interests — Greek
Cypriot and Turkish Cypriot — instead of a united Cypriot set. As
was maintained by a recent critic, |

the whole of the 1960 Constitution is permeated with the rather
naive belief that communal suspicion can only disappear throngn
the multiplication of structures and countiess awkwardly inter-
acting mechanisms. As a result, " redundant structures were
created simply for distribution between the two communiﬁeé.
The 1960 Constitution... is weighed down by checks and
balances, procedvral and substantive guaraniees and pro-
hibitions. Constitutionalism had, indeed, run riot in harness
with communalism. It is hardly surprising that the application

of the rigid provisions of these unique constitutional arrange-
ments proved unworkable 16,

That the Constitution was ‘unworkable’ is a ptoposition which
the Greek Cypriot public at large learned to regurgitate. Of course
some of its ‘unworkable’ provisions were not given a chance io work.
It may be noted, in passing, that Dr Ernst Forsthoff, the ex - Pro-
fessor of Heidelberg University who became the ‘neutral’ President
of the Constitutional Court of Cyprus, publicly stated that the ‘Con-
stitution was mot by its nature unworkable :

Every constitution can have its peculiar problems, There is no
constitution in the world which has not got its particular' pro-
blems and difficulties. This is primarily a question of good will.
If there is good will a constitution can be implemented, and the
Constitution [of Cyprus] is capable of being implemented.

Another observer remarked that

Whatever its defects, the Constitution did correspond to the
actual state of affairs on the island, where each ethnic commu-
nity lived separately within the major towns, worked in separate
enterprises, and conducted its daily Life within the confines of
its own group. A disinterested observer may find the Consti-
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tution excessively detailed and uncertain on such basic points
as the protection of Turkish Cypriot rights; yet the Constitution
might have worked, despite the limitations its drafting imposed,
had the two communities shown a ‘greater willingness to co-
operate with each otber 7.

it must be remembered that the Constitution was, in its origin

and conception, a little like a peace treaty — and an attempt to bring

about peace and hopefully co - operation and good will, between two
sides : Greece and the Greek community of Cyprus, and Turkey and
the Turkish community of Cyprus. The Republic was established in

"~ 1960 against a background of fear, suspicion and ill feeling between

the Greek and Turkish Cypriots. Those who led the State, the Greek
and Turkish nationalist leaders, made no serious effort to change the
traditional self - images of their respective peoples (“we are children
of Greece struggling for our national liberation against all odds™;
twe ‘are children of Turkey, fighting heroically against those who
wish to subjugate us”). Indeed, frequently the leaders encouraged
mistrust and aggressiveness and contempt towards the other side by
speeches and practical example. It has been explained that the in-
dividuals who made up the Greek and Turkish components of the
Government continued to perceive their role, task and objectives in
terms of the ideologies that directed the pre - 1960 Greek and Turkish
nationalist movements, The Constitution represented a set of arrange-
ments which fell short of enosis, and short of a Greek - dominated
independent State. This fact alone was sufficient to make nationalist
Greek leaders, and their obedient community, unwilling to make the
Constitution work — it had to be changed. The reasons and motives
behind Greek calls for constitutional changes were in themselves suf-
ficient to make Turkish leaders, and their obedient  community, to
stand resolutely against changes. Whatever the paiticular virtues and
weaknesses of the Cyprus Constitution, in the political ¢limate ‘that
prevailed in the early 1960’s it was bound to fail to work.
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1V. CONFLICT BETWEEN THE STATES
OF CYPRUS, 1963 - 1974

1. The Greek State and the Turkish ‘State’ of Cyprus

At the beginning of this study I have outlined the circum-
stances under which the intercommunal fighting broke out in December
1963, thus bringing about the collapse of the unitary Greco - Turkish
State of Cyprus. Within the armed enclaves which the Turks created,
a system of political, administrative, judicial, social and other in-
stitutions was set up, which eventually took almost all the organic
characteristics of a small state. The Greeks, of course, refused to re-
cognize it, and the Turks did not ask for recognition from other
countries, if only because they knew they would not get it. But
although it lacked the name of a state, what the Turkish Cypriots
created was in essence a small national state, existing within defended
borders, with its own Government (called after December 1967 the
Turkish Cypriot Administration), public services, and even luxuries
like a Football Federation and a Scouting Movement. Dr Kutchuk
headed the Turkish Cypriot Administration until February 1973
when he was succeeded by Mr Rauf Denktash.

The ‘official’ State of Cyprus was now left entirely in Greek
hands, and Makarios and his all - Greek Government continued. fo
be recognized by foreign countries and international organizations as
the Government of the Republic. The all - Greek House of Repre-
sentatives continued to pass laws under the 1960 Conpstitution — with
some of its provisions changed or ignored -— laws which were en-
forced throughout the territory of the Republic except for the Turkish
‘no go' areas. The position of the Turkish population in Greek - con-
trolled territory — and considerable numbers remained there uniil
July 1974 — was rather ambiguous. They were subject to the
jurisdiction of Greek Cypriot authorities and laws, but they also
recognized the authority of, and gave allegiance to, those in-
stitutions that operated in the Turkish areas; for example all Turkish
Cypriot young men, wherever they may have lived, served in the
Turkish Cypriot conscript Army. Besides, these Turkish inhabitants of
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Creek - controlled areas could not vote in the elections for the Pre-
sidency and the ‘Greek’ House of Representatives, or apply for a posi
w the ‘Greek’ Civil Service or Police (but they had sucn rights wiin
cgard io sumilar  institutions created in the Turkish - controlied
areas). ‘these people, then, did not have full citizensmp rights in e
‘orilcial Uifeek - 1un State, so ait ‘Lurkisn Cypriots, in wnatever part of
Lyprus tney may nave lved, idenuned themselves with, and supported
tne ‘upoiricial’ ‘furkish -run  quasi- State. krom UDecember Ivod
onwaras, the conilict between Greek and Turkisn Cyprioes rmust be
understood in terms of the relationship between two independent
systems of formai institutions wiuch clauned to express ine nauionai
wenuty, will and interests of the two communities. indeed, most Of
tne acwal fighting that occured sporadically until November 5o
was carried out Dy regular armies Dbelonging to the two nanonai
states of Cyprus, the ‘official’ and ‘unofficial’.

In February 1968 — at the time when an uneasy peace pre-

" vailed under the worried eyes of U.N. observers and troops —

makarios obtamned through new Presidential electuions a (Ureek)
popular mandate to negotiate with ‘the cohabitant element’ a settle-
ment for a new unitary State. Since June 1968, representatives of the
two sides met regularly in an effort to arrive at a new constitutional
arrangement. As was said earlier, substantial progress was made on
many 1ssues, but the thorny question of the jurisdiction and powers of
the local administrations was not finally resolved. So on the eve of the
military coup which temporarily toppled President Makariog there
were in Cyprus two power poles, representing two separate political
and economic organizations, existing on separate territorial bases.

it is impossible in this limited study to give a comprehensive
account of the relationship between the two Cypriot communities and
States. What I wish to illuminate in this section are the different
forms which Greek and Turkish nationalisms have taken in the last
decade, under conditions of Greek Cypnot and Turkish Cypriot
‘national’ statehood.

After 21st December 1963, very much more than before then,
Greek and Turkish nationalisms became matters of official policy
and inspiration. The Greek and Turkish leaderships needed to arouse
and rally their communities around them, and win the sympathy of
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foreign press and international public opinion. Thus, the Greek and
Turkish radio stations, newspapers, politicians and speech - makers
plunged inte a passionate and vicious propaganda war, attributing
evil motives and the worst faith to the opposite side, and especially
the opposite side’s leaders. The image of the Turks which the Greek
side cultivated (consciously or unconsciously) was either that they
were a minority of greedy people who, owing to an Anglo - Turkish
conspiracy, obtained a Constitution that gave them super - privileges
at the expense of the Greek majority and resorted to armed rebellion
when the Greeks made a firm stand on their legitimate democratic
rights; or alternatively (and a little more generously) that they were
basically plain and sensible, if uncultivated, folk, who were the victims
of an evil and self - seeking leadership that would send them to their
own destruction.

On the Turkish side the Greeks were presented and viewed as
an unscrupulous and violent pecple, a part of the Greek nation that

had long been the opponents of the Turkish nation, and who, in their

pursuit of enosis, used cunning and force the break up the established
constitutional arrangements, and all that these implied in terms of
co - operation and peaceful co - oxistence %,

From inside their armed enclaves the Turkish Cypriots developed
a theory — the joint product of official policy and popular belief —
that they could no longer entrust their safety to Greeks and it was
therefore even more important that it had seemed earlier that they
should live in separate areas, governed and po]iced' by themselves.
As if to prove their point the Turkish leadership exerted pressure on
many Turks living in Greek areas to leave their homes and properties
and come to the Turkish enclaves to live as refugees. The Greek side
got hold of, and published, an official Turkish document which stated
that “a fine of £25 or other severe punishment, and one month’s
imprisonment or whipping” would be imposed on Turks residing in
the enclaves who entered Greek areas without special permit, or who
did so (permit or no permit) for the purpose of visiting Greek Courts,
hospitals and other State institations, or for business with Greeks, or
friendly association with Greeks, or for promenade, or amusement.
U Thant, in a report presented to the U.N. on 11th March 1965
stated that :
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The Turkish Cypriot policy of self - isolation has led the com-
munity in the opposite direction from normality. The community
leadership discourages the Turkish Cypriot population from en-
gaging in personal, commercial or other contacts with their
Greek Cypriot compatriots, from applying to Government offices
in administrative matters or from resettling in their home villages
if they are refugees.

So, whereas Turkish nationalist propaganda claimed that Turks
cannot live in safety in the midst of the Greek community, Greek
propaganda countered that by saying that Greeks and Turks _ha.d
always lived together in peace and they would be doing so now if it
was not for the separatist designs of the evil Turkish leadership.

The Turkish leaders, however, and their propaganda machine
got a godsend in the form of the publication in the Greek pro - Grivas
newspaper Patris (issue of 21st April 1966) of a top secret document
which in their view showed the Greek Cypriot leadership in their true
light. This was the famous Akritas Plan, drawn up by the Greek
Cypriot leaders and Greek Army officers in 1963. According to
Patris — whose professed intention was to €xpose the mishandiing
of the Greek ‘national cause’ by Makarios and his associates — the
Archbishop set up a secret organization and appointed the Minister
~f the Interior Yeorgadjis as its head, under the nom de guerre of
Chief Akritas. The document itself states at the beginming that “‘as
the final objective [of our organization] remains unchanged, what
must be dwelt upon is the method to be employed towards attaining
that objective’”. In fact the content of the Akritas Plan consists of the
exposition of a method by which enosis is to be pursued. The rationale
wehind the chosen method is presented in the following words

It is obvious that today international public opinion is against
any form of oppression, especially of minorities. The Turks have
so far been able to convince world public opinion that the union
of Cyprus with Greece will amount to their enslavement. Under
these circumstances we stand a good chance of success In in-
fluencing international public opinion if we base our struggle
not on ENOSIS but on self - determination. But in order to be
able to exercise the right of self - determination fully and with-

-59



out hindrance we must first get rid of the Agreements (c.g. the

Treaty of Guarantee, the Treaty of Alliance etc) and of those
provisions of the Constitution which inhibit the free and un-
bridled expression of the will of the people and which carry
dangers of external interference. For this reason our first target
has been the Treaty of Guarantee, which is the first Agreement
to be cited as not being recognized by the Greek Cypriots. When
the Treaty of Guarantee is removed, no legal or moral force

will remain to obstruct us in determining our future through a
plebiscite.

The actual procedure to be followed is, briefly: First create the im-
pression in the international field that the Cyprus problem has not
been solved, and consequently the Zurich - London Agreements and

Constitution will have to be reviewed. Then put forward proposals
which seem reasonable and justified.

It is evident that for intervention firom Turkey] to be justified
there must be more serious reason and more immediate danger
than constitutional amendments... In case of a planned or un-
planned attack by the Turks, whether this is staged or not, it is
necessary to suppress this forcefully in the shortest possible time,
* since, if we manage to become the masters of the situation with-

in a day or two, outside intervention would not be possible,
probable or justifiable. '

It should be noted that the Akritas Plan was never disclaimed by
Makarios or the other Greek Ileaders. And although the Plan was
abandoned after the first intercommunal fighting — when the Greeks
failed to become masters of the situation “within a day or two” —
Makarios continued to proclaim that (to take for example the state-
ment he made to the London I.T.N. on 15th TJune 1966):

The demand for enosis is based on the democratic principle of
self - determination... Enosis is a right of the people.

Earlier, in April 1965, he rejected the recommendation of the U. N.
Mediator in Cyprus that the exercise of self - determination should be
short of enosis. After all, the point of relegating the Turkish community
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' to the status of a minority and invoking the full apphf:at.lon of 1;111:
| principle of self - determination was none other than achieving enosis.

2. The Twkish Cypriot Nationalist Position

To understand the nature of the official Turkish lerlpno; ;ﬁl}:};
nalist position after 1963 it is pecessary to see what t t? e
leaders had learned, or thought they had {eamed, frorr} the1; 3:{1 > <
‘partnership’ and their study of the Akritas .Plan. First c;her P
impossible to resist the conclusion that Makarios and' the o o
leaders never honestly intended to co-oper.ate with the e
leaders under 2 bicommunal type of Constituﬂo?, le':t alone bﬁ S:E- o
with a mere 13 amendments of the 1960 COﬂStltletlon. As the "
Plan makes it clear, the demand for ‘reasonable ame_ndmergls w:;tus
be only the first step of reducing the Turkish communllty tfo : e é e
of a2 mere minority unable to effactive(liy t;on?ol atgc (:;fﬂ(l} :amnetee o

jority. Once this was achieved, and the T1re :

Illilf?:*lfltfherc would be nothing stopping the_Greek ‘1eadersh1p. frctahrr;
appealing to the principle of self - detefm'%nauQn, which mezzzigl e
context of Cyprus that a2 monolithic majority of Gn.aeks can. e
a monolithic minority of Turks too, and proclaim enosis. urthe
(as the Turks saw if) the Greeks believed that the ob]ecuvc.of en'osm
justified, if necessary, the use of violent means. f[‘he‘se c0ns1der1at1c?ns
have influenced the shape of the Turkish position in &e fdfﬁ:l%
ways i

(i) Any new agreements that may be re-ached -with the Gree.lzs
must definitely and unequivocally exclude enosis. Re_sm}:ance to ‘erilcis; E
and any measure that may be a ‘first stt?p’ to‘ enosis, is anGa.mc]; e
Turkish nationalism. Of course Makarios, m'sPn:ed by ref.:i ; :
tionalism and not wishing to be branded a trmtor-fc.)r a sec?n a“n;l‘e
by his ultra - nationalist opponents, would b'e u1.1w1111ng tc? sign to z
enosis, or even to stop talking about it. This gives promineuce
second feature of the Turkish position.

(i) A reconstituted Republic of Cyprus which the Tu;k; hiiﬁ
agree to become a part of, should be a bicommunal Stia)te;ﬂ:taSh .
they must have a measurc of effective control. As Mr De put
it (in his Rotary Club address):
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The Greeks by themselves cannot be the masters of the destiny
of a bicommunal independent Republic of Cyprus, because that
would mean no protection at all for the Turks in Cyprus, and
Cyprus would ultimately be united with Greece. We must realize
that that road must be kept closed if we are going to find the
conditions of peaceful co - existence in Cyprus 1%,

Thus, Turkish nationalism means, among other things, a perception
of the Turkish community as one of the constituents of the Cypriot
population, and a belief in the necessity for the community’s repre-

sentatives to be partners (albeit junior partners) in the Government

of Cyprus. A mere minority they will not be.

(ii) A more specific doctrine of Turkish Cypriot nationalism
is that, since the ‘functional federation’ of 1960 - 63 (ie. the bicom-
munal control of state functions) was a failure, any new settlement
must provide for a geographically - based federation. The Greek con-
cept of a unitary State, under a Greek - dominated Government, was
unacceptable. The Turks wanted to be in a position to govern and
police certain areas which they could call their own, because (a) as
they repeatedly claimed, they could not entrust their security in the
hands of Greks; (b) they needed to ensure that the Greeks could not
repeat the ‘experiment’ of December 1963 and attempt to unite the
island with Greece; and (c) Cyprus was their country too and they
wanted to be the masters of their own land. The desire for self -
management can be as fundamental a motive for political action as
the need for security.

(iv) The last point (c) may be clarified by highlighting another
aspect of Turkish Cypriot nationalism which is not very easy to put
into words. From the beginnings of the Greek Cypriot nationalist
movement, the Greeks spoke of Cyprus as ‘their island’, and claimed
that she belongs to the glorious Greek people and that the existence
of the Tarkish community is a regrettable abberation of history. The
Turks could point out to many statements made by Greek leaders,
even during the ‘partnership’ years, which implied that the Turkish
presence mars the purity of the Greek island. For example Makarios
himself said on 4th September 1962 {i.e. while he was the Head of a
bicommunal State) in a speech at his home village Panayia:
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Until this small Turkish community that forms part f)-f th-e
Turkish race and has been the terrible enemy of Hellem‘sm is
expelled, the duty to the heroes of EOKA cannot be considered

as terminated.

In response to such Greek attitudes, Turkish' nationa]jsmalasselzfs ;111:
dignity of the Turkish community and the rights and w;d u(;,; o e
Turks of Cyprus. This sentiment has been expressed by Mr De

in his Rotary Club address as follows:

We are part of Cyprus. You can’t throw us out. So accomglotd::z
us. Let’s accommodate ourselves. We don't V.Vaflt much. Bu ;
don’t want to be ‘not wanted’. That is the difficulty. For yeart
we have been told by words and by action that we are aios
wanted in Cyprus, that Cyprus is not ours. And th.at... Tﬂ Z
any community very angry, and makes any commum.ty end1 et ,
at least in their own conscience, to take all steps .m ,c_)r ;:Ir'o
prove that a land where they have lived for centuries is theirs

and they intend to keep it as such 29.

na-
Turkish Cypriot separatism, then, can only be und.erstood azn;y o
tionalist effort to resist the absorption of the Turkish commi |

a Greek State or a Greek - dominated Cypriot State. 5

4. The Greek Cypriot Nationalist Positions

Let us now look at what happened in t]?e Gree?: commintlzngz
Cvprus from 1963 to 1974. This period exhibits two m.apc')rtanf aencs
that must be understood and accounted for: (a) the majority o e
Cypriots gradually lost much of their fervotfr and coxuff};:;:i :0 e
struggle for enosis; and (b) those Wh.o remained com_ml o e
Greek ‘national cause’ were divided into two competing .n plonals!
camps which I shall call, for obvious reaso'ns, t_he Makariosi
the Grivasites. I shall develop the second point first.

Makarios never appeared to have regretted.the _fz_a.ct that his -13,1_
point propdsals, made against the back‘g:round of suspicion I;mi ;Z?;mhé
precipitated the break -up of the 1.)1communal St:ate.t' rowas he
thought that the ensuing state - within - the - State situation %
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ferable to what preceded it. At least the events of December 1963
got him off the Zurich - London hook, and now he felt free to lead
his people in a new struggle towards a goal which would certainly
not be a Greco - Turkish State. What was this new goal to be? The
answer was given by him in scores of speeches and other public state-
ments he made before and after December 1963. To take a quite

typical example, on 3rd November 1963 at Paralimni Church he said:

What is our desire? We have proclaimed it many times: our
union with the Motherland, eternal Greece. What will our reply
be if such a solution is made difficult, and ¥ some think com-
promises are required or that something be given in return?
No is the reply, and the struggle will continue until complete
fulfilment.

Again in interviews with Greek Cypriot newspapers he explained his
position in these terms :

The real victory will be achieved when Cyprus will be annexed
to Greece without any concessions whatever... I am for enosis,

but it must be genuine enosts without curbs or strings. (Ethniki-

newspaper, 1.10.67).

The same idea was expressed bj the Hoﬁse of Representatives which,
on 26th June 1967, passed unanimously the following resolution :

Interpreting the age - long aspirations of the Greeks of Cyprus,
the House declares that despite any adverse circumstances it will
‘not suspend the struggle conducted with the support of all
Greeks, until this struggle succeeds in uniting the whole and
"undivided Cyprus with the Motherland, without any intermediary
stages. :

These statements represent the position which Makarios and the
official Greek Cypriot leadership held since the time of the Zurich -
London Agreements and which, more fully expressed, amounts to the
following propositions :

(i) The ideal of enosis is proclaimed to be the fundamental
principle which guides the aspirations and long - term policies of
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- Greek Cypriots.

(ii) Tt is recognized that there are certain ‘difficulties’ standing

_ in the way to enosis : Turkey is prepared to go to war to prevent its.
- realization, unless she is given in exchange large military bases and/or
- other substantial territorial concessions. The Turkish condition — oc-

casionally supported by the Unites States and NATO -— is definitely
unacceptable to the Greeks.

(iii) Tt is recognized (though rarely said in public) that Greece
is unwilling to go to war with Turkey, because Turkey is mili-
tarily not weaker than Greece, and only 40 miles away from the
island. A war between Greece and Turkey over Cyprus would result,
at the most optimistic estimate, in the territorial partition- of
the island.

(iv) As long as enosis is ‘not feasible’ the duty of the Greeks
is to keep Cyprus an independent and undivided Greek - dominated
island ~— which means that the Turkish minority must not be allowed
to control either the functions of the State or territory. Under changed '
circumstances, at some point in the unspecified future, Turkey may
become unable to intervene in support of the Turkish Cypriots, and
then Greek Cypriots should be ready and able to seize the opportunity
to complete the union of the whole Cyprus with Motherland. Thus
enosis is not to be excluded by any new (non - permanent) settlement

* which the Greek and Turkish sides may reach.

This was then, Makarios’s nationalist stand : commitment to the
traditional enosis ideal is still definitive of the ‘true’ Greek, but this
commitment is now qualified by a measure of understanding of poli-
tical and military realities. On this nationalist platform Makarios was
re - elected President in February 1968 with 95.45 per cent of the
votes cast, and re - elected for a third term term unopposed five years
later. Tt might be inferred that the vast majority of Greek Cyprlots
were Makariosite nationalists; but the actual facts were, as will be
explained, much more complicated: they were Makariorites, but not
nearly as nationalist as their Ethnarch and his associates. -

It was said carlier that Makarios was opposed by Grivas and a
small number of ardent enosis supporters almost as soon as he signed
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the London Agreements. In the early years of the Republic, the
Grivasites (who included in their numbers ex- EOKA fighters not
accommodated by the Yeorgadijis patronage system) agitated in favour
of removing Turkish ‘super - privileges’ and re - activating the diplo-
matic and military struggle for eposis. Jn 1969 - 1970 these ultra-
nationalist elements joined, or supported a clandestine organisation
called the National Front, which tried to overthrow the Government
by a guerilla campaign and very nearly succeeded in assassinating
Makarios. The campaign of the National Front came to nothing, and

in September 1971, Grivas himself came to Cyprus to organize a new -

version of EOKA, EOKA -B.

Griva’s supporters, although never very many, were a wixed bag
of people from the point of view of their social background, political
philosophy and motives. They all defined their position by reference
to the ideal of enosis, which they did not regard as ‘not feasible’ and
considered themselves as the ‘pure’ enosis supporters. Their declared
views, however, amounted more to criticisms of Makarios himself,
than to any coherent and thought - out nationalist doctrine. Typically,
a Grivasite nationalist held all or most the following beliefs :

() The Greeks should immediately stop negotiating with the
Turks on the basis of an independent State, and begin a diplomatic,
and if necessary military, struggle with the sole aim of achieving
€nosis.

(if) Makarios must be removed from office because, despite his
nationalist poses, he does not xeally want enosis. Having concentrated
all political and ecclesiastical power, and much economic power, in
his hands, he simply enjoys playing ‘Pope - Ceasar’ in an independent
State.

| (iii) He maintains himself in power by means of his hold over
the Church, the Police and also irregular armed bands; his control
of the Radio, Television and a large section of the press; illiberal laws
aimed at strangling the voice of the opposition; nepotism and bribery;
systematic harassment of ‘true’ and ‘pure’ enosis fighters and sup-
porters.

(iv) He is incompetent to conduct the internal and foreign
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policy of Cyprus, and (as the publication of the Akritas Plan was

‘calculated to show) has made a mess of the Greek ‘national cause’.

(v) Heis responsible for the dilution of Greek nationalist feeling
among the Greek Cypriot masses, who have gradually lost their earlier
pride in their Hellenic heritage, and became complacent about their
‘hermaphrodite’ Cypriot State. Under the leadership of Makarios,
the masses are now a spineless lot who are less concerned with their
national destiny, and more with making money, buying houses,
running in fast cars and generally aping West European decadent
ways.

The last point is the most obscure, but the most interesting. It
suggests that there is a connection between the watering - down of the
nationalist sentiment of the Greek populatiton at large and the eco-
nomic prosperity which Cyprus experienced since the late 1960’s; and
it also blames Makarios for this. The Grivasite ‘cultural criticism’ is
simple - minded, but it half - recoguizes certain important facts about
popular political aftitudes among Greek Cypriots, which we must now
turn our attention to.

During 1960 - 63 — when EOKA memories were still fresh —-
Makarios and his associates, and also a number of ultra - nationalist
personalities of the Grivasite opposition, found it possible to
keep popular nationalist feeling astir, and public discussion concerned
with the necessity to curb Turkish super - privileges. During the viclent
year of 1964, when the Greeks raised a conscript Army -~ the Na-
tional Guard — to fight the Turks, and a military force of more than
10,000 men was clandestinely sent from Greece to resist a possible
invasion from Turkey, there was little else that ordinary people could
think and talk about than the ‘national cause’. After 1964, however,
when comparative calm returned to Cyprus — at least there were few
incidents in population centres — Greek people increasingly con-
cerned themselves with less heroic affairs, and more everyday life
problems. Makarios continued to resist successfully any attempt from
the Grivasite opposition to outbid him in the nationalist word - game
with utterances such as (to take for example a speech he made on
26th May 1965) —

Fither the whole of Cyprus is to be united with Greece or be-
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come a holocaust... The road to the fulfilment of national as-
pirations may be full of difficulties, but we shall reach the goal
~— which is eno_sis — alive or dead...

— but it must not be supposed that ordinary Greek people much
tancied the idea of becoming a holocaust. They kept on applanding
the speeches of their leaders, Makariosites and Grivasites, not only
because they dared not do otherwise, but also because they were
genuinely moved by them. After all, if your idolized leader, Makarios,
Grivas (who commanded the National Guard until he was recalled to
Athens m December 1¥07) or anyone else tells you that you are a
heroic people, you are uniikely to throw away the compliment. Lhe
fact remains, however, that once popuiar anxiety eased — when fight-
mng died down and certain ‘abpormaiities’ were accepted — a host of
otner day - to - day problems demanded an increasing amount of tne
attention of ordinary people. There is the family income that must be
secured, business to be transacted, the children’s education to e
looked after, and the daughter has reached marriageable age efe, etc.
o0, while on Sundays and special days the people participated in the
ritual of celebrating the enosis ideal and the heroes who struggled for
it, on ordinary week - days their thought turned to more mundane
subjects. Their earlier apprehension and resentment, which nad made
them so aggressive, gradually disappeared. At least three factors
brought about this change in the mind of the ordinary Greek Cypriot.

(1) The Greeks no longer had to hear of the Turks occupying
30 per cent of the posts of the state institutions. Indeed, many more
Greeks were now the glad occupants of such posts. The Government,
the House of Representatives, the Civil Service, the Radio and Tele-
vision — all these were now in Greek hands. The official Cypriot
State, under which all Greeks lived, was a Greck Cypriot State.

(i) Again, the Greeks no longer had to fear the Vice - Pre-
sidential veto, or that the Turkish members of the House of Repre-
sentatives may block financial legislation. The House was now free to
rubber - stamp the bills sent there by the all - Greek Government.

(iit) — and this is the mos: curious feature of the attitudes
of Greek people. They were pleased that they had prevented the im-
plementation of the separate municipalities and other ‘anjust’ pro-
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visions of the Constitution. The strong stand put up by their leaders
paid off, and now they could live without the danger of the establish-
ment of Turkish - controlled areas, which (as Makarios had repeatedly
stated} would be the first step to the partitioning of the territory of
Lyprus,

1he obvious response to (¢} is that the Turks had established
their own areas and created a system of institutional and admimstra-
tive structures which carried the support of the Turkisa popaiation.
n0, wasn't Cyprus already partioned? Wasn't there a L'urxisn ‘State’
wanin tneir own Greek  State? According to the Greek view, the
‘Lurkish institutions -- which were contemptuously referred to as ‘the
pseudo - mini - ‘State’, ‘the so - called Turkish Cypriot Admimstration’,
‘e pirate Radio’, ‘e illegal Police, Post Omce eic’ — were not
permanent features of Cyprus, but elements of a temporary aAnouaany.
1oey did not realty enjoy tne support of the Lurkisin Lypriot masses,
but were maintained by the money and iorce of arms or matuand
LUrKey anq ner iurkisn L ypriot puppeis! Lhis situation cowid not
go on Ior ever, and sooner or later (and the sooner, ing beiter for tne
L'urks) the rebeibous minority would have to come back to tae orficial
unitary and integrated State. The unity of ‘their’ isiand would even-
tually be restored -— and certainly not under the unjust, unworkable
and separatist 1960 Constitution.

D, ic ougnt pe asked, if the separation of tme Turkisn com-
munity was only temporary, so was the Greek community's monopoly
of toe orfcial state institutions, Did the Greeks think (nat the Lurks
would return to the fold of the State without a generous snare of power
and resources, and without various forms of checks and baiances
similar to those of the 1960 Constitution? And if tne Greeks were
intent on preventing the re - activation of that Constitution or the
drafting of a similar one, why did they suppose that the Turks would
agree to come back — especially now that they tasted self - govern-
ment? Wasn’t the re - integration of Cyprus contingent upon the re -
establishment of bicommunal control of the State? Or could it
seriously be supposed that Turkey would let her kith and kin to go
to their knees and beg from the Greeks admission to the fold. of the
State whatever the terms?

It is difficult to see how the average Greek Cypriot would
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answer these questions, or. whether his political beliefs did actually
amount to a coherent and rational view of the situation. In the new
much more relaxed atmosphere that developed within the Greei;
community after 1964, and particularly from 1968 onwards, the vast
majority of Greeks thought less and less, and less and less seriously
about the Turks and the achievement of the union of Cyprus Wlth,
Greece. Their adversaries were, after all, not to be seen in the Mini-
stries or other Government Departments, or the House of Represen-
tatives, or the Police, or the Radio and Television, or any other area
of the State — so the crisis was behind them and the Government
would keep the situation under control. Indeed, as far as the majority
of Greek Cypriots were concerned, the Turks were entirely out of sight.
There were, true, the 48 mixed villages, in which Greeks and Turks
lived in peace and friendship. But in the larger urban centres the
Turks either lived in their own armed enclaves or in their own
neighbourhoods, keeping themselves to themselves and only rarely
appearing in Greek streets, shops or cafés. And it is probably true
to say that most Greeks and most Turks never knew personaily any
merobers of the other community.

The absence of direct contact between Greek and Turkish people
at large meant that the nationalist speech - makers {many of them old
EOKA and TMT hands) and the mass media which reported the
speeches and supplemented them with propaganda of their own, had
an unrivalled infiuence on the formation of popular attitudes with
regard to the other community, and beliefs as to what the causes of
the intercommunal conflict were and how it cught to be resolved. For
example, if the average Greek were asked to explain why there was
a state of conflict ' between the Greek and Turkish community, he
would most probably trot out some stereotype answer about ‘the
Greek majority’, and ‘the unworkable and unjust Constitution ex-
ternally imposed’, and ‘the Turkish soper - privileges’ and other
elements of the official picture. If he were sincere, however, he would
have to admit that personally the did not quite know why the Con-
stitution was unworkable, and that he knew and cared little about
the Turkish community. Again, if he were asked whether he still
wished for Cyprus to be united with Greece, he would be most unlikely
to give any answer other than Yes, for Cyprus is, after all, ‘Greek
from the dawn of history’, and her ‘destiny’ is to be incorporated into
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the national trunk, Mother Greece’. It is a matter of deep regret that,
despite four years of glorious struggle, certain ‘external factors’ have
made union ‘not feasible’. But again, if our average Greek were
sincere, he would have to admit that, as it happened, he had not been
much concerned with enosis lately.

It is a well - known fact that many Greek Cypriots developed
a positive dislike for mainland Greeks, whom they. called ‘kalamarades’
(rather like ‘Boche’ is to ‘German’). This was particolarly  true
as regards Greek Army officers who were sent by the Athens Govern-
ment to lead a National Guard of reluctant Greek Cypriot conscripts.
After 21st April 1967, when an Army coup in Greece brought to
power a military junta, many of these officers engaged in propaganda
on behalf of the dictatorship — and this made them even more
dislikable in the eyes of many Greck Cypriots. Indeed, many Greek
Cypriots would not want, under the circumstances, -enosis, even if it
were offered them (which does not mean would dare say so in public).

The overwhelming mass support which Greek Cypriots gave
Makarios — even after September 1971, when Grivas returned to
Cyprus, thus offering his people-an alternative focus of nationalist
loyalty — may be explained by at least three reasons.

(i) Makarios had been the Ethnarch since 1950, a national
leader with a tremendous pi:estigé in the Hellenic world. Supporting
him meant, among other things, claiming membership (or appearing
in public to claim membership) of a great and distinguished nationalist
movement which had been glorified and sanctified by the EOKA
heroes. To take up a position other than a nationalist one was un- '

respectable, and possibly harmful.

(i) Makariosite nationalism, as contrasted to Grivasite na-
tionalism, meant advocating or supporting the idea of a Greek-
dominated Cyprus for the foreseeable future. This idea accorded, in
one way or another, with the thoughts and feelings of most Greek
Cypriots. Many of these people did not really want to be ruled by
the Athens Government, for economic, political, snobbish and other
reasons; and many others, while wanting enosis if this were offered
them, were unwilling to go out to. fight for it. So they all repeated
after Makarios (to take a typical example of slogan - throwing, taken
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from his speech at Yialousa village on 14th March 1971) —
Lyprus 1s Greek. Cyprus was Greek since the dawn o) aer

mstory, and wil reman Greek; Greek and undivided we nave -
taken ner over; Greek and undivided we shall preserve ner;
L

Urees and undivided we shall deliver her to Greece...

= suvwand sl Well L0Gl, 1IN praciical CHech, IMAKATIosiie NawOUdusu
vows wwwa 10 a LESPeClacle I0rm Of GIreeK LYPrIodsal, As Ldd as i
majornty of Greek Cypriots were concerned, rneir CONCEPL OL Winlwu
leud COUDLEY Was and Inelr concept of wnat people ey were ywuc
PWU W anOALLY QISTACT CONCEPts O SIACA00a and NAUOLGVOU) iy
evelcually Decome identified. ‘Lhey were Greex Lypriocs, uvigyg Im
\CeK wYPIIOt Slate ~— s0, no furtner national struggie was neCessary.

Wl v13Kanos, wiem, came to stand IOr [ng avo.dance of war,
a0d Luriaer, o political an eCONGIIC StaDULY. AS Imawerial pLo-
sperity began to spread from the UPpPEr SOCIO ~ CONOMLL viasSes QOw-
watus, cveadally alfecting the living standards and expeciatiouws o
inost secuons of the Greek community, ine prospect Of a rencweq
suuggie waea Urnivas aavocated seemed more and more unaesiraose,

Au¢ laSL pOINL IS OF great importance and must be pursued a
lawle rdiuder. A brier digression on the development or tue wyprus
ewonomy could contribute to an understanding or tne Cnanges 10 ine
pounical attitudes of the Greek Cypriot people.

4. Greek Prosperity and Public Attitudes

In the early days of the Republic of Cyprus, the Greco - Turkisa
Goveroment set their minds to dealing with the problems of a stagnant
economy, unemployment of 3 per cent and considerable under - em-
ployment, and the flight of men and capital. The First Five - Year
Plan (1962 - 1966) aimed to develop the economic potential of the
island by mobilizing all unemployed resources; and secondly, to
provide the necessary infra - structure and thus, eventually, to help
the process of diversification of the economy with a view to removing
the causes of pre - 1960 economic instability.

Soon after the process of implementing the Plan began, the Greek
and Turkish communities parted their ways — or, at any rate, their
economies became, to a large extent, separated. By the time the
Makarios Government obtained financial and technical assistance
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from various foreign Governments and international organizations to
help lay the foundations of future prosperity — improved agriculture
and mining, the setting up of small manufacturing and construction
industries, the development of service industries and especially the
boosting of tourism — the Turkish community were out of the Plan.

The First Five - Year Plan succeeded in getting the producuve
resources of the island going and restored imternal and foreign com-

ndence in her economy. The Second Five - Year Plan (LYo/ -1»/1)
was devised by the Greek Cypriot Government with a view lo speedung
up the process of growth- by restructuring the economy, and torough
a strengthened power - base to develop policies of social welrare
penefiting all sections of the population.

During the first decade of the life of the Republic the Gross
National Product per capita increased from £222.4 in 1961 to
£393.4 in 1v/l, or by an annual rate of 5.9%. During. the same
period private consumption expenditure per capita increased from
£157.5 to £276.8, or 5.8% per annum. Just before the July 1974
coup the G.N.P. per capita approached £550 per annum, the second
highest in the area, and, incidentally more than three times higher
than tnat of Turkey.

'I'nese figures indicate that Cyprus, while not as wealthy as
advanced western nations (Britain’s G.N.P. per capita in 1973 was
£1380), was much better of than most countries in the Third World.
It should be immediately noted, however, that this increased prosperity
was not shared by the Greek and Turkish communities in accordance
with their population proportions. As will be explained shortly, the
standard of living of Turkish Cypriots was, on average, considerably
lower than that of Greek Cypriots, though it was not poor by Third
World standards. Significantly, almost all financial and technical
assistance from foreign countries and international bodies went to
help the development of Greek industries, which in turn gave em-
ployment, and so purchasing power, to Greek people.

Although Makarios and his Ministers had no particularly socialist
leanings, they did believe in making Cyprus a modern, -efficient,
prosperous and compassionate Walfare State of the West European.
type. During the course of the Second Five - Year Plan, a series of .
measures was initiated to-help spread the benefits of economic growth -

among the various income groups and the different geographical--
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regions. Subsidies to support agricultural prices were given to help
peasan.ts; social security bemefits and pensions were increased; the
c_:onditmns of work in industry were improved by modern legislation,
in the fields of public health, education and culture, increased ex:
penditure brought about marked improvements. At the level of
ordinary people it was felt that what went on in the areas of the
economy and politics had tremendous influence on -family incomes
and living standards. '
The following table presents a summary of the main social in-
dicators which provide evidence for the raising of the general standards
of living of the population of Cyprus 2!.
1. Health Conditions : 1960 1966 1971
a) Expectati f i i
Q) B et S g, 53 1 2

{¢) Crude anmual death rate (No. per 000 populati
(d) Population per doctor population) 1&’15667’ 1.35i‘§ 1 1673

2. Eduvcational Standards :

{a) Elementary education enrolment ratio

(% of children of school age enrolling) 88
(b) Secondary .education entolment ratio 73 o4
(% of Cblldl:en of school age enrolling) . 48 45 72
(¢) Number of third level students per 000 population — 106 175

3. Housing Facilifies :

(a) Ax{erage number of persons per room —
(3) Urban 1.21 (.84
(i) Rural 136 — 1.02

(by Proportion of dwellings with inside or outside ’
running water (% to total)—

(1) Urban s 95.3 neme

(i) Rural B o
{c) Proportion of dwellings with bathroom .

é‘?; to btoi:al)

i) Urban 531 —_

i) Rural s — 19
{(d) Proportion of dwellings with flush toilet )

E%)) to total)—

i) Urban 52.6 — 58

(if) Rural 5.2 29.8
{e) Proportion of villages with electricity supply

(% to total) : 153 50.3 815

4. Other Selected Indicators:

(a) Number of persons per radio set 100 4.3 3.7
(b) Number of persons per TV, set 6250 287 110
(c) Number of persons per telephone set 52.6 15.8 13.1
(dy Npmber of persons per road vehicle 14.0 103 6.9
(e) Miles or road per square mile 1.13 125 137
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Let us now return to the question of the relationship between
growing prosperity within the Greek community of Cyprus, and their
changing political attitudes.

The new wealth that derived from improved agriculture, in-
creased export trade, and the development of construction, manu-
tacturing and touristic industries was largely concentrated in the main
urban centres. The urban - based Greek industrial, trading and profes-
sional classes grew in pumbers and prosperity, and expressed their
prosperity in terms of nice, comfortable houses, cars, telephones and
T.V. sets, and a vast array of labour - saving appliances. The children
of the upper and upper middle classes were sent abroad to pursue
higher studies — preferably in Britain and the United States, but
also in Greece -— and came back to get better jobs in the Civil Service
or enter business. Direct contact with Western Europe — for business,
educational and holiday purposes — and 2 desire to identify with the
‘civilised’ western world, led the prosperous classes to adopt an ‘ethic’,
a mentality, a style in their manners and appearance which is cha-
racteristic of West Buropean middte classes.

As the standards of living steadily improved for the lower
middle classes, they too perceived their own prospects and aspirations
in those terms in which the life - style and ways of their admired
wealthier compatriots were manifested. They too needed to have 2
pretty comfortable house, a car, money to spend on luxuries and en-
tertainment, and the opportunity to educate their children abroad
— if not in Britain, then in Greece where unjversity education was
cheaper. More and more people sought the benefits and prestige of
higher education, and in 1970-71 no less than 11,450 Cypriots

(mostly Greek, but also including a small proportion of Turks) fol-
lowed degree and sub - degree courses in Britain, the United States,
Greece, Turkey, and other countries of West and East Europe. In-
cidentally, from UNESCO statistics it appears that Cyprus has the
third largest proportion of graduates, after the United States and
Canada. : ' T

The steady improvements in educational and general living
standards had a number of important consequences on the Greek
Cypriot ouflook. First, Greece, especially after the military coup of
April 1967, came to be looked upon by more and more people as a
culturally and politically under - developed country. Secondly, the
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adva:flcement of the upper and middle classes, which dominated
Cypriot social and cultural life, led to the development among
rr'lany sections of the population of a new conception of (to put ;‘.
simply) the sort of life one should strive to achieve. Peopie expected,
and desired, and thought about higher living standards, which thex:
conceived of in terms of increased income and material comfort, -

. And so, by degrees, a measure of sophistication was introduced
mto people’s thinking about public affairs. People could see better now
the connection between the function of Government and politics on.
the hand, and personal living standards on the other. As the economy
of Cyprus became more complex, various Government departments
were extended or created, and public bodies were set up to devise
and implement economic plans. Local and all - Cyprus organizations
came to existence to put the employers’ and traders’ point of view
to the Government, the House of Representatives and the public at.
large. Trade unions, which for decades were concerned .to support
the struggle for enosis, now concentrated in promoting the interests
of workers, teachers, civil servants, farmers and otherbeconomic and
professional classes. Periodically, all these bodies came out with
reports, statements and counter - statements which made the news.
The mass media gave increasingly greater prominence to economic
n'ews _and arguments, and some newspapers established special
financial sections. Gradually, people — first the educated, then the
less educated, and finally just about everybody — acquired some'
gr?sp of the basic concepts of economics, and in time came to con-
ceive of their interests and aspirations, and the means bv which
these could be pursued, in terms of these concepts. )

And so, now people aimed to achieve ‘security’, which often
meant the purchase of or ‘development’ of already owned, ‘real pro-
perty’. Business men had to study ‘market trends’ so as to be able
to ‘deploy their available capital resources’ in ways which are likely
to yield a satisfactory ‘profit margin’. On the other side, employees
had to ‘ensure a fair return for their ‘labour’ now that ‘inflati-nary
tendencies’ endangered ‘living standards’. ‘Industrial disputes’ might
lead to ‘dynamic industrial action’ unless the Government - sponsored
‘Conciliation and Arbitration Service’ could step in to help find a
settlement etc, etc.
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The development of this sort of sophisticated ‘economics’
language, in which questions about jobs and living standards were
publicly and privately discussed, reflects a change in emphasis as
regards peoples’ perceptions of what constitutes their interests and
welfare, but also as regards their conception of what political affairs
consist in. For many decades, ‘politics’ in Cyprus was the sum total
of all public activity connected, directly or indirectly, with the ad-
vancement of the ‘national cause’. In the turbulent years of 1960 -
1964 it was impossible for Greek Cypriots to distinguish between
their national leadership and their Government: Makarios, Yeorgadjis
at al. were the leaders, and were in Governments to promote their
‘national rights’. In the present changed circumstances, however,
Makarios was invested with two statuses or capacities —— he was the
Ethnarch, and he was the Head of State and of Government.
As an Ethnarch he was in full and exclusive control of the ‘national
cause’, which now meant the question of reaching a ‘just’ settlement
with the Turkish minority. As a Head of Government his position was
pot that of Olympian Zeus. The Government or the individual
ministers and those below them, were now thought of as the mortal
and fallible men who draft and introduce legislation to the House of
Representatives, draw up and implement plans of ail types, take im-
portant economic and trade decisions, build roads and bridges, ap-
point civil servants and teachers, and issue building permits, trade
and agricultural licenses, directives, circulars, instructions, exemptions
from military service etc, etc. Politics was now conceived of as the
intricate complex of activities directed at exercising or influencing
governmental power. The promotion of the ‘national cause’ was not (on
the present view of things) politics: it was precisely the ‘national
cause’ and should be left ‘above politics’. The vast majority of Greek
Cypriots adopted a trusting, . uncritical, leave - it - to - the - leader
attitude towards the Ethnarch’s handlihg of the relations with the
Turks. In the sublunary region of day - to - day political and govern-
mental decision - making, a more critical and earthly attitude was due.
The Government which Makarios headed was just a fallible bureav-
cratic machine whose operations could make a great difference to the
inrerests of various sections of the population, and for this reason it
should be understood, watched, and if necessary and possible in-
fluenced by legitimate or other means. The mystique was taken
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out of Government and governmental actions, and it was these actions
— actual, possible or imagined — that constituted in the popular mind
the area of political affairs. Ministers, members of the House of Re-
presentatives and other politicians too accepted the distinction between
the ‘national cause’ and everyday practical politics; and while they
appeared to be in one mind when it came to declaring, in national
orations, their devotion to the monolithic ideal of enosis, they dis-
played greater flexibility and humility and awareness of legitimate
differences of opinion when it came to discussing economic and other
mundane public affairs, '

Corresponding to the gradual shift in the centre of gravity of
political affairs, there was a transformation in the composition of the
Civil Service itself. In the first short years after independence, former
EOKA militants, as members of the official Government machine or
of semi - official ex - fighters’ organizations, exercised considerable
influence .on governmental decisions. Once the EOKA honeymoon
was over, however, and the socio - economic organization of the State
became more formalized, the educaied urban élite increasingly as-
serted their own rights to run state affairs, based on their possession
of specialized knowledge.

Some of them argued that technical qualifications, rather a
moustache and pistol, were needed for running a modern state.
There were complaints about ‘illiterates’ being given important
Government jobs, and people being given scholarships for
‘chucking a few leaflets’... The people who stressed qualifi-

~ cations, bureaucratic processes, professional competence and
the finality of examination results, were often members of the
élite, already committed to legalistic, technocratic administration.
The other side, usunally not members of the educated élite, were
emphasizing moral qualifications [sc. active participation in the
liberation struggle]. If Cyprus had not had an ethnic minority —
the Turks — to draw off the:structural tensions in the Greek
community, then this issue between Greek militants and Greek
élite might well have become the dominant cleavage of the
society 22,

From the mid - 1960’s onwards, the Civil Service recruited new
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members to the better posts mainly from among university graduates.
Even so, string - pulling and a consideration of a candidate’s politicat
record or connections did not entirely disappear. There was a wide-
spread belief that those civil servants, teachers and policemen who'
actively supported Makarios received special favours — e.g.
promotions, scholarships,. convenient postings — while known
Grivasites found themselves discriminated against. Indeed, people in
the higher echelons of Government Service were occasionally accused
by Grivasite nationalists of supporting Makarios and his ‘unfettered
independence’ line only because they had secure jobs with fat salaries
which they were determined to keep There may be somethmg in this
suggestion, but it only goes to shiow that these Govemment technocrats,
and the professional classes in general — often possessors of a Euro-
pean higher education —— judged that a renewed nationalist struggle
which Grivas called for was not worth the risks in terms of loss of peace
and prosperity. Tn any case, these people responded to their Grivasite
critics by saying that they (the critics) hurled their ‘accusations for no
better reason than that they themselves had failed to get a good
Government job, and so felt personal bitterness.

Interestingly, there was one séction of public' service which was
predominantly composed of practising enosis supporters — though
many Makariosites: the teachers, especially those in secondary edu-
cation. Secondary education, long before the establishment of the
Republic, was the almost exclusive territory of nationalists, Greeks
and Turks. The majority of Greek secondary school teachers were,
and still are, graduates of Greek universities, who came to Cyprus
to discover that their qualifications are unfavourably compared to
those from British universities, and their profession carries a lower
middle class status. As it has been noted earlier, Greek education in
Cyprus follows the organization and curricula of the education system
of Greece, which concentrates heavily on Greek literature, history
and traditions, and the Greek Orthodox religion, So, the Greek Cypriot
teachers came to see themselves as the under - valued professional
custodians of the Greek consciousness  of-young Cypriots, cultivating
the ideals of Hellenism and an awareness of the historical fact that
these ideals have been fulfilled to a large extent by the heroic: struggle
of the Greek nation, in-many cases against the Turks ;
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When Grivas came secretly to Cyprus i September 1971 he was.
welcomed by a small and heterogeneous group of supporters, drawn:
from such diverse classes as the ex- EOKA fighters whom the.
technocratic Government Service did not accomodate; the teaching
profession; the priesthood (though it should be said that this class-
also included strong Makarios supporters); the less prosperous lower

middle and working classes (but note: a large section of the latter

were Leftists, and very often vehement opponents of the Grivasi‘es);

and also the peasantry, whose aspirations were the least affected by
the consumerist philosophy of the townsfolk. These people, the Griva-
sites, were united in their critical stance towards the social, political,
economic and ecclesiastical establishment, which they regarded as
corrupt, money - and prestige - orientated, and unmindful of their
‘pure’ Helleno - Christian heritage and duties. Grivas and his sup-
porters could mever accept the Greek Cypriot people’s democratic

right to be philistine and choose a Government for the purpose of

promoting their material welfare.

5. Turkish Separation and Economic Stagnation

Let us briefly consider some of the economic consequences
which the Turkish community’s policy of separation brought on
them., Precise information on the Turkish Cypriot economy is lacking,
but it is known that it has been stagnating for years.

After December 1963 all Turkish Cypriots working for the
Government of the Republic lost their employment; and only a fraction
of these could be absorbed by the services of the newly - formed
Turkish ‘State’. Again, the majority of the Turkish Cypriots were
farmers and about 20 per cent of all agricultural land is in Turkish
oﬁ'rnership. However, after December 1963 large numbers of them
retreated into the armed enclaves, thus (according to a report by
Rudolf Noetel) abandoning 30 - 40 per cent of all Turkish - owned
land to Greek Cypriots.

From 1964 to 1974 the Turkish Government gave the Turkish
Cypriots an annual grant of £10 million. This appears a considerable
sum — just under £1,000 per head. However, a large percentage of

it was allocated to defence purposes, and another to immediate relief -
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or ‘refugees’. It was estimated that about one - third of the Turkish
ypriot population was forced to live on relief, several thousands of
vhom in camps at Hamit Mandres and Gyoneli, under conditions

of abject misery and semi - starvation.

The Turkish Cypriot Administration Iacked the funds, or the

ablhty, or both, to plan and implement any serious programme of
. public works, or develop an economic infra - structure. Thus unemploy-
" ment, or under - employment remained very high in the Turkish com-
" munity at the time when the Greeks had achieved full employment,

It was known, for example, that on the eve of the July 1974 coup as
many as 10,000 Turks worked for Greek employers, presumably with
the Turkish Cypriot Administration reluctantly granting the necessary
‘permits’. Clearly, Mr Denktash and his colleagues must have realized
that improved relations between Greeks and Turks at the popular level
before a settlement was reached would tend to waken the Turkish
position in the intercommunal negotiations. After all, the Turkish
side had maintained that the Turks could not trust, and work under
the Greek Cypriot regime.

The Turks repeatedly argued that their stagnation was
caused by economic blockades and other discriminatory measures
mounted by the Greek side. They complained that although £5
million was collected annually by the Greek Cypriot State from the
Turks, by way of indirect taxation, they received no grant from the |
budget of the (official, Greek - run) Republic. Moreover,

in spite of the fact that the Turkish and Greek components of
the de jure Government of the Republic of Cyprus had, owing
to the Greek Cypriot onslaught, split, each operating in areas
under their respective control, the Greek Cypriot component
was treated as if it were the de jure Government of the Republic
of Cyprus, and all financial and technical aid by the United
Nations and its Specialized Agencies continued to be channelled
through it. The Greek Cypriot component had thus been given
the opportunity to foster its hostile intentions towards the
Turkish community and to use U.N. economic and technical
aid as a medium to consolidate its de facto position illegally
acquired through the use of force. The Greek Cypriot component
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scized this opportunity and indeed has successfully prevented
the Turkish community from deriving any benefit whatsoever
from such aid during the period December 1963 — March
1968. It was not until after March 1968 that the Turkish com-
munity was able to benefit from the U.N. economic and technical
assistance to Cyprus; and even then, through manifold difficulties
created by the Greek Cypriot component, such benefit has been
very inadequate and far below our population ratio 2. :

The Greek side retorted to this kind of accusation by pointing
out that the Turkish community within the armed enclaves had been
for many years supplied with electricity, water and telephone services
even though they had refused to pay for these, knowing that the
State and Police would be unable to prosecute. In any case, the Turks
might think that they formed a separate ‘State’ of their own, but in fact
there was just one Republic of Cyprus which, since the Turkish with-
drawal, was run by the Greeks. As a result of Greek initiative, business
acumen and entrepreneurship, good economic management, pro-
gressive legislation, the earning of foreign confidence, ard sheer hard
work, the Republic of Cyprus had become prosperous. The Turks were,
of course welcome to abandon their separatist nonsense and refurn to
the fold of the State. But until that happened they were rebels, and had
no right to complain that those who submitted to the State and helped
to operate its economy and other institutions actually raised their
living standards. This was, then, the Greek point of view.

Tt is mot my iotention to examine the validity of the two rival
arguments, but to explain how the economic gap between the Greek
an Turkish communities was interpreted by each of the opposing
sides. It is mot possible to establish the precise extent of the gap. The
following table shows the percentage contribution of the two com-
munities to various sectors of the economy, compiled in 1963 .
Tt can safely be assumed that after 1963 the ratios have progressively
shifted further in favour of the Greeks. '

Greeks etc - Turks

1. Land -ownership = :
(other than state owned) . 7937 207

2. Agricultural production . . - 87.4 12,6
3. Citrus Production - 80,0 100
4. Livestock Income 3 86.0 14.0
5. Indusirial Output 93.8 6.2
6. TImports ’ 95.1 3.9
7. Exports 99.5 0.5
8. Income Tax Revenue 94.1 59
9. Electricity Consumption 93.9 6.1
10. Medical practitioners 86.1 13.9
11. Dentisis 81.3 18.7
12. Pharmacisis 91.6 8.4

Did the Turkish population think that the cause of their self -
chosen separation was worth the consequent sacrifice in' their living
standards? It is difficult to know. They may have envied the Greeks;
put they had one ‘national’ leadership, the leadership which controlled
the press, the Radio and the Security Forces, and they could not but
support them in their policies towards the Greeks. Makarios and his
Governement clearly thought that they could afford to play the waiting
game until Turkish means and determination were exhausted. Greek
observers were anxiously looking across the “border’ to detect any
signs of crack in the Turkish people’s solidarity behind their leader-
ship, and occasionally thought they could see some. So, the Greek side
appeared to be in no hurry to reach a settlement, and the Turkish
side did its utmost to hold out, despite the difficulties, until after a
negotiated solution had been achieved. When in July 1974 the Turkish
Army landed in Cyprus, and occupied 40 per cent of the island, thus
forcing 200,000 Greeks to abandon their homes and properties, the
systematic, extensive and frequently official looting that the Turks
engaged in may suggest that they felt they had some sort of right on
the wealth which their opponent community had for so long enjoyed.

In this chapter I have tried to give an account of the fact that
no settlement of the Cyprus conflict was reached by July 1974, a
decade after the break -up of the Greco - Turkish State. I have ex-
plained that the Greeks, or at least the Greek leaders, wanted the
entire Cyprus to be Greek - dominated; while the Turks wanted
certain areas of Cyprus to be entirely Turkish. It may even be more
accurate to say that the former claimed the whole of the island for
the larger Greek nation, while the latter claimed a part of Cyprus
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for the Turkish nation. The nature of this antagonism, which after
June 1968 expressed itself in opposing negotiating positions, is intel-
ligible only against the background of two opposing nationalist
traditions, one Greek and the other Turkish. I have also tried to ex-
plain the content of these traditions — the distinctive doctrines and
values which each incorporated — as these were represented by

Makarios and his associates, and Kutchuk, Denktash and their as-
sociates.

In the last few years, the organization of the Turkish Cypriot
state - like entity aroused grave concern and apprehension in
Greek nationalists, and strengthened their determination to prevent at
all costs this separateness from becoming a permanent feature of any
reconstituted Cypriot State. Again, the increased living standards of
the Greeks, and their apparent willingness to prolong the negotiations
indefinitely, caused a resentment and envy of Greek prosperity, and
a deepened mistrust of Greek intentions and faith, to become added
features of Turkish nationalism,

An important element in the picture is that the Greek population
at large gradually abandoned their traditional zeal for enosis. It almost
seemed as of Makarios’s strong pro - enosis stand was stimulated
more by Grivasite opposition than popular demands. A fuller study
of the Cyprus conflict may be able to show that the personality of
Archbishop Makarios, which commanded Greek Cypriot affairs for
a quarter of century, was as much of a power - source of the Greek
nationalist movement, as a representative of it. Had he left the Pre-
sidency in 1973, and a more ‘moderate’ leader such as Mr Glafkos
Clerides took over, it is quite probable that the Greek and Turkish
communities would have achieved re- unification under a bicom-
munal Republican State 25, o '
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V. THE AFTERMATH OF THE TURKISH INVASION

1. The July — Aungust War

The latest military conflagration of July - August %974 ?s un-
doubtedly the most dramatic event of modern Cypriot .]IIST‘LOIY:
thousands of Greek and Turkish people lost, as a result, their .hves;
thousands suffered grievous injury, imprisonment and indescribable
agony and humiliation; thousands of families were forced to uproot
themselves from their homes and properties; and the economy of the
island — the product of years of planning, effort am_i hope - ?vas
largely destroyed. It is impossible to comprehegd at this point in tm.le
the full significance of those events, and their full consequences in
human, social, economic and political terms. After more l:hgn a year
later, peace has yet to be firmly established, and negotlaufms for_ a
new constitutional settlement have yet to begin in earnest. It is cterta.m,
that Cyprus will not be the same place again, and at least in the
short term it will remain a much less happy and prosperous _}_-J].B.C%e
than it was before. About the longer term, anything that is said is
sheer speculation.

An attempet will be made in this chapter to clarify certain limit'ed
aspects of what is now called ‘the war’, viz, thcrse connecte_d‘ with
the opposing viewpoints of the Greek and Turkish con.1mx.1mt1es of
Cyprus. The immediate background to the war, at least in its broad,
superficial outlines, is clear.

Grivas had died the previous January, but despite hopes_for the
contrary, EOKA - B continued its campaign of violence against the
Makarios Government. It became known that EOKA - B was _taken
over, financed and directed by the Athens Junta. At thz? begmmng. of
July Makarios wrote a blunt letter to the Greek President accusing
him and his associates of being behind EOKA - B’s attempts to over-
throw him, and demanding the withdrawal of the 650 Greek officers
who led the National Guard of Cyprus. The Junta's response came on
15th July, when the National Guard organized a coup d’ état which
forced Makarios to flee the island and enabled a puppet Government
to be installed. The Turkish Government had been making prepa-
rations for such an eventuality, and on 20th July (after some hasty
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consultations with the British Government) ordered a fully ﬂedged

niflitary force to land in Cyprus. The Turkish Prime Minister Bulént
Ecevit announced the Turkish invasion 111 these terms

A coap d’ état has been carried out in Cyprus Smce e rorces
mvolved... were military units under the direct control of a
- foreign State, - the independence and territorial integrity of
" Lyprus nave been seriously - endangered... The purpose of
Turkey’s peaceful action is to eliminate the threat ‘to the very
- existence of the Republic of Cyprus and the rights of all Cypriots,
“and to restore the- independeénce, territorial integrity and se-
curity of tne island,  and the order established by the basic
articles of the Constitution... Tm'key s purpose o Cyprus, whici
is a bicommunal State, is to get the mtercommunal talks to start
as rapidly as possible in order to restore Cyprus to iegmmate
order and the situation before the coup
The landing of Turkish soldlers and paratroopers in Cyprus
sparked off intercommunal hostilities in several parts of the island.
By the time of the first cease - fire the Turkish Army had established
a bridgehead on the northern coast of Cyprus, and a corridor reaching
Nicosia, making up 8 per cent of the island’s territory. in August a
con_ference was called in Geneva, attended by representatives of
Britain, Greece, (who now had a new civilian Government), Turkey,
the Greek Cyprlots {who also had a change of Government) and the
Turkish Cypriots 26, The conference ended in failure, and on l4th
August, Prime Minister Ecevit ordered a second mlhtary offensive.
As he exp],amed to the Werld :

- The ob;ectlve of thls operauon is not to destroy the State of

Cyprus but to contribute to the re - building,.on a sounder. basis;

- .of the State which was destroyed and to ensure its territorial

.. integrity... The objective of this operation is to end the Ieng

- sufferings of the Turkish Cypriofs and to enable them to live

freely on their own soil, in a way befitting Human 'dign;ity..."‘ Our

objective is not against Greece or against the Greek Cypriot

community. - We: intend to  establish 'a- balanced - society in’

| Cyprus, which will~ enable Greeks: ‘and Turks to co - operate
-- rand. prosper under equal conditions,
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These words announced an ‘operation’ which resulted in many
more casualties, atrocities against prisoners and unarmed civilians,
destruction of property and the: fleeing of 200,000 terrified Greek
Cypriots to the south. By the time of the second cease - fire the Turkish
Army had extended its occupauon to 40 per cent of the island’s
territory. ' :

In the ensuing debate at the United Nations General Assembly,
Archbishop Makarjos put forward on 1st October the position of the
Greek side. Among other things he said : :

‘Turkey invaded Cyprus allegedly for the restoration of the con-
stitutional order that is, the implementation of the Constitution

. of 1960... Although this Contitution gives many privileges to
the Turkish Cypriot community in a way that some .of its pro-
visions impede the smooth functioning of the State, yet it is still
acceptable to us it stands. Any changes must be made with the
consent of all concerned. What is ; peculiar is that Turkey is
violating the very Constitution- which, as she claims, has- given

~ her the right to intervene. It is obvious that the Turkish invasion
was not intended for the restoration of the Constitution of 1960,
but for enforcing her partitionist plans in violation of that

- Constitution... Turkey made it clear that her aim is federation
based on geographical separation... The autonomy of the small
Tarkish Cypriot minority of 18 per cent can in no way justify
a geographical federation which in practice will mean the par-
tition of Cyprus.

It is not necessary to attempt 2 detailed critique of - the above
official statements, the formulation of which was affected. (oot un-
naturally) by considerations of courting international support. Certain
phrases have been set in bold type, which are suggestive of the poses,
pretensions and desires of the Turkish and Greek sides, and which
‘proceed from two different sets of principles that are part and parcel
with the broader viewpoints of the two adversaries. It would be useful
to make some of these principles explicit in order to clarify a little
how the hostilities of July - August 1974 and their manifold con-
sequences have been perceived and interpreted by two peoples who,
for more than a generation, have thought and operated with different
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and opposing systems of ideas.

Let us begin with the Turkish side. The Government of Turkey
wants, naturally, to appear the respecters and defenders of legality.
They are bound by the Treaty of Guarantee to protect the inde-
pendence of the Republic of Cyprus; so, because a foreign - con-
trolled coup overthrew the legitimate Government . on 15th July,
they are fulfilling their Treaty obligations by “taking action” on 20th
July to restore constitutional legality. But Turkish references to “the

order established by the basic articles of the Constitution... a bicom-~

munal State” imply that they did not really regard the status quo ante
— a Cypriot State run by Greeks, with a Turkish quasi - State in its
midst — as the legitimate constitutional order that was to be restored.
Indeed, the Turkish position had been for some time that the ‘Makarios
regime’, and institutions such as the National Guard, were ‘illegal’ and
‘unconstitutional’.

Ecevit’s statement of 14th August is more revealing of Turkish
intentions. References to the desire “to contribute to the re - building,
on a sounder basis” of the Cypriot State must be read in connection
with the deeply - felt Turkish view that the Turkish Cypriot com-
munity had not been enjoying security, dignity and equality with
their Greek Cypriot neighbours, and so their general condition ought,
in the name of justice, to improve.

From the Turkish statements it is possible to extract certain prin-
ciples that have for long been part of the Turkish official position. (a)
The independent and sovereign Republic of Cyprus was, properly
speaking, the State created by Britain, Turkey and Greece to operate
under a bicommunal Constitution, This State ceased to exist following
the Greek onslaught of December 1963, and’ consequently the
‘Makarios regime’ was unconstitutional. From this point of view, then,
the action of the Turkish Armed Forces cannot be called an invasion
of the Republic of Cyprus, since that State had long ceased to exist.
(b) The Turkish component of the now defunct Republic of Cyprus
had suffered oppression in the hands of the more powerful Greek
component. That is why the Turkish gsection of the Cypriot population
has warmly welcomed Turkey’s operation as an effort to protect them
and restore their moral and political rights.
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The logic of the Turkish position may . appear crooked to the
point of absurdity, especially to someone unfamiliar with Cypriot
complexities. On the other hand, the logic of the Greek position is
straighforward to the point of simplism. The Greeks, of course,
also wish to appear to be on the side of constitutional legality so that
tbey can accuse Turkey of constitutional violation. Given their past
record, they feel a little uneasy about declaring their faith in the Con-
stitution, some of the provisions of which “impede the smooth fun-
ctioning of the State”. Still, the somewhat irregular position of “the
small Turkish minority of 18 per cent” does not affect the scparate
question of the iliegality and mmmorality of the Turkish invasion.
Although Makarios’s statement contains a major shift in what had
been his standing policy — ‘“‘any changes [in the Constitution] must
be made with the consent of all concerned” —— he does mot budge
from the fundamental position on which he has stood for more than
a decade, viz (a) the Republic of Cyprus is the island - State which
came into existence on 16th August 1960 and which has retained its
identity, under a Presidential system of Government, ever since. The
presence of organized Turkish armed enclaves does not affect the fact
that the territory of the Republic is the whole of the island. (b) There
has, indeed, been a dispute with the Turkish minerity of Cyprus, and
of necessity the Constitution of 1960 has had to be amended as a
result. This dispute, however, is an entirely internal affair of a
sovereign State, and it in no way justifies -outside interferences, much
less a bloody invasion. ' '

The official Turkish and Greek statements with regard to the
July - August war are but formalized and somewhat legalistic re~
flections of beliefs which are held by the Turkish and Greek popﬁé
lations of Cyprus (and also the Mother Countries) at large.

The Turkish Cypriots believe that Turkey was fully justified in
acting as she did, and are not going to apologize for Greek losses.
What the Greeks, and most foreign countries, have called ‘the Turkish
invasion’ is to them a matter of Mother Turkey fulfilling her legal
and moral responsibilities towards her children, and coming over to
protect them and restore them to- their rightful position in what s,
after all, their island too. It is not entirely clear how this position is
popularly conceived of, but Denktash and the other Turkish Cypriot
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leaders have repeatedly declared their imsistence on the formation
of a new Federal Republic composed of two autoomous ethnic zones
under a weak Central Government; and oBtaining agsistance and
adequate resources to pursue a programme aiming at Turkish Cy.-priot
economic and social advancement. If the Turks had, for more than a
decade, stuck it out under virtual conditions of seige, iﬁéisting on self -
government and independence from the larger Greek community, they
are not going to be more meoderate now.that Jerusalem: seems (or
Seems to their leaders) to be in sight. The fact that the realization of
their -aspirations means. taking over an area which had been predo-
minantly mhabited by Greeks, forcing them out and seizing their
nomes, shops, factories, farms. and other properties is nol going fo
deter them, or make them feel guilty. They had. suffered for. far too
long .in Greek hands — most recently during the July - Augast
nostilities — to have any sympathy for Greek losses. Besides, it is
not always that they are supporiec Dy 1oe presence oL some 4U,000
‘burkish mainland troops,-and are determined to.‘solve’ the Cy’prus
problem once for all now.. - S
| Une nears occasionally that some Turkish Cypricts who went to
the ‘Turkish’ porth complain that they -were put in poor houses, or
houses which hagd been emptied of all furniture by looters. Or, ag;iu
that the employment situation is worse than ever. Or that the Turkis];
mainland soldiers tend to deal in a high-handed - manner with the
Jocal population, or misbehave towards local girls. ‘Some ‘prominent
Turkish Cypriot citizens, including ex - Vice U'Président  Kutcnuk
accuse the Turkish Cypriot leadership of incompetence, of insensi:
tivity to public feeling, and of pursuing a policy of self - gain. It may
be said, then, that the Turkish Cypriots have abandoned their scat-
tered ‘villages and not formed as yet a stable and prosperous State
This fact need give little consolation to Greek Cypriots. The Turkisl;
leadership is as well - entrenched as ever, and the majority of their
people stand behind them in demanding the establishment of a Turkish
Cypriot territory, a land on which they can build their own national
institutions and structures. In their view the future Republic of
Cyprus will have to be not just 2 bicommunal State, - reflecting the
bicommunal population of Cyprus, but almost a ‘composite’ State, a
union of two autonomous national entities. . - . g K

Coming now to the Greck community, fhere seems to be less

)

unanimity of opinion and feeling among them, than among the smaller
and more compact Turkish community. All Greeks, of course, feel
that a great catastrophe has befallen them, one which they had done
nothing or little to deserve; but then different groups of people have
been personally affected in different ways and to different degrees.
Besides, in the past quarter of a cenfury there have been within the
Greek community certain significant ideological, social and economic
divisions which have now resulted in a certain (limited) diversity of
viewpoint. Despite all this, it is- possible to attempt some general
remarks by way of indicating certain broad and somewhat ‘idealized’
currents in ‘Greek Cypriot thinking: ' '

(i) I the Greek Cypriots have thought for cemturies that it is
they who are the ‘real’; the ‘proper’, the indigenous people of Cyprus,
they are not going to change their ‘point of view now. Tndéed, now
they are more self - consciously Greek Cypriot than before, and it is
as Greek Cypriots that they shed bitter tears over the invasion and oc-
cupation of the mortherni part 'of “their island’ by a foreign power.
There are some who are heard 'saying: «Ah, if we only knew! Why
did-we not give the Turks a few more of the things they wanted? If
they wished to gojvérn theriselves in their own areas, what would it
matter?” This attitude, however, is not a concession to the Turkish
point of view, buit a recognition of the fact that Greek Cypriot policy '
had been unnecessarily inflexible. The bulk of the Greck Cypriots
stilt regard Cyprus as basically <theirs’ and are ‘still unsure as to the
proper position of the Turkish Cypriot community. T

.. (i) - Many. Greek. Cypriots were gravely -disappointed by the
inability or unwillingness of Greece to use her-Army against Turkey,
when the latfer invaded, and later extended her conquest of, Cyprus.
Hardly a word is now heard about enosis. (although EOKA men, now
lying low, are still around, armed, and conspiring). The July-
Aungust war, and the subsequent displacement of - 200,000 Greek
Cypriots from their homes and means of livelihood, has intensified
feelings of local Greek Cypriot identity. There is no question now of
Cyprus being 2 mere geographical entity, an island which ‘belongs’ to
another country, Greece, or the larger Greek nation: For the bulk of°
Greek Cypriots, Cyprus is their ceuntry, their independent politically
self - contained island - State: - o SRR s
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- .(iii) In accordance with a time - honoured tradition, the Greek
ypriots sought scapegoats to blame for the Turkish invasion. The

most popular scapegoats are (a) ‘American Imperialism’, working

, El;:z:lgh (iIA and NATO, arming Turkey and encouraging her to
e ¢ the independent and non - aligned Republic of Cyprus;
C:mro(lllaf):d tl;e former Gr'eek military Government which wa;
poneol y the Americans, and which inm turn controlled

.atmnal Guard and EOKA - B in Cyprus. In identifying these tw

plar:131b1e scapegoats, Greek Cypriots are able to avoid havin .

revise their basic political convictions, or raise any deeper quest%oxtlcs,

concerning their traditional relations to the Twks and President

Makarios’s policies since 1960.

- -t(lgﬁ Th‘e discrediting of the traditional Greek nationalist line
i s. vasite, or vaguer Makariosite versions), has made it possible
‘_for a tiny, but growing section of Greek Cypriots to speak out publicly
fn favour of a “Cyprus for the Cypriots”. The vision behind this slogan
is one of 2 new independent Cypriot State which expresses the wishes
and.mtcrests of the whole binational population of Cyprus, to the ex-’
c1u§10n ?f ouiside people. What we now see is not so much a Cypriot
natlo.nahsm — for there is no Cypriot nation — but rather a slowly
gromng'belief in the desirability of developing a Cypriot conscious-~
ness ?vhlch will be acceptable and appealing to moderate Greek and
:['urklsh Cypriots alike, This rather indeterminate Cvpriotist movement
is no.t well - organized, and has not as yet established any links with
Turkish Cypriots or articulated a position concerning the constitutional
fature of Cyprus. Nevertheless, its appearance on the Cypriot scene
se:ems the most promising development that has come out of the
disaster of the July - August war.

2. Constitutional Negotiations

I]El December 1974 Archbishop Makarios returned to Cyprus tol
lead his people, amid general Greek jubilation. He declared a general
amnesty for those who were involved in the July coup, and “extended
a hand of friendship” to the Turkish community. The Turks did not
conceal their annoyance at his return, but they knew they would héve'
to do. business with him. Talks had already begun between Greek and
Turkish representatives, but these were concerned solely with the
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bumanitarian issues. On Makarios’s
return the Greek side made proposals for a new, federal constitution.
What they had in mind was a multi - regional structure under which
Greek and Turkish population centres (as these had existed before the
Tuly - Aungust war) would be grouped together into several regions,
some with a Greek and others with a Turkish majority —— all con-
trolled by a strong Central Government.

exchange of prisoners and other

The Turks refused even 0 discuss the Greek proposals. As Mr
Denktash said in an interview (to the London Daily Telegraph, 31st

January 1975):

The multi - regional plan would —mean little pools of Turks
spread over the whole island. Tt is unrealistic in the light of
past action against the Turkish - Cypriot commupity... The
Turkish bizonal plan may be a bitter pill for the Greeks, who
always looked on the island as their own, and the Turks as in-
truders, but once swallowed I think it will bring to realism the
Cyprus pbsition, and the enosis adventure will have no following.

The only ‘realistic’ solution, from the Turkish point of view, is 2
federation composed of two separate ethnic zones. This, the Turks
insist, will have to be accepted in principle by the Greeks before con-
stitutional negotiations can begin. Once this is accepted”, said the
Turkish Foreign Minister of the time, Mr Esenbel, “Turkey will agree
to discuss modifications of the present borders... The borders are
negotiable, but first the bizonal system must be accepted”. In case
the intercommunal talks fail, “the present de facto situation will
continue and the Turkish sector will be consolidated. Therefore, the
questions now discussed will become facts”.

The all - too - frequent Turkish appeals for ‘realism’ are seen by
the Greek Cypriots as cheap attempts to gloss over their unprincipled
opportunism and legitimate their Big Grab. The Greek Jeaders declared
repeatedly that they do not accept the Turkish plans or any accom-
plished facts, and pledged themselves fo a ‘long - term  struggle’ to
secure a just settlement. They had already started a vigorous diplo-
matic campaign — especiaily among the ‘anti- imperialist’ nations
of the Soviet and non - aligned blocs, from which they gained con-
siderable moral, but -only moral, support. The Turks, in a plain at-
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tempt to prejudge the final. form .of the constltutlonal settlement;.
proclaimed on 13th February 1975, the Cyprus Turkish Federated:

State in the northern territory of the island; whereupon the Greeks
broke off negotiations and appealed to the United Nations.

A few months later the Turkish Cypriots went to the polls, and
by more than 95 per cent majority they ratified the Constitution of
their State. An extract from the Introduction of this Constitution is
quoted below, as an authoritative and succinct statement of Turkish
Cypriot nationalism, ‘and an’ expression. of the commumtys view of
their place in Cyprus and their relationship to Turkey.

Introductmn

The Turkish Cypriot community which constitutes the inseparable
part of the Great Turkish Nation which lived independently and
fought for its rights and 11berues and

Which had been struggling and resisting against all attacks,
moves and acts directed against its national existence since 1878,
when it was separated from its Motherland, and in particular in

 the years 1958, 1963 and 1974 by the Greck Cypriots with the
help and the assistance of Greeks, despite to fact that it was the
" ¢o'- founder of the independent Cyprus Republic;

by making use of the rights, liberties and means reinstated
as a result of the victorious Peace Operations carried out by the
heroic Turkish Armed Forces in accordance with the natural,
historic and guarantor’s rights of the Motherland: and with the
aim : S

To constitute the foundation for the establishment of the
Independent Cyprus Federal Republic;

To secure. fully safe 'condmons of: 11v1ng within the
_boundaries of its own State; :

To secure the human rights and liberties, social justice and
peace for the community and its members and the estabhshment
of a democratlc secular and law - observing State :

It-approves aiid proclaims this Constitution..., and "

94

It entrusts it to the vigilant sons of the community who
believe in liberty, justice and virtue.

Messrs Glafkos Clerides and Raunf Denktash — who represented
their communities in negotiations since 1968 — resumed talks in
Vienna in April 1975, and met there again in July. The sad truth is
that the real hard bargaining on the constitutionat future of Cvorus
has vyet to begin. There 4are some Indications that suggest
that the Government of President Makarios will be vprepared
to accept — with great reluctance to be sure — a bizonal Federation,
on' condition that all of the 200,000 Greek refugees (or, it may b¢
speculated. the laree majority of them) are allowed to go back to thei-r‘
home<-and properties to the north. Already Archbishop Makarios has _
said (in am interview to the Ttalian newspaper H Tempo of 14th .Tulv
1975): S

The Turkish Cypriots can, if they wish, live separatelv. Thev
can move out of one area and settle in amother. They have no
right. however, to occupy Greek properties and homes, uprootine
hv force their Turkish Cypriot Community, but T do not onnose
this ‘dworce

The bizonal system is — as the Greeks have long realized —— a

kind of arrangement which, in the event of a new conflict, could leajd _

to the partitioning of the island between Greece and Turkey; and this o
would be, in Greek eyes, the.ultimate national humiliation. However,
the Greek Cypriot Government is in an extremely weak position and L
must try to the best of a very bad job. At least three important factors: . e
may have forced the Greek side to ‘accept the principle of a blzonal' :
Federation: (a) The great bulk of the Turkish Cypriots were, by Iulyi
1975, living in the north; and it was recognized that those who fa:i_l_e@
to go north could not be kept in the south, by the foice of Greel
arms, indefinitely. Thus it was accepted that the Turkish communs
will makeé their homes in the north and there is nothing that the Gree]
can do about it. (b} There were extremely worrying reports m:__J ;
that the Turkish Cypriot authorities had already moved 8';00.03-_1;1
land Turks into the north of the island, and planned to bring in an_Q
100,000 by the end of 1975, so as to alter the whole” populd
balance of the island. Turkey is, after all, only 40 miiles awa;

95




with her population of 36 million, she could easily afford to send even

several hundreds of thousands of - impoverished peasants in a short.

time. Thus, the sooner a constitutional settlement is reached in Cyprus
the better -the chances of the Greek Cypriots to stop “Turkish colo-
nialism’; (¢) Although President Makarios is recognized internationally

as the head of the Republic of Cyprus, the kind of support which the

Greek Cypriots have succeeded in obtaining from other countries is

generally confined to sympathy, official statements, and votes in inter-

national organizations. Such support may have some weight, parti-
cularly in the longef term, but it is not going to d1slodge 40,000 troops
and-250 armed vehicles from the north of the island. The Turkish
Army will not leave until after a satisfactory constitutional settlement

is reached; and the Turks will not agree to discuss any settlement

which is' not based on the bizonal principle. Further, the United
States — the only power which might be able to prevent the bizonal
plan — actually approves of it

So it seéms that what the representatives of the Greek and Turkish
communities will be fighting over, in the coming months, is fot the
principle of a bizonal Federation, but the precise form of a bizonal
arrangement. Among the most important negotiablé elements are: (a)
the precise extent and definition of the Greek and Turkish zones;
(b) the question of what proportion of the population of each zone
will be members of the other community; and (c) the scope and
vowers of the Cenfral Government, the Federal Legislature and other

bicommunal institutions e.g. the Central Bank, the Planning Bureau

ete.

A complex game of political chess is about to ‘develop in and

outside Cyprus, in which. the two sides — the Greek Cypriots and

the Turkish Cypriots (or more accurately: the Tuarks) — will fry to
demonstrate their own, and assess their opponent’s strength, stamma
and- determination. Each side has * been occasionally niaking * some

minor ‘strategic’ concessions with a view to appearing ‘flexible’, and

eliciting bigger moves from the other side, whilé at the same time
théy have both been trying to organize their own State and economy.
Greeks and Turks are, at present, so far apart as regards their ideas
of what would be a just; or even a tolerable, settlement, that they will
not even consider meeting each other halfway. Besides, a huge tangle
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of international issues surround the negotla‘aons -~ the changmg
balance of power in the Middle East at the time of Amencan-
Soviet détente, Turkey’s claims on the Aegean Sea, NATO’s appre~
hension at the prospect of a Greco - Turkish war, the question of thc
British military bases in Cyprus which serve NATO and CENTO in-
terests etc etc — that their 1mpact on the future of Cyprus is' simply-
unpredictable. Both sides are looking out for any international de--
velopments which are likely to strengthen their own hand in ‘the
negotiations, or weaken that of their opponents. At present neither the
Greeks, nor the Turks really know just what concessions they ma.y
eventually have to make, under changed ‘local and 1nternat10na1 con-’
d1t1ons in order to reach a negotlated settlemen’c

The strongr:st card that the Turklsh side have is that they already
hoId 40 per cent of the territory of Cyprus, and nobody is’ going: to
get them out acainst their will. This area containg the homies and
properties -of 200.000. Greeks. and also-70 to 80 per cent of all eco~
nomic and -agricultural productive resources -of the “island. The Turks
would be prepared — for a price — to return to the Greeks a part
of this territory. This would enable, say, half the rumber of refugees
to oo back to their homes and re - occupy their farms, factories, shos,
hotels. and -other properties in the extended Greek zone: and a pro-
portion .of the other refucees micht be admitted to the Turkish zone’
(though it is less easy to imagine them all re -~ occupying  their
homes and means of livelihood). The price for the Turkish ‘con-
cession’ (if this is not an absurd use of the term)is "that the Greek
side agree to a’ constitufional settlement which will gwe the Turklsh
su:le a n"umber of clear and defmlte beneﬁts '

A setﬂement means- to the Turk1sh Cyprlots evenmal peace aud
secunty, which wonld make it possible for Mother Turkey to- withdraw-
all, or- most, -of her 40.000.troops. and.so. relax.her not - so- - comfor—
table. grip on them. A settlement. should lead to political, and economie
stabﬂlty, which will encourage Tocal and foreign investors to put money.
in Turkish Cypriot industries and businesses, and attract- tourists fo. -
their (Greek - built) hotels, restaurants and clubs. A. setflement, again,
means that the Tarkish Cypriots gain representation in the Govern-
ment of the Republic, through which their économy can "obtain foreign
technical and finanicial assistance; and their produce can be promoted
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to world markets. Possibly more important than all these is that,
through a constitutional settlement, the Turkish Cypriots will achieve.
legitimation: they will no longer be regarded by the world ds rebels,
or maverick, but a constituent element of the Republic of Cyprus, who
possess what they possess by constitutional right. Further, legitimation
for the Turkish Cypriot position may be thought to imply a vindication
of Turkey’s ‘peace operation’. When Turkey = landed her troops on
Cyprus she appeared determined to pursue what she conceived
of as moral, legal and mnational rights, without much concern
for international opinion. Still, ‘despite = self - confident and

even self - righteous poses, Turkish leaders realize that Turkey needs k

friends in Europe and the rest of the world — at least it should niot
become too difficult for the United States Government to back her.

Her Tong - term political, economrc defence and cultural mterests,
demand that she be thought to be a Europeamzed civilized country,
and a believer in peace, and mternatlonal Taw and convention. Her
actions in Cyprus — however she sought to describe and explam'
them — have tended to promote the traditional image of the Asiatie,

semi - civilized nation of the Terrible Turk, and this is not a quali-
fication for membership in NATO "and the EEC. Thus, Turkey
has an interest to obtain a constitutional settlement for the Turklsh,
Cypriots' which she regards”as satisfactory, claim credit for her part
in: setting up a new Federal Republic, and withdraw backstage to work
for the improvement of her tarnished image. '

Now, the Greek Cypriots know that they cannot prevent the
Turks from establishing themselves in the North, but only they can
sign a settlement to normalize and legitimate the Turkish position in
the eves of the world. This, in fact, is just about the only strong card
the Greek Cypnot side have i in the negotiations. And they will pro-
bably trade it in exchange for the greatest possible reduction of the
Turkish - held area; the admission of the greatest possible number of
Greek refupees to the Turkish zone; and the establishment of the
strongest possible Central Government, Legislature and other bicom-
munal institutions, so as to ensure the greatest possible influence of

the Greek ma]onty over the whole State.
E‘"W_""T'f___ s
Conshtuhonal negotiations are expected fo begin in  earnest

against the background of intercommunal separation, bitterness and
98
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hostility. It seems inevitable that the historical circumstances under
which the new Constitution originates will impress their mark on the
content of the Constitution, and thus the stracture of the new ‘Cypriot
State. The Federal Republic is to be conceived of on the principle
that two separate and unfriendly communities, with different national
identities and antagonistic interests and agpirations, must somehow be
accomodated within a common constitutional scheme. The Turkish
side will accept none but a bizonal ‘solution’, which means that the
state of intercommunal separation and antagonism is to be insti-
tutionalized. Under the 1960 Republic, the Greek and Turkish com-
munities ‘created  their separate and largely independent centres
of gravity for their political, economic and cultural lives. After the
1963 "break-up, these centres acquired their separate geographical
bases, and the sense was created that there were Greek and Turkish
areas which had to be defended from hostile forces. The ideas of
patriotism, public " duty, political activity and public interest were
linked, in the minds of the Greek and Turkish people, with what went
on in the Greek and Turkish spaces. A bizonal arrangement will carry
this state of affairs one step further in the direction of permanent con-
frontation, because the Greek and Turkish areas will be divided by
a clearly marked border which people will not cross lightly. And of
course, the circumstances under which the border came to be drawn
have created feelings of hostility and resentment which will feed on
themselves as long as lack of contact between Qreeks and the Turks
is the norm. . -
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UL CONCLUSIONS ANv PROSPECTS

The discussion in th¢ preceding chapters has the general from
of a descriptive analysis of a sequence of events and situations leading
up to the present tragic condition of Cyprus. Since 1878 the Cyprus
conflict has gone through several transformations, brought about by

changes in the character and interrclations of a variety of elements.
The analysis given of the major phases of the conilict concentrated on

some of these elgments: the two antagonistic and occasionally hostile
Cypriot communities themselves; their relationships to their respective
Mother Countries; the opposing ideologies in terms of which they
perceived their rights and interests in connection with the political
status of Cyprus; and the methods and organizational structures which
they used to promote their rights and interests, as these were pcrcei_véd
by them. R ' '

- Crudely put, the -conflict atose from the - fact that the Greeks
believed that they had the * national right to determine the political
status of the whole of the island, whereas the Turks believed that they
had the national right to determine’ the political status, if not:of the
whole of the island, then of ‘their’ pait of it. At different periods, how-
ever, each of the two communities arrived at differenit judgments as to
the practical limits to their freedom to express their determination,
and the tactics and compromises they had to adopt under prevailing
local and international circumstances. Hence the continual modifi-
cation of the form of the conflict. (This is a crude way of explaining
the development of the conflict. For one thing, it is being assumed
that the wishes, beliefs and judgments of the two communal leader-
ships werc entirely shared by two cohesive communal populations;
and this is not exactly true.)

The preceding discussion of the way the Cyprus conflict moved
from one phase to the next, may have given the impression that there
was some kind of inevitability about its development the ethnic
division between the two Cypriot communities remaining pronounced
throughout the Ottoman occupation, taking at first an antagonistic
and then a violent character under the British, confinuing in a dif-

ERE
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ferent form under the independent Republic and after its break - up
acquiring a limited geographical basis which was extended and
clearly defined following the Turkish invasion. Nevertheless, it -has to
be noted that each one of the succeeding phases contained within it
many practical possibilities for rapprochement, peace and co - ope-
ration between Greeks and Turks which remained unrealized.

Let us briefly review the major phases of the Cyprus conflict
from the British period to the present, summarizing some main trends,
emphasizing some aspects which in retrospect appear particularly
significant, and adding a few further observations, By this exercise it
is hoped to identify some errors, or missed opportunities for peace
and co-operation between the communities. To point out
mistakes ex post facto is sometimes supposed to be a facile, even an
intellectually dishonest thing to do: it is “being wise after the event”!
Yet, individuals and nations do not always learn from their mistakes
and it is often far from easy to draw the right conclusions from a
complex and protracted conflict. . A close and honest study of the
history of the Cyprus conflict may yield some useful lessoms, and
some clues as to what kind of constitutional settlement should net be

. British Occupation: Growing Nationalism (1878 - 1955).

Under the Ottoman rule the Greeks of -Cyprus were recognized
as a millet, or nation, under the leadership of the Church of Cyprus
and its Archbishop who was the miliet bashi or 'Ethnarch’. When
Cyprus came under British rule the Church increased its importance
and influence, both as.a national orgamization embracing all Greek
Orthodox Christians . and as the principal advocate  of the Greek
national cause. To be a member of the true faith, and of the splendid
Greek nation, were two sides of the same reality. As late as 1954 the
Greek Cypriot - anthropologist -Dr J.- G:  Peristiany was- able’ to
ascertain that :

_ the Greek language and the Orthodox faith are . so intimately
interconnected that the Greek Cypriots find it difficult to dif-
ferentiate between them... A Greek is a Greek insofar as he is
an Orthodox... The priest is, therefore, always a firm believer
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in the enosi movement, as enosis, - to him, meaus the reunion of
the temporal and spiritual which bave been artificially dis-

joined. He is also a firm propagandist for the conservative pa.rty,
which is identified with the enosis movement #7,

Al Orgamizanon which embraced or professed to emorace, au -

we uree< Cypriots and only these, inevitably left out the iLurkisn
LYPriols; and tne latler Progressively Saw aid Ofgamizeq (Ociuseives as
4 scparale national and FEUZIOUS enily. Hven woen toe Ureek oodi~
geowsie produced their secutar nationalist leaders, there was no. at
lempl to approach, understand and reassure the mnervous ‘Lurkish
\¥PI101S. r1ence tne sad experience of Tne LegSLanve COWICL St
Cuaplwel AL, Secdon Z), woicn lormalized N Lreek - LUrsISA il
wsuncuon 1o -a poelutical opposition. -P. G. Polyviou wroie or ige
4 ur€180 LYpriots that

Laey -sougat no extension of democratic rights, obediently sup-
porung bsnitain  in all the spheres of Governmeni action. un
return for this collaboration Britain rewarded the Turks: it never

attempted to instruct them that as a minority they should come

to terms with the inevitability of some some sort of political
evolution in Cyprus whick would be likely to place them under
the preponderant influence of the more numerous Greek com-
munity. Furthermore, by repeatedly justifying, particularly in
later times, its stereotyped rejections -of the Greek Cypriot
demand of the union of Cyprus with Greece mnot on the real
grounds of the potential strategic importance attached to the
possession. of Cyprus but on the grounds that the Turkish
Cypriots needed protection from - future Greek domination,
Britain pre - empted any possibility for the achievement of a
political understanding between ‘Greeks and Turks 28,

There is considerable truth in this view, but not enough truth, as it
contains a suppressio veri and a suggestio falsi. First, it must be re-
membered that the Greek Cypriots demanded nothing less than the
union of Cyprus with Greece at the time when the relations between
Greece and Turkey were hostile. The Turkish Cypriots can hardly
be blamed for seeing lesser evil in being a minority in a British
Cyprus than in a Greek Cyprus. Secondly, it is hardly fair to blame
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the British for failing to “instruct’ the Turks on the proper place of
minorities, when the Greeks themselves made no effort at all to come
to an ‘understanding’ with them. Especially in view of the hostility
beitween Greece and Turkey even after 1923, it was surely the Greek
Cypriots who should have approached the Turkish Cypricts and tried
to persuade them that they had nothing to lose and much to gain
from enosis. Instead, the Grecks went on  ignoring the Turkish
Cypriot point of view until thé late 1950's and even ~ beyond,
through the brief years of the Grec_o-Turklsh‘Repubhc and in the
subsequent decade wnich ended with the Juty - August war of 1974.

Naturally, if the Greek leadership ignored the Turkish views,
and aspirations, the Turks were not going to plead for sympathy and
understanding from the Greeks. Already the two communal education
systems in Cyprus — the one which was imported from Greece and
the other from Turkey — were cultivating a certain flattering image
of one’s own nation and a derogatory image of the other, and hence
spread  prejudices which are still very much alive. As Robert
Stephens wrote :

Greeks tend to think ©of Turks as bullies and Turks tend to
Lung Of Greeks as <cheats. Turks consider themselves as maqe
of sterner stutf than Greeks and Greeks see themselves -as more
alert and esergetic than Turks. ‘The Turks suffer irom physical
arrogance and the Greeks from inteliectual pride. Yer there are,
of course, many brave Greecks and plenty of intelligent Turks
who do not cenform to the natio_nal stereotype. 29,

These atntudes, which constitute the cruder elements of the ‘Hellenic
and the Islamic traditions, conunued to exist during the brief life of
the Greek - Turkish Republic and were certainly not entirely absent
from the cabinet room. One can only speculate that if after World
War II moderate and leftist Greeks and Turks had agreed to par-
ticipate in a system of internal self - government which Bﬂtaifl Wo_uld
be prepared to grant, then certain common political and social aims
and values might have evolved which would eventually develop into
a peculiarly Cypriot political consciousness, capable of sustaining, on
Britain’s departure, an independent Cypriot State. As things turned
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out, however, the Greek _community pursued steadfastly the line of
‘enosis “and only enosis’ and the Turkxsh community defined their
obJectlves in opposmon to them. _

DS gceupalion: Malitant Nationalism (1955 - 1959)

berore LOUKA begdn its struggle for  enosis, toe  iurkusu
ypriot leadership (or rather the leadership of the Turkish Cypriot
pouucal activists) had already established some loose sort of contact
wia tne ‘lurkish -Government. As was mentioned eariter (chaprer Li,
secuion 3), in the 1954 Cyprus debate in the United Nations the
VIeCK representative was opposed by the [urkisn represenianve, 'Lhe
sonqon Conrerence of 1905 establisned Turkey as an  inierested
party, and tne subsequent -anti- Greek riots, first in Istanoul and
Smyrna, and later in Cyprus, changed the original ann - coionial
character of the Greek ettort. The Turkish Cypriots were late starters
in the political game, but they eventually caugnt up with the Greeks,
and developed their own political and military organizations, their
own propaganda machine and closé relations with the Government
and rress of theit Mother Country.

. in iaver years many intelligent Greeks were to regret the fact
that their leaders had rejected a number. of British ofters for limited
selt - government. A. timely acceptance of any. such offer wouid have
prevenied LUIKISH €MOIOLINEN. and. 1€ .CONseQUEnt emergence of
Yurkish Cypriot militancy. Once Turkish Cypriots were recruited in
toe Auxiiary. Potice, and Voikan and ‘IMi had been formed, toe
lurks were 10 a position to practise violence. against Greek people
and properties. A number of violent incidents between Greeks and
Turks in 1957 and 1958 resulted in“the - permanent ‘poisoning of
relations between the nationalist activists of the two communpities,
Thenceforth, in times of violent intercommunal strife human life in
the ‘other’ community became cheap.

The Zurich - London Agreements’ and the Greco - ’I‘urklsh
Republic (1959 - 1963)

]

This phase of the Cyprus conflict has been extensively described
earlier (chapter I, sections 4 and 5 and chapter III). It may be useful
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however to refer to three interconnected kinds of factors which have
developed in previous phases” and whose contimied existence con-
tributed to the destruction- of the umtary and theoretwa]ly integral
Greco - Turkish- Repubhc.

(a) The populauon of Cyprus wWas. already d1v1ded into two
national communities with “markedly different, if not antagonistic,
ideologies, religions and .cultural values.. The heroes of one com-
munity were tne villains of the iother... . Although they. lived side
by side and intermingled with each. other, their' fundamental values
remained distinct” 3°. Not only was no attempt made to.educate the
two communities into understanding ' and coilaborating:’with each
other, but two nationalist systems of academic and political eau-
cation developed, which made it that much harder for Greeks and
Turks to communicate and form a basis for political consensus. In
the. period:beginning in ' 1959 the opposing nationalisms of the
Greeks and the Turks acqulred a sen:u ofﬁclal, semi - institutional
status. -

(b)  The first Government of the Republic was formed by men
who had led the Greek and Turklsh nationalist moverents. As
Cyprus had no tradition of representatwe mstltutlons to speak of,
there was an aura of mystique as far as the communities were con-
cerned attendmg their respective leadershlps Ihe example and pro-
nouncements of the leaders were. accepted by their people as the
standards of pohucal correctness One would expect, then, the Greek
and Turkish members of the Government to show respect, trust and
a willingness for co-operation with their colleagues from fhe other
community. Harmonious co'- operation ‘between-the ‘two: leaderships
within a united Government would have gone a long way to dispel
intercommunal prejudice and mistrust, and develop attitudes of co -
operation betweert Greeks and Turks. A united” ‘Cypriot leadership
could have contributed to a sense of unity and cohesion among the
divided population of the island. In actual fact, the practices of the
Greek and Turkish leaders gave the worse example to their people
and tended to strengthen mtercommunal susp1c10n a.nd pre]udlce In
the words of Robert Stevens: -

'

-[Makarios did not] show great skill in- haudlmg the Turkish_
Cypriots after the estabhsh;:_l_ent of the Republic, though part
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of the failure may be put down to the narrow - mindedness of
- the Greek Cypriots as a whole, as well as the short - sightedness
of the Turkish Cypriots in over - playing their hard, Unavoidable
differences of national temperament played their part. In cabinet
meeting the Turkish ministers began to feel they were being
by - passed by the Greeks who, they believed, settled every im-
portant question among themselves beforehand... It must also
have been difficult for the Greek Cypriots, who had never ruled
themselves before, to restrain the impulse to show off their new
. power and put the Turks in their. place.. Kutchuk complained
. that he ‘was mot comsulted about important diplomatic appoint-
- ments or about the general conduct of foreign policy 31, .

From the viewpoint of the Turks, Archbishop Makarios was
behaving not as the head of a bicommunal State but as the millet
bashi of the Greeks who refused to accept their status as a separate
community. From the viewpoint of the Greeks, Kutchuk . and the
other Turkish leaders clamoured for their full rights under the Con-
stitution, even when these conflicted with the interests of the State as
a whole, because they were aware of Turkish power behind them.
Both the Greek and the Turkish leaders bear a great responsibility
for their failure to work together for the good of all Cypriots and for
permitting the break -up of the Greco - Turkish State in ' December
1963. A great opportunity to educate the two communities to accept
and co - operate with each other-and create 2 well-run and de-
mocratic ‘Cypriot State was irretrievably lost.

(c) The division between. the Greek and Turkish national com-
munities, and the Greek and Turkish Cypriot nationalist leaderships,
was further accemtuated by the fact that the Governments of Greece
and Turkey had entered the Cypriot scene on a regular basis. The
various Treaties to which Greece and Turkey were parties were bad
enough; but the Governments of these countries went on to make their
presence felt in the island through their contacts with many organi-
zations belonging to their respective national communities. Each of
the two Governments gave guidance, moral and financial support,
scholarships, free travel and other benefits to teachers’ associations,
athletic clubs, trade and farmers’ unions, fighters’ organizations etc.
Naturally, the closer the connections between influential Greek and
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Turkish Cypriot erganizations with their rg:spective Mother Countries,
the less interested they were to establish contacts among themselves.
One explanation for this excessive concern of the Governments of
Greece and Turkey for their national communities in the island is
that Cypriot affairs contioued to figure prominently in Greek and
Turkish politics. Thus no Government could afford t'g .be f:harged
that they were not doing enough fm_‘ the welfare of their kith and
kin in Cyprus. _ o L

Despite the deep cleavage between the Greeks and Turks of
Cyprus — which was sustained to some extent by the- communal
leaderships and the Governments of the Mother Couptnes — there
were some rare exceptions’ of people who spoke up for thfe need to
develop ‘sincere intercommunal friendship  and collab'orat-l-‘gn.. F?r
example, two Turkish lawyers named Hikmet and Gurkag‘l??gm in
1960 a newspaper in which they advocated a new, :more positive and
co - operative attitude towards the Greek community. In 1962 tl%ey
werergunned down one night in their car by extreme Turklgh
nationalist elements.

In the Greek comununity there was the interesting case .of a
prominent citizen, Mr N.' C. Lanitis, who in March 1963 published
a series of articles in'the English - langnage newspaper The -C'yprus
Mail In' these articles he argued for a moderate and conc;-hat(?ry
approach to the question of the relations between Greek and Turkish
Cypriots. As a consequence he was attacked from 'many.quart.ers as
unpatriotic and a traitor. These articles were later expanded into 2
pamphlet entitled Our Destiny. A namber of passages are ‘quoted
below, both because they contain much wisdom and a ch?ar per-
ception of the dangers of unchecked nationalism; and because it is
instructive to see what kind of viewpoint was dabbed as unpa-
triotic and treasonable by péople whose outlook and philosophy is
very influen_-ti‘él even ‘one year after the disasterous July - August
war of 1974.

The Zurich Agreement is. as good as the men who want to
apply-it. In principle it has advantage in that it ha:s made us
masters of our own house. It has per contra one disadvantage
in that it divides the country. The- provisions pertaining to the
rule of 70t 30 as ‘between Greeks and Turks in public depart-
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ments _(and 60 : 40 in the Cyprus army) are not as important as
they look unless we view them... with sentimentalism. The.
rule 70:30 in an inverted way says that there will be so many
- more Greeks - employed in private industry and trade than.
Turks, (if this was objectively expressed in the - Agreement the.

Turks would probably be in revolt) [pp. 6-71... The Greeks

are in the majority and the onus of responsibility falls in' their

shoulders. Holding respons;ibility means being in a position of
leadership. It also means doing a tough job. So far we have
not entirely been living up to that' ‘fesponsibility. The
Greek press has been waging a tit for tat war against the
Turkish press * and on several occasions it has instizated-
friction. We have not applied any self - restraint in our national
expressions, especially on occasions of Greek national ‘davs.

It is easy to indulge in these things but where are they leading
us to? [pp. 7~ 8l. '

If we are passive towards or -show lack of friendship to
the Turks, they will of necessity have to tely more and more
on Turkey and a most unfortunate situation will be created
for everybody .concerned,’ including Greece and Turkey. And
for us the Greeks in Cyprus we shall prejudice our position
of responsibility and leadership... Basically we should be one
country and one people. The Turks are above all Cypriots: and
so are the Greeks. There is a greater wunity in the outlook on
life and social behaviour between Greeks and Turks than the
ostensible differences of religion and language tend to indi-
- cate... Until unity is attained the Greek side has to be magna-

nimous and must give: more ‘than’ it ¢an take. This is the basic
- rule of being in a responsible position Tpp. 8 = 9].

On the other hand, the Turkish. side ‘must remember that.
- they must apply self - restraint too. The.- victory they won over
the Zurich Agreement is circumstantial, created -from . the
friction between the Greeks and the British. Tt is not a true
 victory and'if they rely too much on it; it ‘may fail them one
~ day. They should also co -opeératé with the Greeks, as a first
“stage, in civic activities, in the chamber of commierce, in bov
“scout and ‘girl gnide activities, in empoyers’ associations, in
labour unions, in games. In this way they could lay down the
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foundations for co - operation at a higher level. And the same
goes for the Greeks. Turkish should be taught in Greek schools
and Greek in Turkish schools. Both communities should look
at each other as behig merhbe:s of the same country [p. 91

Twelve vears and thousands of unnecessary deaths later, t‘r.lese
words of, moderation and good will more than ever deserve slc:rlou;
study and reflection. Unfortunately, many of those Gree .Sz.nte
Turkish nationalists who contributed to the break - up o.f the at
in December 1963 are still in firm control of the. affairs of their
long - estranged communities. ..

The Divided Cyprus (1963 - 1974) -

It was seen earlier that after the bloody events of Df:c:uam‘t_)e(r1
1'963 the Turks of the Turkish quarters of,Nigo.sia, Famagusta. anEll
certain other placﬁes barricaded themselves in .thelpa.reas and' sevi;
thousands of Turks from other parts of the island flocked into ‘ e
enclaves which were thus created. Hostilities tfetWeen Greekl se-
curity forces’ and the Turkish ‘fighters’ defending these: enc.aves.
continued intermittently for eight or nine months, s?metlmes prf—
voked by the latter who were trying to get Turkey to intervene ;1;5:,
tarily on their behalf. At the London Conference. of Japuary oo
both communities showed a definite lack of desire to re- esta. 15, |
the unitary Greco - Turkish State. Only 45 days afte}' L./Iakarlz;v.?
modest ‘13 points’ the Greeks offered the Turks a m1n01:'1jcy st; Et;
and ' the Turks said ‘no thank- you’ and called for part.mon. 0
sides quicklj-persuaded- themselves that -they were now 1T1 ‘a be::er:
position than under the old state of affairs and that the December
events had demonstrated the dishonesty and treachery of the other
side. The compromise Constitution of 1960 was destroyed and not
& tear was shed; Greeks and Turks felt too pr_oFd and too (l:qnf1§:;nt‘.
of the justice of their tespective causes to even’ pont;:;_nplate_apo. er
compromise arfarigement. S ’

On the effective cessation of the hostilities the Greeks were 17
control of the whole of the island, minus: the few ’llfufkish armed en-
claves: The Greeks, and the world at large, were 'sat1s'f1§d that the pa-
thetic Turkish Cypriot insurrection had failed; and things were -almost
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back to normal. Few people could see at the time that a foreign |

country, Turkey, had established a presence in the island throuch
the Turkish Cypriot mini - ‘State’. Three important - characteristics
of this nnofficial ‘State’ should be stressed, because they highli h;‘.
the extent of Turkish involvement in Cyprus: :

(@) The Turkish Cyoriot mini - ‘State’ had some Jittle territorv
under its complete control, which had to be defended from the
Greek National Guard by Turkish Cvyoriot and Turkish mainland
conserint soldiers, all under the command of resular officers of the
Tﬁxrkieh Armv. The creation of certain well - defined . Trrkish arenc
o the man of Cynrus made 3t possible. indeed inevitable, for the
Government and Hish Command of Turkev to re - define their
defence responsibilities <o as to include these Cynriot areas too into
fheir defence svetem. Thus. when Tirkev ordered her  troops to
Cvnrus there  already were senarafe Turkish  areas in the jeland

which. from the noint of view of the Turkish wmilitarv establichment.
were ‘home territory’. '

(b) As was explained earlier (chapter TV, section 5) the
']E‘urk.ish Cypri’ot ‘S‘tete", far from being economically self - sufficient,
was 1n receipt of an annual grant from the Turkish Government for
defence, relief and other immediate purposes. It is a matter of
simp}e logic — which however escaped the notice of many Greeks
— that once economic pressures were put on Turkish Cypriots, their
Jeaders would have no alternative but appeal to the Turkish Govern-
ment for assistance, and the latter would become even more deeply
involved in Turkish Cypriot affairs. The condition of the Turkish
Cypriot economy was one of the chronic problems of the Turkish
Ministry of Finance, ' o - '

tc) The Turkish Cypriot ‘State’ had, in 1963, a population of
some 115,000 which is about that of a middle - sized European
town. Clearly, the human and material resources which the Turkish
leadership could mobilize for propagating their cause, and for de-
veloping foreign relations and contacts, were negligible. The Greeks
constituted the official; the internationally recognized, State and
maintained representation in several foreign capitals, in the, United
Nations, and in over 40 other international bodies. This being so,
the cause of the Turkish Cypriots was taken up and championed
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internationally by the diplomatic service of Turkey. Indeed, Tuikish
foreign policy had been concerned to advance Turkish Cypriot
interests too since the mid -1950%s. '

From the" time the Turkish” Cypriots separated themselves from

« the ‘Greeks ‘and ‘placed themselves under the protection of the Turkey

the Cyprus question took a central position in Turkish national
politics. All Turkish political 'parties had to have a ‘stand’ with
regard to the rights and'interests of their Cypriot brethren. Further,
all -Governments and parties insisted on-the validity of the Treaty of
Guarantee, as that was the legal expression of Turkey’s responsibi-
lities and obligations towards the Turkish Cypriot community. As
they saw it, the Turkish Cypriot entity was Turkey herself.

It is difficult to estimate, even in retrospect, the full damage
done to the two Cypriot communities by their separation and
estrangement following the hostilities of December 1963. The cultural
and ideological division of the earlier periods became deeper and
assumed geographical and political aspects. Under conditions of
separate statehood, opportunities  for persomal contacts between
Greeks and Turks were few; and hardly any member of one com-
munity understood, let alone saw ‘the justice of, the other commiunity’s
point of view. The Grecks ‘produced arguments by which they con-
vinced themselves-that all justice was on’ theif side, and the Turks
did exactly the same thing. Nobody seemed interested to get an in:
tercommunal dialogue going — it was the - other ‘side which was
always expected to come to “theif senses. The doyen of the Greek
Cypriot ‘legal thinkers the Aitorney - General Mr Criton Tornarifis
demonstrated incessantly (in a series of articles publishéd by the
Public Information Office of the Republic) that the 1960 Consti-
tution and Treaties Were inoperative; and in that task he was followed
by many Greek lawyers who took a fancy to Constitutional Theory.
On the other side the Turks produced their own argumentation which
always led to the conclusion that the fundamental principle of pacta
sunt servanda could not be abandoned, for any Greek reasons, in the
case of the Constitution and the Treaty of Guarantee. Turkey never
wavered from her conviction that she had a legal right and a moral
obligation to take, if necessary, military action to protect and advance
what she regarded as the interest of ‘the Turkish Cypriot community.
Archbishop Makarios may have been in no particular hurry to settle
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the Cyprus question; but he did make a consistent effort to prevent'

the"creation of circumstances in which Turkey would fmd it neces-
sary and justifiable to resort fo violence.

-Intercommiurtal talks began in 1968, after several wasted years,
in an-attempt to settle peaceably the constitutional  dispute. The
United Nations and the “Governments of Greece and Turkey gave

their support to this procedure, and both Cypriot sides made consi-

derable concessions. As a result the area of agreement between the
disputants progressively grew: it was eventually agreed, for example;

that the new- State would be unitary, with bicommunal participation to-
Government, the Legislature, the Civil Service and Police fixed at a

80 : 20 ratio, without veto rights or separate ‘majorities, and: with'
considerable local autonomy given to Greek and Turkish regions.
In an interview published in the Greek Cypriot newspaper Agon of
14th August 1975 the Greek negotiator Mr . Clerides said that “had
the coup not taken place, it would have been a matter of a2 mere two.

or three months of further elaboration and the discussion of certain.

details before a solution to the Cyprus question was reached”.

If the negotiations were going so well, and the Turkish Cypriots

were within sight of a settlement which would be 'acceptable to them,’

why did Turkey find it necessary to order an “invasion whose con-
sequences were bound to be momentous’ and indeed unpredictable?
After all, the Greek Cypriot Governinént which had been installed

by the rebellious National Guard on 15th July had pledged themselves

to continue the intercommunal talks. So the coup- had nothing to do
with the prospects of an intercommunal settlement — or did it? Mr
Clerides said in the Agon mtervrew some thmgs that throw light on
thrs questlon

I my view [the coupl was carried out because the [Greekl]
-military Government, known as'the Junta, ‘believed that it would
be possible, after the coup, to proclaim enosis, and that Turkey

would be prevented by the allies of Greece from carrying out;

an invasion... One of the reasons we have failed [to reach a set-
tlement with the Turkish’ Cypriots] was that the Greek Govern-
ment - Junta was not’ sincere. While publicly declarmg that they

desired an agreement through the intercommunal - talks, they-

in fact had other aims and objectives... The Junta and their
12

leader Mr Ioanmdes ‘were not Smcere as regards therr mtentlons
concermng a settlement

On the basis of this cryptlc statement and certam other Indlcatlons_
the following con]ecture ‘may be suggestea “Whereas Colonel Papa-
dopoulos, who ruled Greece from Apnl 1967 to Noveraber 1973:
was very keen to see some sort of a compromise settlement in Cypras,
his successor Br1gad1er Toannides was bept on bringing about enosis.
Turkéy knew this, as she also knew that ;l:'ollowmg Grivas's .. death
EOKA B was taken over by Toannides. With this man in power no,
constltunonal settlement would be possible in Cyprus I—Ience Turkey’s.
deemon to invade when the opportunity arose in order to impose.a
settlement whlch favoured her protégés. And. the July coup,. orga-,
nized and dlrected from Athens\ was the, perfeet_oppoﬂum.ty

Tt shiould be rémembered that just as the Turkish Cyprrot eni-
claves were part of the unified Turkish defence system; so the Greek'-
controlled territory of Cyprus-was, in  effect, ‘part of the Greek
défence - system. Once Archbishop “Makarios™ made ~the mistake of
setting up a National ‘Guard led by regular officers of ‘the Greek
Army he could not reach a constitutional settlement with the Turkish®
Cypriots which was unacceptable to the Greek “Government. Morg
perierally, once the Cypriots' were divided into two “separate state
entities, each being incorporated into the defence system of’ another’
country, they were not entirely free to even settle the1r own dif-
ferences

The Partitioned Cﬁims

And so we come to ‘the latest phase of the Cypms COIlﬂlCt the
one whrch began W1th the _Turkrsh invasion and which resulted id
the partmomng of the island into a Greek and a Turkrsh zone. The_
‘border is now guarded by Greek and Turkrsh troops on either side,”
But most People expect that the' next move will be not another War_
but a negotlated b1zonal setﬂemenf to gwe const1tut10na.1 expressron‘
to the de facto partmon

In retrospect, the present sﬂ:uatmn is seen as the logu:al out—
come of a powerful though not irresistible, process of mtercommunal

division whose origins 1ie beyond the ‘British occupauon This di-
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vision grew. progressively deeper and more formalized, by feeding
upon itself, as there were no sufficiently long - sighted, . influential
and courageous people to work for intercommunal understanding and
co - operation. In earlier sections of this study a number of factors
have -been identified which have contributed tfo the deepening rift.
These factors may now be briefly summarized under three related
headings : :

(2) Cemmunalism. . Greeks and Turkish Cypriots have many
characteristics and aspirations in common, but they are two distinct
ethnic groups. each with its own language, religion, cultural heritage
and traditions. From the beginning of the British occupation all in-
stitutions through which moral, social, political and cultural beliefs
and values are formed — religious institutions, schools, the press,
political and quasi - political associations etc - were organized on a
cormunal basis. In the Legislative Council and Tater in the House
of Representatives the elected leaders represented members of the
Greek or Turkish .communities, and not just Cypriots. Indeed, com-
munalism extended to areas in which bicommunal participation could
be expected e.g. in professional * and trade uhions, co- operative
societies, athletic clubs etc. Tt may be said, then, that all, or almost
all, organized life in Cyprus was community - based. In December
1963 the Turks formed their own communal state-like -entity,
leaving the official Republic in the hands of the Greek community.

(b) Nafionalism. The Greek Orthodox Church of Cyprus
had assumed the leadership of the Greek Cypriot community and
propagated vigorously the Greek nationalist cause: Cyprus is the
island of the Greek Cypriots and would therefore be unfree until
she is united with Mother Greece. The Turkish Cypriots were opposed
to any idea of enosis, and developed in opposition to this their own
nationalist movement and ideology. When the Greek Cypriot
nationalists looked to Greece -for guidance, -moral and diplomatic
support, and later arms, the Turkish Cypriots looked to Turkey for
similar assistamce. Given the doctrines and objectives of Greek and
Turkish Cypriot nationalism, the two communal leaderships were
unwilling and unable to negotiate a common compromise position.

(¢} Involvement of the Maother Countries. In the early 1950’s
Greece and Turkey extended their political and diplomatic support
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to their respective national communities in Cyprus and later helped
them with their armed” campaigns. On independence the Mother
Countries developed links with many official, quasi - official and
unofficial organizations and thus continved to exercise an influence
in Cypriot affairs, After December 1963, when communalism ac-
quired fundamental geographical aspects, separation. was maintained, -
on the Turkish side, by means of Turkish economic assistance and
by an armed force of Turkish Cypriots and Turkish mainlanders.
This force was confronted by the National Guard which was led by
Greek mainland officers. The July-August war was fought
between a united Greek and a united Turkish force. The post - war
political and diplomatic confrontation is, once again, conducted by
two united fromts: a Greek/Greek Cypriot and a Turkish/Turkish
Cypriot. = S L

It is seem, then, that communalism, nationalism and the involve-
ment of the Mother Countries are the three main forces which
strengthened one another and deepened. the cleavage between the
Greek and Turkish Cypriots, while ' minimiiing the. significance of
their common characteristics, those derived by their Cypriotness
itself. - '

Yet Cypriots — Greeks and TFurks and the rest — share many
common characteristics, values. and aspirations. In many places in
this study there are references to ‘the rights and interests of the Greek
Cypriots! and ‘the rights and interests of the Turkish Cypriots’, because
these expressions have been used systematically in political argu-
ments by Greeks, Turks and their respective backers. Indeed, the
impression may have been given that what Greek Cypriots regard as
their rights and interests are always different from, and even incom-
patible with, what Turkish Cypriots regard as their rights and in-
terests. This impression was certainly cultivated by the words and
deeds of the two communal leaderships, even at the time when they
were supposedly collaborating under the unitary Greco - Turkish
State. Now' that Cyprus is partitioned and awaits a constitutional
settlement, it is of crucial importance to see¢ if there may not be,
after all, a large concidence in the desires, values and demands of
the members of the two communities which may be realized to a
greater extent by more unity rather than by total separation between
them. . :
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In the first place, Greek and Turkish Cypriots in general haye
2 broadly " similaf tempefament and outlock on life, these peing
products of their common hrstory and geography and smnlar ‘social
institutions. They are all strongly attached to tneir istand — and even
taelr part’oi the island = and they dlstmgmsh themselves from, and

feel 'rather uneasy w1th people from abroad mcludmg mainland

ureeks and Turks. -
. R g |

with both Greek and Turkish Cypnots the famiiy is the basic
moral, social and economic unit. Cypriots in general are individua-
uss; dnd they put themselves and their families first, As a farmly
man, the Cypriot is greatly concerned to promote thié " dual airms of
tNe nonour ana presuge, and ine material prosperity, of his fa.tmly
A-large part or tne thought; energy ‘and income of tng family goes to
the purchase of a house and furniture, the education of the children,
narrymg toem well, and belping the son to a good. job. -

Greek and Turkish ‘Cypriots belonging to the same socio -
economic stratum’ work for their living under similar WOrKing “aud
- market conditions: Their occupationsl problems and their economic
interests-are very -similar ~*~ much more similar than’ those of people
in different strata of the same community. Again, Greeks and [iirks
in the lower economic strata are equally vuinerable economically and
irequenﬂy demand the same special protection from the State. Large
secuons of both communities feel that the State should adopt
measures to promote a fairer distribution or wealth and, more gene-
rally, the benefits and burdens of citizenship. :

Despite all this, since December 1963 Greek a.nd Turkish
Cypriots have had to work for the advancement of their similar eco-
nomic and social rights and interests in two separate and hostile.
States. There is no doubt that the totality of Cypriot families — both.
Greek and Turkish — would have been much. better off working.
under a single, unified economic system, rather than divided into two.
communal economies: a Greek one short of labour and a Turkish
one short of capital and entrepreneurial expertise..

It may be taken as established that, regarded as individuals and
families, both Greeks and 'I‘urks have desires, demands and
..spirations which are similar and compatlble It is certamly true that
in recent years down to July 1974 there was enough wealth in

L
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Cyprus to support — under a system of welfare legislation — _very
sausfactory living standards for the whole _population.,

-~ Among the deépest désires and needs of civilized hunian’ beings
are’ peace, secirity and stability. These conditions people value*for
their own sake, as Well a3 because they are pre - - requisiteés for moral,
cultural, social and economic progress. War drives people to fana-
ticism and blunts their humanity. This“is thé universal experieiicé,
and it is also the experience of Cypricts. Greek and Turkish Cypriots
do not lack a deep need and desire for peace — true peace, not just
an armed truce =— yet for more than a decide the two communities
have raised their own armies of reluctant coriscripts to confront, and
occasionally to fight, each other. Each side is only too ready to point
to the aggressive intentions of the other, and assert that, while peace
is ‘precious, natiénal honour, hberty and d1gmty, must be defeuded
if need be, by the force of arms,

It is unnecessary to go once again into the causes of the con-
frontation. It might be repeated- however, that the tension of 1962
and 1963, which resulted in the- break - up of the unitary state, was
the result of two incompatible nationalist ideologies. espoused by the
Greek and Turkish Cypriot activists. The Greek leaders would
tell their people that they had been given a Constitution against their
will which denied them fundamental political rights as a2 Greek com-
munity. The Turkish leaders would teil their people that the Greeks
were cheating themi of their political rights which they had earned
as a Twrkish community. Although Greeks and Turks conceive of
their economic and social rights as. individuals and families, they
conceive of their political rights as natienal communities.- Both com-
munities tend to have a simple and uncritical faith in their re-
spective leaderships (probably due to the absence of any worthwhile
tradition of democratic institutions . in the island) and this fact,
coupled with the fact that both leaderships have been, for historical
reasons, nationalist, led ordinary. Cypriots: to divide into two hostile
groups for the sake of things that in fact hardly touched their daﬂy
hves as individuals or famﬂres : L

1t must be said, here, that both Greek and Turkish Cypriots are
passionate and excitable people, and that, although they can be high
- minded and generous, they can also be hot - tempered, irrationally
.1]].7
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angry and aggressive when they ‘come to- believe thaf- their honour
ana rigats as individuals.or a community - have been trampled om
1ne civilized ideals of peace and co - operation were sacrificed in
Cyprus not because Cypriot men and women felt that their personal

or family honour and interests demanded that they should take up

arms, but because iney were [ed by nalionalist acuvists into’ tounking
that certain” political rights attaching’to theéir communities had been,
or were about to be, denied to them. It is important, here, to ap-
preciate tne qUalticanon 'ied Oy HAUONALST aCLVISIS. LWo groups of
people do mot fight each other smply because they speak ditrerent
languages, worslup different Gods, or cherish different  traditions.
\oey only fignt wnen toey believe that those "elements which con-
stitute their differerit national identities imply rights and interests
which are mutually incompatible, Tuzkish Cypriots have been saying
regularly for the past decade that they ¢annot live in peace with the
Greek Cypriots. Of course Greeks and Turks and Armenians and
Maronites and retired British army officers can live together in peace
and friendship, intermingling among themselves in the island. What
are incompatible, and operate as sources of conflict, are the tra-
ditional Greek Cypriot and Turkish ,Cyp;io;;nationa]ist_ ideologies.

The long and the short of the preceding analysis is that while
Greek and Turkish Cypnots are in similar sitiiations as” md1v1duals
and families (particularly those belonging ‘to the same socio - eco-
nomic strata) they are on different sides of a deep and hostile divide
as national communities, informed as they are with incompatible
nationalist ideologies. With a little exaggeration it could be said that
the ordinary Greek Cypriot and the ordinary Turkish Cypriot are
just like each other — except that the former speaks Greek and is
Christian and the latter speaks Turkish and is Moslem.

No attempt was made in the present study to: ]udge the merits
of the factual content and the political: claims of the two rival ideo-
logies because that would not add to our understanding of the nature
and causes of the Cyprus conflict, nor help to bring the two com-
munities together. No amount of dispassionate analytical argument
will persuade, for example, the Greeks that it is not of crncial im-
portance that they make up the four - fifths of the island’s population,
or the Turks to yield their claim to be one of the two equal partner

communities of Cyprus. What is necessary for an intercommunal rap-
: ST
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prochement is that both sides should make a sincere effort to ‘under-
stand and appreciate the othéer side’s” pomt of view, as it actually
stands, rather than just try to sell that side their own. A multiplication
of legal and pseudo - legal arguments for and against the validity of
the Zurich - London Agreements will not amprove intercommunal
understandmg

1ne 1déal condition undér which the Cyprus conflici could be
nnally resolved would be one in which Greek and Turkish Cypriots
have abandoned their nationalism and, as far as possible, their com-
munaism, and proceeded to assimilate and deveiop into a coherent,
integrated nation. All members of the Cypnot populanon would then
o Lunng and acting as Citizens. “of an independent Cypriot nation -
state, maintaining special, but not exaggeratedly close, relations with
Ureece and [urkey. Within a. politically and psychologma.lly inte-
grated nation, dn:terences m language and rehglon would have no
explosive consequences. This would be true even if Greek - speaking
Christians and Turkish - speaking Moslems are concentrated in dif-
ferent parts of the island. For example, in Belgium the Catholic Wal-
loons a.nd Protestant Flemish are concentrated in different parts of
the country and have special cultural relations with France and
Holland respectively. Yet, despite occasional language incidents and
demonstrations, there is no question of the Belgians not forming one
united and cohesive nation — bi - ethnic, bi - linguist, bi - religionist,
but stilt -one nation — vowing allegiance to the same political and
civil institutions. - :

The idea of Cyprus becoming a unified and integrated nation. -
state may appear to be sheer moonshine : something . which is so far
removed from present realities that it is not worth thinking about
seriously. One may point out impatiently that Cyprus is now geo-
graphically partitioned, ethnically segregated, with almost half her
total population having been forced to flee their homes and properties;
and more than 100,000 Greek and Turkish Cypriots and main-
landers under arms. In view of these realities, the urgency of re-
vitalizing the economy, and the threat of colonization from Turkey;
what is badly needed is a’ practical constitutional settlement sooner
rather than later. Again, the whole Turkish Cypriot population is
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already in the north, and it will be foolish to imagine that they will
ever decide (or that they would be allowed by their leaders) to returd
to their original towns and -villages, where, in the Wwords of Mr

- Denktash, they would be “little pools of Turks sptead over the whole

island”. Thus, one may conclude, whatever the merits' of the ideal
or an integrated Cypriot nation - state, the present _demographic
reality in tne island admits of no other solution than a form of bizonal
tederation.

“A clear unaerstanding of the present realities in ‘Cyprus, and

e’ aoiu’ty to propese pracucal arrangements to bring the two sides

together, dré Dota very important; but “fmportant 1 ~ also [0 - Keep
abve a visign of the kind of society Cyprus coukd some gay pecome
under ‘the influence of men of good wil, foresignt anc ugn ewca
principles. 1f tnere is ‘a possibility of the Cypriots ‘becoming a conesive
and integrated nation, expressing their wishies, values® and aspirations
tnrough a united democratic state, then' this possibility must not be
parrea Dy any lLnmedide ‘constituiional ssiteinent. ‘ine actual Cen-
stisutlon wiuch may be agreed upon between the Greek and ‘furkish
siaes spoiud not ciose the ‘door ‘to ‘the prospect of the Cypriot po-
pulaiion gaining greater cohesion ‘and’ UMty and eventuauy, iTeely
deciamg 10 rewrite their Consttution on a more unitied basis.

1 may be said, then, that what is now needed in Cyprus is a
Constitution that is suitable for tne present and foresecable future,
and which wiil positively encourage the development of systemauc
collaporation and COMMON INLEres.s Deiween tne two dividea COm-
muniies. If and when, at some future time, confidence and friendly
relations are established between the Greek and Turkish Cypriots,
the Constitution could be revised by common consent so as to reflect
a general meed and desire for greater unity. o

There is, of course, no guaranice that Greek and Turkish at-
titudes. will ever shed their communal character and develop towards
a broader Cypriotist direction. Nor is theré any guarantee that the
Greek and Turkish Cypriot leaders will establish a more sincere and
successful collaboration than that of the 1960 - 63 period. It may even
be that the Greek and Turkish Cypriots will reject any suggestion that
unity and collaboration will serve their common interests. Still, it has
to be insisted upon that dispassionate consideration of the facts will
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convincingly show that the ideal of close intercommunal co - operauoi
eventually developing into. a Pan - Cypriot unity is the omy ideai
which provides the prospect of a permanent peace and stability, and
moral, social and economic advancement for both Greek and i urkisa
Cypriots. S - -

 Ine Turkish Cypriots, must bear in mind that -even ‘when they
are ail concentrated in a single, unfied area, they are still the minority
community in the island outnumbered by the Greeks by 4 : 1. Unless
tneir relations with- the Greek community become relations of
friendship, trust-and co -operation,” the Turks = will remain under
poysical-threat by the. larger  and more ~powerful community. At
present they are snieided bemnd 40,000 wmainiand ‘L'urkisn troops
and their armoury, roughly one soldier for every Turkish Cypriot
household. : ' s o o
The. Turkigh Cypriot‘Federated State, is in effect, a huge mili-
tary base of Turkey ruled by military commanders — an -unsatis-
factory state of affairs which the indigenous Turkish Cypriots cannot
tolerate indefinitely. Nor is there much <chance of foreign tourists
and investors flocking into, say, the garrison town of Kyrenia. Earlier
o reference was made to the possibility of Turkey carrying out a
large - scale colonization scheme from the Turkish ‘mainiand in order
to bring the population of the Turkish Cypriot zone up to the level
of its Greek Cypriot counterpart. This would mean settling in the
island at least 400,000 people, which would considerably cut down
the living standards and eéconomic prospects of the Turkish Cypriots
and actually reduce them to a miinority in a sea of probably crude
and uncouth Anatolian peasants. Neither continued militarization,
nor colonization of the Turkish zone are’ appealing possibilities to
the Turkish Cypriots. Besides it may be' assumed that these possibi-
lities will have to be excluded by any constitutional settlemeént with
the Greek: Cypriots. o T e

It will be in the best interests of both communities to remove,
as far as possible, and as soon as possible, the sources of hostility
and mistrust between them. So far as the Greeks are concerned,
nothing would go farther towards achieving this end than the return
of the refugees to their homes 'and’ properties. The weakening of
anti - Turkish militancy should increase the sense of security of the
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Turkish Cypriots. Admittedly there may always be a small but
potentially disruptive force of Greek Cypﬁbfs ﬁa.tionalis't. diehards
bent on destroying the Turkish Cypriot pohucalen‘uty Even so the
best chance of arresting and neutralizing this force lies in Turkish
Cypriot co - operation with moderate Greek Cypriots who fealize.
Fhat a successor to EOKA - B may provoke a fresh Turkish mﬂ1ta.ry
Intervention and thus destroy the last chance for a unified Cyprus.

' Finally, the establishment (if and when i't'comes) of close re-
lations of trust and co - operation between the two- cc;mmunities
cannot but advance the economic and social interests of the Turkish
Cypriot§ no less than those of the Greek Cypriots. They will need
the capital, the entreprencurial skills and expertise, and the foreign
contacts of Greek Cypriots; and the latter should be able to. see that
if they can help the Turkish Cypriots to advance themselves this.
will lessen their dependence on Turkey. There is little reasoﬁ'to’doubf

that the Turkish Cypriots and their leaders would be glad of such
a result. : ‘

From the Greek Cypriot point of view the departure of the
Turkish Army and the gradual reduction of Turkey’s influence on the
Turkish Cypriot community, are matters of the first importance,
Earlier in this chapter it was ‘explained how Turkey came to be more
involved in the affairs of the Turkish Cypriot mini - ‘State’, until the
latter became, to all intents and purposes, a province of Turkey.
The future reduction of this involvement is contingent upon. Turkish
Cypriot economic, political and defensive autarky., The Greek
Cypriots can do several things to bring about this condition:

(a) They could help the Turkish Cypriots in various ways to
develop their own economy (preferably linked with the Greek Cypriot
economy). This should blunt ultra - nationalist and separatist Turkish
Cypriot feeling in the same way that the Greek Cypriot. prosperity
in the late 1960’s toned down Greek Cypriots’ nationalist feeling.

(b) They could vote to. power moderate leaders who would
be prepared to co-operate -sincerely with Turkish. Cypriot leaders,
convince them that their views and wishes carry due 'w-e'ight in the
Cypriot State and help them to advance the interests of their com-
munity. Nothing can increase the prestige of moderate Turkish.
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Cypriot leaders and encouragé them to rid themselves, if not wholly,
at least to a considerable extent, of d’epéndeme on Turkey than the.
respect and co - operation of Greek Cypriot leaders. The less Turkish
Cypriot leaders quarrel with their Greek Cypriot counterparts, and.
the less they turn to Turkey for moral and economic support, the
less prominent ‘will Turkish Cypriot affairs become in Turkish
national ‘politics. T S
() Even after the Greek National Guard . and the Turkish
Cypriot Fighters aré disbanded, and assuming that Greek and
Turkish underground organizations are totally disarmed, there will
be mare “Greek _erpriot than Turkish Cypriot. policemen and po-
tential gunmen. If the Turkish community is to feel secure, Greek
Cypriot policemen must be kept away from Turkish areas. At least
until Greek - Turkish Cypriot relations have vastly improved, the
Turkish areas shi;uld be policed only by Turkish Cypriots. It is not.
enough that Greek Cypriots should not constitute a threat on Turkish
Cypriots; ‘they should be seen, and seen by all in Cyprus and Turkey,
not to constitute such a threat. L o
The Greek Cypriot strategy, then, should be to reduce the de-
vendence of Turkish Cypriots on Turkey and to stimulate their sense
of ‘itdependence and pride in their competence to manage their own
affairs, which should be closely interwoven with Greek Cyprio‘ff
affairs. The chances are that the Turkish Cypriots will co - operate
with the Greeks and even agree fo make concessions if this is in’
their own general ‘interests: if, for example, it means an accelerated
rate of économic growth and higher living standards'for themselves.
If the prospect of economic and social advancément has brought
nine -independent European countries into the Earopean Economic
Commurity, which is now talking of political integration, it could
also bring ‘the two Cypriot Communities closer together and lead
them, some day, to seek ways to integrate their respective ‘States’.
Tt 'should be stressed (and thi§ is the basic premise of the present
argument) that although the Turkish® Cypriots are able to prevent the
creation of a unified, peaceful and -prosperous Cypriot State, they
cannot create one themselvés; only the Greek imajority cam do this,
and they must assuwe the leadership and initiative for the recon-
stitution of a2 united' Republic of Cyprus: ' s
" The above considerations point to the mecessity of devising 2
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_ ‘and Turkish’ communit i

o : : unities. Earlier,

a :1: :no;n;:‘ad I3u}t1 tg;t the main causes of the cleavage ‘between the.
urkish Cypriots were nationalism. i fsma

¢ ) _ » communalisma and th

mvolvement of - thejr respective Mother Countries. Obvioustv, a Cone~'

number of strong institutional., Ij ‘ : iti
The in.sistencg of the Greck Cyﬁ,ll_flilftssil:;w;g: I; rome Conomeaniie.
?:;11’;1 :;u it;re:: ﬂ:ustiflei_ A strong Federal Executive and a Federal
an Of cow_-s; v_v;:s;de_ compct,ence,_ .and.also-a. unified. Judiciarv —.
& a;e impér;;m t1 I.adequz}te pa:r:nmpationfof .the .two .communities
Wérd ‘to__a_ f'ufmléc fmlents ull.:l, a bicommunal State. which Tooks for-
b_eﬁe_r_t ._h_ uture. of closer mf:erdenendence and unity. Tt. seems far
=er 10 have a strong Executive with a Vice - Presidential vet

2 Tegislature with. wide, competence and a se o

than a weak svstem of fed instituti it paoTties rile
: 3 eral institutions in which .
dépxeﬂd_. ‘supgr-privﬂeges’_ 1 . In which . the. Turks are

- -S\A%at.e’ Institutions- and- other official bodies overating on a2 bi-
f:ommunal basis will bring the represenitafives of the two communities
mto confact, althenich: ag was noted edrlier. thére is no snarantee ﬂ;at
tpey-will collaborate. “Institufions”, Karl' Popver - onc'a:, wrote, “are
{Ike- fortresses. Thev must be well designed and manned”: At1 some
s-tag;‘ th'e Greek and- Turkish “Cypriot ‘people should realize that their
old - nationalist' leaders have led them irto a blind alley and shouldl
ht.ancefor’sl_l; give their support to meh whose political philosophy anci
Fe;nn‘:eramez?t enables them to form -an effective and “sincete “colla-
borajtlc?n with " representatives of the other communitv: Indeed the
two communities could see the matter in this way: if the Greeks 7elect
‘to the Presidency ‘a nationalist ‘Ethnarch’-it would be like: asking the
Tq-rks to-collaborate with & millet bashi. a ‘man whose very Capacity.
a‘ttr"acts‘Turkish"r’nistrust;'and if the Tuarks elect to the Vice - Pre-.
su;e.ncyl ?’natihnaﬁst ‘who svstematicallv seeks instructiong - from
Ankara, 1t would be like asking the Greeks to accept into the cabinet
A agent of the Turkish Government. The institutions of ‘a bicomraunal
State. z?mst be manned by moderate men who ‘accept the princinle
of bicommunal participation -and :responsibility. Once this principle
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strong Central Govern--

is generally accepted, it vﬁll “be egsier. to. discover the moderate
leaders and §}_1_p;591't them in their task of intercommunal . colla-
boration, Jyst.as nationalist antagonism feeds on itself, so does
moderation.. e . ‘ .
... Moderate men, desirous of intercommunal co - operation, will
be needed. not only in the higher political offices, but- also in other.
official, semi - official .and  unofficial institutions, such as chambers.
of commmerce, employers’ federations, trade and farmers’ unions,
athletic clubs etc. Given the community. of interests. between Greek
and. Turkish merchants, Greek and Turkish doctors, Greek - and
Turkish .workers or farmers, it is natural that Greek and - Turkish
professional or trade associations should co - operate and eventually
become linked. Football clubs and other. athletic associations should
be encouraged (by financial incentives from the Government if ne-
cessary) to develop a bicommunal. character. Indeed, the idea of a
sporting club which is open to Greeks but excludes Turks and vice
versa seems .to go-against. the noble spirit of .sport. In any case, a
footbalil match may appear a purely unpolitical activity, but the sight
of Ali sending a pass to Andreas can be a very iropressive lesson to
a. public which for years and vears. believed that . intercommunal
friendship and co - operation were contrary to some high national
or political principle. . . . . . . . . - : :
Generally speaking, consistent and systematic efforts will - have
to be made — by people who .are.by. ontlook and temperament suited
to make them — to re- organize as far as possible Cypriot public
life from communal to bicommuinal lines. Most probably, any bicom-
munal institutions or ‘organizations that may be set up will have to
be ‘founded and run on certain fixed principles regarding the distri-~
bution of authority and - résponsibility -among members of the two
communities (e.g. Greek head; Turkish deputy hedd, so many Greek
and Turkish " officials etc); but.: this anndyince should ~be easily
tolerated. The important task is to- get moderaté Greeks and Turks
with ¢ominon intérests” and objéctivés-working togethér successfully;
dnd so demonstrate to the more traditionally - minded population the
feasibility and’ fruitfulnéss of intercommunal co- operaticn, C
There will rerain, of course, several areas of public life which
will “always and necessarily be ‘organized on communal lines —-
religions activity, the préss, education ‘et¢. Religioti, clearly, should
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become enfirely separated from the State; and Christian and Moslem.

religious institutions should be prevented, as far as possible, from
exercising even an indirect influence on political and educational in-
stitutions. Education, although retaining its communal basis, must
be rid of its traditional communal nationalist spirit and ideology.
One of the early tasks of a Government of moderate leaders will
have to be a thorough examination of the contents of the Greek and
Turkish education systems and the systematic expurgation of all
elements that encourage, not to say disseminate, extreme nationalist
feelings. There is no sense in attempting to establish confidence and
collaboration between the two communities while Greek and Turkish
schoolchildren are tanght, for example, that one’s own nation glo-'
riously fought for the true faith and for liberty against the barbaric
hordes of the other nation. It must be remembeéred that most Cypriots
under the age of, say, thirty never met and talked with members of
the other community, and thus their atiitudes are unduly influenced
by what they have been taught by their teachers and the mass media
propagated. It will be imperative to find ways to bring the youth of
the two communities in direct contact with each other. Tf it is pos-
sible in other countries to organize scouting jamborees, 'éporting_
activities, art festivals etc with the participation of youth from dif-
Zerent nations, it should not be impossible to é.tt_cmpf;, some time
beyond the immediate future, similar ventures in Cyprus with the
object of showing the younger Greck and Turkisk Cypriot gene-
rations that members of the other community are also human. '

The vision of a more integrated Greek and Turkish Cypriot
population, living in peace, unity and co - operation in an inde-
pendent democratic State should be kept alive amid the hatred, the
anxiety, the insecurity and the misery of the present and foreseeable
future. However, there is no escaping the fact they there are now in
the island two ‘national’ States which, more than a'vear after the war,
have yet to begin serious negotiations for a constitutional settiement. In
all probability it will be years rather than months before the two States
have agreed to link up to form a Federal Republic of Cyprus; and
it is only after such agreement has beenr reached that intercommunal
rapprochement and co - operation will become a possibility. Whether
this possibility will be realized will depend on a host of factors in-
cluding, obviously, the question of how acceptable the settlement
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will be ‘to the ‘bulk of the two commaunities, and what kinds of leaders’
will be -elected to collaborate in the running of the State. Cyprus
badly needs what - she has never had, viz a supra-cc?mmux}al,
Cypriot leadership. The present communal leaders “appear ﬂlj suited
to govern a bicommunal State because (if-their past ref:ord'-ls @y-
thing to go by) they are not likely to put a sufficiently high .pr_emmm
oh' 'c'c.;néi]iétioﬁl ﬁn& éﬁmpromise, Ij.he"”winn_ing of the ‘confxdenc.e. of
the other commurity, the development of a just and stable political
order to embrace all Cypriots, and indeed intercommunal peace and

¢o - opetation. The idea:'ngf, :A;'chbishoprMakariqs becoming the P.re-
sident of all Cyprots appears as unreal as Mr Denktash becoming
the Vice - President of all Cypriots. These are unlikely to be the men
to work together for the reconciliation and unification of. the Greek
4nd Turkish- communities even” when - thie "opportunity afises. B
-~ The 'Cypriots” should become a'unified;” hintégrqu:d ‘people and
eventually’ develop it a coliesive nation. As a mation they WouId
be "ablé ‘to “comsolidate an indépendent united State to which they
would vow 'a common’ allegiance. Unless the Cypriots become 2
cohesive nation — bi- ethnic, bi-linguist, bi- religionist, but still
a cohesive pation — they will remain two divided ‘and hostile com-
munities Yiving in fear and distress, and in ;he" éygs of an increia§ing13.r-‘
cynical, impatient and ‘unsympathetic international community, &
World ‘Nuisance.” =~ & h '

The present study has been mainly concerned to accoufxt for the
centrifugal' social and’ political forces which have opera'fed in Cypl"us
and which made impossible the establishment of ‘a united, cohesive
anid stable State. An attempt was made to trace the development of
the Greek and Turkish nationalist movements and explain how t.hese
led to the setting up, and eventually the break - up of the un_ltary
Gréco - Turkish State. There were frequent references to ?at{ona%
ideologies, nationalist leaderships, political and militant .prganma?l?ns.,
intercommunal mistrust, tension, hostility,’ division, the Wwar, pa.r’{ltl()].:l,
and. more tension and hostility, In view of the Hmited scope qf this
study there was 1o attempt at all to deal with a cruciglly impprtant
dimension of the conflict, viz its huge cost in terms of huma:u un-
happiness and.the-general lowering of the quality of Hfe in the 1:5.1and.
Something was said, of course, ‘about the. violence, the destruction of
tives and properties, and the forcible uprooting: of masses of refugees;
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but these were talked of as particular aspects of broader social and
political phenomena, rather than grave moral issues on their own
right. How can one begin to analyse the fear, the despair, the’

_ emptiness, the pain and the indignity suffered by thousands upon

thousands of human ‘souls?’

Still, -at the close of this study some mention should be made,
in the form of a brief epilegomenon, of the plight of those thousands
of Greek and Turkish Cypriots who, in 1958, in. 1963 - 4, and more
especially in 1974 -5, were forced to abandon their homes and

‘properties for reasons with which, as individuals, they had no con-

nection. at all. The condition of these people is an essential element

of the meaning of the Cyprus conflict.

It will 'be remembered that the first chapter of this study opened
with a remark by George Mikes. Mikes is not a political scientist, or
even a political journalist. He paid a short visit to Cyprus some time
after the hostilities of December 1963 and recorded some of his ob-
servations in his book Eureka. Now it sometimes happens that a casual
observer of a conflict, precisely because he is not committed to a
theoretical point of view, nor is he concerned to establish a political
proposition; may be able to see and record things-which could be-
ignored or played down by a more sophisticated observer. Mikes
visited a Turkish refugee camp outside Nicosia, at-the village of
Hamit Mandres :

It used to be 2 village of two hundred souls; now it has become
a tent - town of 3,500 inhabitants. They are all Turkish refugees
from a nearby village called Omorphita, and they all live in
tents in indescribable. filth, without proper’ sanitation, without
proper food. There is nothing they can — or will — do all day

© except sit around and gape at each other... The place is a sink

“of filth and squalor, poverty and hopélessness...  Your political’

" sympathies may be with the -Greeks; :your human sympathies
* ‘are with the Turks; fot because they are more virtuous; simply
~ because’ they need it more. The Turks can actually see their
former dwelling places from here, but the Greeks will hot let
them go back to ‘their looted and half - destroyed ' village three
miles away because these people are not people but a meang:
to put pressure. on the Turks and teach them a-lesson. They
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are ‘traitors’ and have only got their deserts.. That, of course,
includes the children under five. The Turks will not help these
unhappy people either, because they are not people but a means
to show the world how cruel, barbarous and heartless th.e Greeks
really are. You thought, when you were young and innocent,
that politics was about people. But 3.{01,1 were very, very wrong.
The Cyprus question is, in fact, heading towards a mucl? - Flread—
ed, successful solution, while people of Cyprus are rotting away
in tents. You drive back to the bar of your luxu.ry hotel on the
Greek side, order a gin and tonic, discuss Russian pressure, or
the rumoured rift between Makarios and: Grivas, but you c.;ann(:,vt
- forget that little Turkish boy of four Wh(? looked at you with his
- huge, black eyes and. shouted an impish -‘hallo’ to you, and
who, you know, will go to sleep tonight with ten other Qeop}e
in a.dark, stinking tent. But you are afool, You ought"to think in
terms of diplomatic. notes and bases and Communist pressur
and NATO and not in terms of little children. 32, :

What has become of Mikes's little” Turkish' boy of f(.)u;, one
may wonder. If he was alive, he was fourteen when the wctqnous
Turkish Army landed in Cyprus in order (as anybody w‘ould t.ell
you) to bring peace, and protect his rights a.nd. those of his family
and compatriots! Did he spend all these years in th.e tent—tow.n of
Hamit Mandres trying to make some sense of the misery and b1tte§-
ness around him? What has he been told about the causes of his
condition and about his old home? Does he hate all Greeks - ha}s
be met any Greeks? One consequence of the .T}lly-z’kugust. war is
that Omorphita, along with 40 per cent of the }sland§ territory, is
now in Turkish hands. The Turkish boy and his family may have
returned to their old home; or, again, they may have Peen sent to
a nicer home somewhere else, perhaps in Kyrenia, which a Greek
family has had to flee.

Now the balance of unhappiness and despair Iweighs heavily
against the Greeks — 200,000 refugees, of wthom som‘e 18,000 have
completed a whole year in tents in indescribable filth at refugee
camps in Larnaca, Strovolos, the Achna forest and elsewhere. Now
it is the person from Kyrenia who cries and longs for hter lost home,
A lost home is always remembered as the most beautiful home on
God’s Earth: the garden is always full of blooming roses; the



bédroom: windew Tgeks ot t0~a qnagmﬁcentﬂ isibh'iof e violet
mountains of the: Pentadactylos range “&nd - from- the Ealcony there
is--a-most amemngl Figw of' J:he yagt éxpa;nse vﬁflthe ‘sed —lbright
blue in-the sunfight; ‘dask- grey in--the- evering - “which- begins at
the rocky shores just- ‘down’ the- réad and: - extends forty miles to
the north-where, on-a clear day, you can see the Taurus Mountains
of- southern Turkey rising in- mystetry. The significance .of -the forty
mﬂes to the Taurus -was not understood unt;l it was too’ late. -

o Refugees live with- v1s10ns of the;r 1est homes and lands, and they
are. not hkely to put their. fa1th -in a State which s -partly. based on
the fact of their displacement. If. not’ enough pepple felt spride and
loyalty to, the first Greco - Turkish Cypriot State, is it reasonable
w0 expect that a bizeonal. arrangement, if. it implies a forced move-~
ment of .some section oﬁ;lm populatmn Jidl command. Lpapula;r sup-
port? If a blzonal Federation. with a- strong,;centre is the -only hope
for a peaceful and prosperous Cyprus, and so many Greek Cypriots
do not seem willing 1o support a bizonal Federation, is there a hope
for Cyprus? Is there a hope for the ‘beautiful island of Aphrod.lte the
unhappy 1sla.nd of conﬂlct and host.thty" '

“o
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1975), chapter IIIL

J. G. Peristiany (ed.), Homour and Shame, The Values of
Mediterranean Society (The University of Chicago Press, 1966)

p. 176.
433



28. P. G. Polyviou, op. cit. [ AR S L ST S

29. Rebert. Stephens,. Cypms, A Place. .of -Arms - (London - Pail
Mall Press 1966) p:.209.. : .

30 Salib, op.citp 174 .

31." :Stephens,’ op. cit. p. 1723;" SR

RUNE R

32. George Mikes, Eureka: (I.ondon: Andre Deutsch 1965), PP
~ 117 =8~ Mikes mrstakenly refers o Hamlt Mand:es as
‘Mand:es Hatmt’ ot D R o

134



