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l:_ ABSTRACT

»

This dtssertatton is a study of U.S. fore1gn pottcy

=~ >

behavwour vis- a vis Cyprus w1th1n the framework oQ}a

comparat1ve case ana]ys1s of U S crls1s dip]omacy dur1ng ‘
‘the 1963 64 and 1974 Cyprus cr1ses and w1th1n the context of ;
. the eastern Med1terranean as a reg1ona1 subsystem

'~(geograph1ca11y definedias Greece TurKey ﬁnd Cyprus) s

'theoret1ca1 obJectiwe 15 to 1dent1fy the nature of American

powerhaﬁdfpurpose/ﬁnterest in the eastern Med1terranean

through addre551hg”theﬁoentral quest1on asnto whether 1t is
-\'\ ST L
" the ' Cont1nurty or ‘State Department’ theory that offers a
better 1nterpretat1on of U S fore1gn pol1cy behav1ou;-

toward Cypnus Ihe [reduot1on1st] Continuity theory rests

upon the ax1oms of ﬁmer1can preponderanf?:fn/th;}eastern o

Med1terranean and an act1ve American interest in the
part1t1on of Cyprus, and points to the mach1natfbns of a
rational Amerkganggold warrior comm1sston1ng outcomes in the
eastern Med1terranean The [systemic] State Department
theory, by contrast,_rests upon‘the premise of 1imited
American'meansfand”ends in the regton The hypothesis put
forward holds that 1t is the State Department theory, with

1ts emphasas on/Amer1ca s 11m1ted 1nf1uence in the regional

,
‘ k

subsystemeand fts prevent1ve 1nterest in Keep1ng the -

problemswtn CyprUS from boillng over and d1srupt1ng NATO'

;;cohe51on thatﬁ ‘ov1des a better interpretation of U.S.

fore1gn p011cy?behaV1our toward Cyprus



; The, pract1ca] obJect1ve of the study is to contr1bute

to the analys1s of u. S fore1gn policy by evaduatung u.s.

v po]1cy effect]veness--the degree o which U.S. response
strateg1es, in the two cases, were appropriate to American .
objectives in the eastern Med1terranean N A
| The data supports the State Department thes1s and inter
alia the relative effectiveness oF:U.S. d1plomacy in 1963-64

“and relative ineffectiveness in 1974. By 1974, U.S. policy
:proved"tq be ineffective as the.salience ef regional ’
subsyetemicldynamics, especially the <ey variabtes of Greek
and Turkish nationaliem and the impact f detente in the
~eastern Mediterranean, 6UIWeighed‘the waning power of cold

" war doctrine which had previoué]y enegled the U.S. to exert
some power over events ih its cadacity as Greece and

Turkey’'s senior ally in NATO. *

Vi



I (

)_ » "7 ' ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS )

e 1 e to thdnk Dr. Ali Riza of the Turkish
yprict Offfce n Wasnington D.C. for allowing me to make
use Of the iesear~h material and %acilitiés of his office
dur iy vis}t the e invthe<summeh of 1986: I would also
Tike to thank Pr.fassors Larry Praft, Jeremy Paltiel, and

~

Rol~rt Gilsdor* -particu]ér]y the former two--for their
careful reading and constructive criticfgms of an éarlier
.dr?ft of this dissertation. Spécial credit is due my
supervisor, Professor Juris Lejnieks, whose tireless reading
gnd penetrating criticisms of earlier drafts of this
dissertation and moral support have been the key factor in -

the completion of this work. 1 am sdle]y responsible for any

errors of judgement or misinterpretation. ’

-vii



Tab]e‘of Contents

-

Chapter , ‘ ~ : - Page,

I. Introduction: The U.S. And The sttern
) Mediterranean Triangle .........0 ... ..ot S 1

I1. Theorizing About International Crises: Contending ’
Approaches And Research ObJect1ve And Methodology, 15

III.-Iheorwes of U.S. Foy/fgn Policy Behav1our Toward o

CYprus .............x P e e e e e e e e .39
IV. The Cyprus Problem And The UB: 1955-1964 % ...\ . 457
V. The 1863-64 Cyprus-Crisis ..... ‘] ....... e 4§3..78
I's The Early Phasé ...... [ L. T79
N The U.S. éecomes Invo]ved e e 83 .
- Assignment--Eastern Mediterrdnean: The
« Diplomatic Mission Of U.S. Undersecreta%&
. 0f State George'Ball ................... 7% ... 93
he U.S. Falls Back On The UN'..............103
$ ) The' Cyprus Issue Becomes The Respons1b111ty
Of The UN. ... ... i 105 -
. J, < @
UN Interventien And<U.S. Lnterests ......... 112

American Heav11y Involved Neutraljgy
President dohnson Takes A Hand .../ ...... L. 118

dohnson1an D1plomacy And The Return Of The
Cyprus Deadlock To The UN oo 131

The Acheson Plan ......... PRI e 136

‘ ‘ne Turkish "Gulf Of Tonkin" zfd The End Of
: The Grisis ................ P 143

VI. The 1974 Cyprus Crisis vl iimiie. ... 154
: o .

;;yrom The Anti-Makarios Coup To TurKish -
gMilitary Intervention: July 15-Jduly 20 .....168"

U.S. Failure To Forestall Turkish Military
Intervention in Cyprus ............. Ce e 185

A viii
\ v



-

¢ s 8 . v ‘
TurkKish Bomestic Politics angzggg(;;cigdglj/’\i>
s #lo Intervene ....\. .... . : 190

> N Y ‘
) ‘Cj - The First Turkish Peace Operation And The. .
r»\ Geneva Cyprus\Peace Talks™.’......... I 198
“  TyrKish éace: Operation I And The Ehd Of :
. _ e Cris?s ........... R T U e ... 200
N .. Y - ‘-
VIT. Concldsion ........ O R 220
v ' The LImits Of Diplomacy In. Internat1ona1
Affairs ..... N e e e 259
Bibliography ........ e o I 266
— A l ‘ v. ) \ ‘ . 1 _



N\

1. Introduction: The U.S. And The Eastern Medit aneangﬂ

! -

\g; This study dea]s with the nature of U S foreign poticy
behav1our toward the Republic of Cyprus in two cr1s1s ;7f\>
e

s1tuatqpns (1963-64 and‘1974)L within the cortext ¢f :th
. v - . .
eastern Mediterranean as a regidna}“squystém ! Cyprus is an

' §
. island of strategic 1mportanq\\torn by 1nteneommunal (Greek
and Turk1sh Cypriot) conflitts s1ndé2the ftftmes\\thUS ‘

ﬁbecom1ng an obJect of rivalry amongrthe reg1on%Topowers @
:Greece and;TurKey, which have trad1t1onaT\prest1ge, i
N - * \ - " | ’ 3 .

geﬁhno-cultural links, and defen?i concerns with regard to

Cyprus. In the‘words,df U.s. Senator:Claiborne Pell, .

, . .
Cyprus v1ewed from Athens, Ankara, or even from the
distance of the U.S. presents ah immensely intricate
_probiem ﬂn intermational relations with intertwining -
~and conflicting elements of national prestige,
territorjfial ambitions, natural po]1t1ca1 advantage

and individual po]1t1ca1 survivals.? ‘

Views as to the significance of Cyprusrto u.s.
interests haYe ranged widely between two extremes. Whi]e
William Snannon df the NEW YORK TIMES has argued that{
“Cyprus ought not to be an American responSiét]ity,"3 and‘

that the U.S. should not be concerned with events on the

- 'For the purposes cf this study geographically defined as

Greece, Turkey, and Cyprus. A reg1ona1 subsystem is

_ characterised by the\ﬁatterns of interactson and
relationships among the major territorially based political’
actors existing at a particutar time period within a
geographically defined area. : ' '
2 C. Pell, GREECE ANﬂj%YPRUS A REPORT TO THE COMMITTEE ON
FOREIGN RELATIONS., S. Senate, November 1975, p.7.

. 3W. Shannon, “Whose Crists?", NEW YORK TIMES, August 20,1974.

‘ - 5 ‘ 1 . . TN
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N : .
island and §hou1d attend to its own domestic problems,

“

Benjaminy Rosenthal (Chairmdn of the Senate Committee on

-~

lﬁkweign Relations’ Subcommitteeion'éurope ih 1974) has
a]erfed Americans. that |
the pressin fahd serious domestic concerns we face
~ [should not] prevemt us from stUdying the lessons of
" Cyprus The crole of the U.S. in the world today, and

in the future witd t allow a false(cho1ce .of
domest1c versus 1nter;at1ona1 concerms .4 !

A more. spec1f1o and- pt/pébly morge accuratedpssessment\pom'
N
from former Undersecretary oﬂ State ﬁeorge galb, who during

a Congress1ona] héarlng in. August 1974 underlined America's

4N

1nterest 1n/£yprus by express]y putting Cyprus 1nto the 'big

1 ‘\'
league’ of guperpower politics through emphas1s1ng the

perils of arGreco_TurK1sh war and,relatrng Cyprus to the

North  Atdant & dreaty Orgamization’s ANATO) stability and

v
the ééécter of?GrecorTurKish war, éhe u.s. hecomes
ediately'cohcerhed whenever a 'Cyprus crisis’ comes to
the.fore since she~regarde it disastrous for_her two NATO
aliies oﬁgo to war over Cyprus, asﬁthis would disrupt

NATO' s a11—1mpo\tant Southeastern flank. In the eastern -
Med1ter§%nean {hen, the pol1cy problem for the U.S.- '
trans]ates 1nto the task of walking a orecarious fiohrrope

- -
between the: nat1onaT pr1de and secur1ty 1hterests of two\—»

W

! S

a111es where the Cyprus quéstion is concer ed - the d11emma
4B, Rosenth? ,[Chairman’s 1hxroductlon] CYPRUS-1974.
Hearings before the Com. on Foreign Relatidns’ Subcom“ on
Europe, House of Representat1ves, Aug. 18 and 20, 1974,
Preface. . '

- 5G. Ball in Ib1d pQ\?3 Appendi x.



of how to exert influence as\senjor al]y/a111ance manager,k
w1thout tilting toward e1ther power to the detrlment of the
other. Broadly speaking, a crisis in Cyprus - in effect, an
intra-alliance quarrel - presents the U.S. with a choice
between only two.sensib]e po]icy.bptions: 'passive _
evenhandedness/neutrality’ or "active
‘evenhandedness/neutrality’ . Passive evenhandedness begins
‘with the premise'that the U.S. cannot afford to 1nterfere
and dlctate the terms of a settlement in Cyprus. It leaves.
the process of sett]ement exc1u31ve1y in the hands of Greece
and Turkey and in th1rd'party‘med1at1on procedures, &
,especja1ly those involving the United Nattons'(UN)

Secretary-General. Active evenhandedness goes a step beyond

o

America’s "close-in support’ roleé for the UN, as well as
any_other third party mediation procedure,tand the =
risk-aversion characteristic of U.S. policy Wor fear of
‘being‘perceived as tiitfng toward either ally, and.thereby
a]ienating either Greece or Turkey (or possibly, even both) .
It 9s.a pol1Qy in wh1ch America’s equ1d1stant fr1endsh1p
w1¢h two 1mportant allies is augmented by prudent
initiatives, often in the form of a d1rect med1at1ng role;
designed to reso]ve the Cyprus conf11ct and thereby

'term1nate the Greco TurKish. d1spute over Cyprus.’

6This was a term used by the U.S. State Department in June
1964 to describe Amer1ca S ro]e vis-a-vis the UN in the
Cyprus crisis.

7See T. :Couloumbis and.D. Constas,"Greek- Turkish Relations
at The Crossroads”., in SPOTLIGHT, GreeK Institute for
Political Studies: Greece, May 1986



Re]aiedly, in théﬁeastern'Mediterranean the-U. S a]so
faces the policy problem of how best to exercise her
diplomacy, osc1l]at1ng between{the risks of pass1v1tyrand
the dangers of coercivevdjpTOmaCy, while minimizing SoViet
opportunities for gaiuing-access to Cypru¢. The- U.S.
considers it perilous for_Cyprts.‘as "a securely_auchered
aircraft carrier’ (possessing aﬁnetwork of communication and:
surveillance faeilities epereted’by the British and
Americans) within the ‘NATO Take’,e to slfdeftoward the
U.S.S.R. Reflective ef u.s. a@préﬁension over Soviet
intrusion into Cyprus was the Warn1hg sounded by ibe NEW
YORK TIMES in August 1861, only a year after the Republic’s
independenceﬁf‘ | | |

There is only one country where the U.S.5:R may
reasonably hope to see Communism taken over by
normal democratic procedures. That country is Cyprus
[due to the strength of the local indigenous
Communist party A.K.E.L)....If one recalls the
strategic importance of Cyprus, one sees the
wltimate danger to the West.?9 -

@r&h\;he above one can abstract two propositions,
which, stated in terms of U.S. objectives, constituteathe
crux of American interest vis-a-vis Cyprus. First, the U.S.

has always sought to prevent interethnic conflict in Cyprus
8West German journalist Adalhert Weinstein's term1nology as
cited in M. Attaliades, TYPRUS: NATIONALISM AND
INTERNATIONAL POLITICS., Edinburgh: Q Press 1979, p.149;
and Alvin Rubinstein’s term1no]ogy in his,’ The Sov1et Union
and the Eastern Mediterranean: 1968-78," ORBIS, Summer 1979,
Vo1.23/2, pp.299-316, respectively. See also R.

Cowton, "Anx1ety Growz Over The Allies’ Lake," THE TIMES

[ London ] August 15, 983.

%Tad Szulc as qouteo in T. Adams and A.J Cottrell, CYPRUS:
BETWEEN EAST AND WEST, Baltimore: John HopKins Un1vers1ty
Press, 1968, p.34.
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from seVereiy disrupting Greco-Turkish ré1afions and
resulting in a Greco-TBrkish war, and, second, the U.S. has
gt preventy Soviet intrusion into Cyprus by localising

‘k o contl.ct - thdtNs, by confining it to an ‘nter-allied

dispule (’fami]y'probie ), as opposed fo Makarios’ attempts
aat internationalising tﬁe cbnf]ict by seeking UN,
nonaligned, and Soviet b]ocvsupport. No one Writing on U.S.
foreign pdiicy towérdﬁtyprus would find these premises o
contentious; that the U.S. has always sdught.to prevent
conf]ict on Cyprus from exploding into a Gneco-TurKish<war
and that the U.S. has élways Sdhght”to prevenf Cyprus from
becoming a Russian Mediterranean sate]life is not contested.
What is a point of contention, howevef, is the Amer?égh
role, . in .the attainment of its objectives, in the eﬁéﬁern~_
Mediterranean. Hae U.S. policy toward Cyprus been active
partitionary or has it been one of preventive reaction?
There have been those who have written from a ' Continuity’
perspective, asserting that the American goliath
consisfently commissioned the partition of Cyprus fo

sa’ auard its interests in the region. Oh the other hand,
there have been‘those'ﬁho have written from a ' State
Department’ peb§pective, asserting that Gulliver’'s troubles
in the region have Been compounded by.nationalist flare-ups
on ¢Yppus and Jh reactioni[to‘regional instabilities]
Ameﬁica’s policy has not been-oné of commission but one of

omissions.'©

10These perspectives will be discussed in detail later in
this study.



The‘Amerjcan concerhs in Cyprus, outlined above, stem
froh the'geogtrategié significance of Cyprus. This
geoétrategic significance is comprised of two tiers: Ehe 
present Sberationa] utility of Cyprus and its future
potential rqle.rThe first tier entails the highly visible
. presence of the two Br{tish sovereign base areas on Cyprus
which constitute 3 per cent of the island's territory. On_e~
of fhose bases, Akrotiri, is the Royal Air Force’s largest
base anywhere in the world, andltogether'with Dhekelia‘(the
other British base on Cyprus)‘represent the last remnants of
British power in the Middle East and Mediterranean worid.'!'
Thgse bases contribute to NﬁTO strategy since, amdﬁqxother
things:hthe nuclear-capable Vulcan bombers stationed there
- are assigned the'mission of penetrating Southern Russi% in-
th;\eveht of nuqleap warfare. There are already |
nuclear-capab]e:imebican_bombers stationed in Turkey, but
Cyprus gives the Vulcan bomber force “a base from which to
vary their angle of aftack on the U.S.S.R." in fheir back-up
role to the American bombers in Turkey.'? This first tier of
significance also entails the presence of a network of
communications and surveillance facilities on Cyprusm@ﬁich
are of enormous value to Western global strategy. What has
been described as ”ppssibly the best radar in the world" is
1écated on Mount Olympus and it has been reported that

11Excluding Gibraltar, which is the Mediterranean’s furthest
point to the West.

12Philip Windsor, NATO AND THE CYPRUS CRISIS, Adelphi Paper
#14, London:11SS,1964. Quoted in M. Attaliades,

CYPRUS: NATIONALISM AND INTERNATIONAL POLITICS, Edinburgh:Q
Press, 1979 p 13.



Cyprus is a base for the detection of intercontinental
ballistic missile ]aunehes in the U.S.S.R. "3 Apart from the
'Mounf Olympus radar and strategic reébqaissance equipment on
fhe British bases, there are also Nine Sigﬁa]s Communieation
stations on the island which are part of the General -
Communications Headquafters (GCHQ) in Cheltenham,
Englahd.TH Apart from British inSfallatioﬁs, there afe e]so
American commuhicetions stations in Cyprus which have
ex1sted since the British colonial era and which have been
to]erated by the Republic of €yprus. The spec1f1c role of
all the American stations in Cyprus is not a matter of
pub11c record, but there were, for example . American
civilians who operated the Foreign Broadcast Information
Service station that monitored radio transmissions in the
eastern Mediterranean and Middle East. Another
communications station near the capital of Nicosia was
operated by fhe U.s. NaVy, but in 1974 its operations were
suspended - as‘was the case for the Foreign Broadcast
Informeijon Service. These operations are now resumed, at
least part%ally.

If one considers the post-WWII pattern of British
withdrawal from former colonies and base areas, the

significance of Cyprus to U.S. interests, as indicafedrby

the American propensity to not tolerate the loss of those

13David Fairhall in THE GUARDIAN, 28 May 1974 and THE
OBSERVER, 11 August 1974.

"4This is the British ﬁqu1va1ent of the ultra-secretive
American National Security Agency (NSA), which specialises
in eletronic intelligence.
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jbase areas, becomes clear. In the sprlng df 1974 a Brttash

Wdefence rev1ew oncT ded that due to f1nanc1al cutbacks.

much of the operat1ons at DheKel1a had to be sca]ed down and':

that the Vulcan bomber force at Akrot1r1 had to be cut down '

v

as well.!s There is no evidence to suggest that the
Americans have stepped in, f1nanc1a11y speaklng, to ma1nta1nl
- the bases, but there is clear ev1dence‘of 1ncreased,Amer1can"

-presence on Cyprus since the ear]y.seventies}

After intense negotiations with Britain and Cyprus,
the U.S. based high-f]ying U-2 reconnaissance planes
at Akrotiri on Cyprus’s southeast coast in 1970. One:
of the conditions of the agreement was that it not :
be made public. This operation, called "Even Steven'
within the U.S. government, monitored the 1970 .Suez
Canal cease-fire agreement that was arranged by the
U.S. between Israel and Egypt...., the chance
detention by Cypriot author1t1es of four U.S. AIP
Force.personnel in February 1375 led to pub11c
disclosure of the flights.'®" <

1n 1974, a year before the public disctosure_ot the American
use of Akrotiri as a base for U-2'sp¥5planesf a.coupteft
hundred of U.S. marines landed on Cyprus forfthe purpOSe of
helpino in the clearing of the Suez canal, whichewas heavily
mined during the, 1973 Yom Kippur War. The Amertcan Tanding,‘
which was brbtested by Cyortot political parties, has been )
interpreted as an attempt by the Amer icans "to.testnthelr
potitical chances of becoming an accepted successor-to'
British military rights in the island."'? Being aware of the.

15gee David Fairhall, THE GUARDIAN, 7 December 1975.

16See Jesse 'W. Lewis, Jr., THE STRATEGIC BALANCE IN:THE
MEDITERRANEAN, Washington,D.C:American Enterprtse Institute,
1976,pp.32-33.

17N1ls Kadritzke, "Changes in Geopoltt1cal Cond1ttons _
Leading to the Last Stage of the Cyprus Conflict in 1974",
in Cyprus Geographical Association, INTERNATIONAL SYMPOSIUM _

LN



n
political gensitivity of thejr mi]itaryEpresencé on Cypr‘us,"~
as mentioned, the Americans have been rather discreet in
that aspect. Nevertheless, it is no well kept secrat that

_there are a few hundred Amerjcaﬁpersonne] stationed at the_
British bases, using the strategic’reconnaissante'equipment
there. The re]evant\point in;a11'this is that ohe can detect
bthe trend toﬁard 1ncreqsed U.S.-particiﬁation in the
opeEafing'of those bases and the dissemination of
information gathered from facilities in Cyprus}

| Apart from its present operafiona1'uti[7ty,‘Cyprus has
more of a potential utility deriyiﬁg‘from its proximity to
the most volatile ?nd pivotal region‘of the world, the

Middle East. As Edward Kolodziej puts it,

?

the Mediterranean, to which NATO's southern flank is
exposed, links 300 million diverse peoples whose
conflicts threaten Western security, economic .
interests, and internal cohesion. Upwards iof 1200
vessals daily ply its waters. The states bordering
the southern Mediterranean supply over fifty per
~ent of Europe's energy needs. The economic vitality
of the area depends critically on undisturbed
economic exchange; yet the region remains an armed
camp and a threat to peace. The military forces of
the littoral states total over 3 million, "and the
- region is riven by armed conflicts - by the
./ Iran-Iraq war, Lebanese civil strife, continued
Arab-Israeli clashes, rebellion in the western
- Sahara, and persistent but unpredictable outbreaks
of violence and terrorism.'8

A

Given the po]itﬁca] fluidity “in the Middle'East and Western

vulnerability to oil disruptions, the potential utility of
'7{cont’d) ON POLITICAL - GEOGRAPHY, PROCEEDINGS, 1976. Qouted
in op.cit. Attaliades,p.159.

'8See Edward Kolodz1eJ, “The Southern Flank: NATO's

Neglected Front”, in SOUTHERN EUROPE AND THE MEDITERRANEAN
Washington,D.C: Amer1can Enterprise Institute, Foreign
Policy and Defense Review, Vol.6/2, 1986,p.45.
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‘Cypruszae a staglng posf in the case of limitdd wars cannot y
be underest1mated Cyprus is a securely anchored aircraft

carrier at the doorstep oﬁ&&he Middlie~tast, yet it is beyond“

the reach of Arab nat1ona11sms? d the Arab- Israe11

w§~

g

conflict. o . gi

The potential utility of Cyp;ﬁs in serving as a
1ogistjc.base for forward\stockpiling... for the';Lpport of
operations during "out ofsar‘ea"‘g crises{has been already .
~ demonstrated. In 1956, during its- i11-fated Suez venture
with France against Egypt, Britain, used 1ts bases in Cyprus
_fo launch airstrikes on Egypt. Years later, for log1st1cel
‘reasone, the U.S. used “he British bases in Cyprue in its;'
,oieanQng up of the Suez Canal and for baefng Us2 spy planes
which monitored the Arab-Israeli cease-fire arranged in the
aftermath of the S%x DayeWar in 1867. As recently es 1986,
during the U.S.-Libyan crisis, before it beoeme evident that
the U.S. used bases in England to lau.c airstrikes against
Libya, there was widespread speculat1on fhat the Americans
might use Br1t1sh bases in Cyprus to launch their airstrikes
~on Libya since no European power other than Britain was
forthcomfng in that regard. As it turos'out, the bases on
Cyprus were not used, but it is clear that the U.S. is
unable tc totally.rely on any European power to grant the
use of its territory to serve as a stading post in the event

of future conflicts in the Middle East, where the American

national interest might prompt resupplying a friendly regime

19External to the easternlMediterranean, that is.
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or direct American intervention. This préb]em was sféfkly
_revealed during the Yom K%ppur War of 1973, when.élf
Europeén péwers{ except for Wést Germany and the then
dictatorial Portugal, did not allow the U.S. to use their
)QErritory in résuppiying Israel. | . : -
| Finally, apart from its phesent.operational uti]ity and.

potential role, Cyprus is of significant psychological
“import to the U.S. As Thomas Adams points out, after ,
equatir@gLLé:;interests in the eastern Mediterranean with
the preservation of peace and maintenance of the strategic
balance and contending that "peace in the area can only be‘
had if Cyprus is-under coqtrol [rather than J

conflict-ridden]" 20,

W.S. interests in Cyprus are more regional than
local, despite the existence of the American
communications installations there. In a substantive
sense, Cyprus, as a Western-oriented outpost, always
had a certain psychological value which in many ways
exceeds its specific operational utititgy for the
u.s.21 ‘

é
It is 1mportant for an American global strateg1st who

charts regional mappings in 'spheres of influence’ terms
]

(i.e. Soviet vs. Western orientation of statesj, to Know

that Cyprus, which is located at the easfern

Mediterranean-Middle Eastern juncture, is Western-oriented.
) L 4

For instance, it is not strategically imperative that the

American Sixth Fleet use Cypriot facilities, but dur1ng its
20See T. Adams, "The American Concern In Cyprus”, in R.D.
Lambert (ed.) AMERICA AND THE MIDDLE EAST, .
Phi'.:delphia:American Academy of Pol1t1ca1 and Social
Science, May 1972‘9 1+

21]bid. ,

w



. o 12
presence at the eastern Mediterraneaﬁ-Midd]e'Eastern
5qgcture it i§ important for the Americans t0 Know that thé
waters aroﬁnd Cyprus are ' friendly waters’. This is

'esbécially true in the light of the proximity of Cyprus to
Syria which contributes significantly to the. Soviet navaf
presence in the éastern'Mediterranean by providing
homeporting facilities to the Soviet .Fifth ggcadra.22

\In the fina} ana1ysis, to sum up the Amerjcén
geostrategic interest in Cyprus, one can turn to the

'incisive analysis of'dohn Campbell who wrote on the eve of
the Birth of the Reéub{‘ic that -

?

Cyprus retains...., military value both to NATO
. strategy ang to the Western position in the Middle
« East, whiclf is vital to NATO. As to thexformer, it
R adds strength a flexibility by providing a base
from which NATQO bperations in Turkey or elsewhere in
the Mediterranean can be supported..,., and it could
be useful, though not essential to the Sixth
Fleet.. ... Cyprus is one of the relatively few--
remaining bases in Western hands. 23

As stated at the outset, this study dea%s with the‘
nature of U.S. foreign policy behaviour toward Cyprus during
times of crisis; hence, the concern will be with wHat in the
discipline of international relations is conventionally
Known as ‘crisis diplomacy’ .24 [t shoula-Be pointed out that
the reasqgns for concentrating on U.S. diplomacy during times
“of crisis rathef than normal/routine international po]jtics
are three-fold (all three being inter-related). First, by

-, - - -t m e - .- - -

22Thjs is the Soviet 'Sixth Fleet’.

23See . Campbell, DEFENSE OF THE MIDDLE EAST, rev. ed.
York: Praeger,1960,p. 198.

24A more specific statement on the nature of the inguiry
will follow in the next chapter.

, New
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their very nature of be1ng an éktraord1nary state of
,affa1rs, crises are more 1ntere;t1ng and pébblemat1c and as
such provided the impetus for.this stL’ in the~(1rst p]ace.
One only has to recall classic novels or academ1c texts to
be reminded that histcry is made dur1ng times of crisis.
" Hehce, in the case of Cyprus for instance, the reasons why
1974 (Viz.¥1974 crisis) was an annus hiPabiIis for the
Cypriots and the énnalsvof Cyériot history are: the—- -
nehtra]isation of President MaKarioS through a coup staged
by the Athens junta,; the subsequent mi]itafy intervgn&ipn'by
Turkey{,and the final de facto partition of the is]and: u
- Second, by being “telescopad in timg and Cirqumscfibed as to
the humbériqf decision-fnaKers,“25 crisis situations are

normally moré.fully documented by way of memoirs,

legislative hearings, journalism, and the works of other

o~~~

scholars. Third, it can be argued that while state X
(defined in terms of its pentral decision-make}s) a]wéys has
a foreign.policy orientation toward Y, in the absence of a
crisis it migHt not hav; a significant level of foreign
policy behaviour toward Y. In the absence ©f crisis, the
case [(i.e Cyprus) becomes‘é routine matter to ke catered for
by the Cypriot desk officer at the U.S. State ﬁEantment. It
is-only crisis situations that attract the protra&ied |
attention 6f the highest-level decision-makers and prompt

behaviour on theirvbart. Thus, while a journalist 1ike

---------------- - -

25 'R, Dougherty and R. Pfaﬁlzgraaf CONTENDING THEORIES OF
INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS New York: Harper and Row, 1981,
p.487, ‘
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Laurence Stern of the WASHINGTON POST is able to document

U.S. foreign policy during the Cyprus debacle of 1374 by
dréwing upon, mainly, a few Key decision-makers subh as
Secrefary of State Henrleissinger, Undefsecretary Joseph
Sisco, and.U S. Ambagsador‘to Athens Henry Tasca. he‘Qoﬁld

be hard pressed to prov1de such an account for a relatively

F%ﬂ@ﬁggﬁ'to reiterate the above po1nts in toro as an

astute scholar of 1nternat1ona1 crisis, G]énn Snyder, po1nts

out,

An international crisis is international po]itics in
microcosm....It is a ‘moment of truth’....That is to
say, a cr1s1s tends to highlight or force to the
surface a wide range of factors and processes which
are central to international politics in general.
Such elements ‘as power configurations, interests,
values, risks, perceptions, degrees of resolve,
barga1n1ng, and decision-making lie at the core of
international po]1t1cs in a crisis they tend to

- leap cut at the observer, to be combined and related
in a revealing way, and to*be sharply focused on a
single well-defined issue.??

©

26See L. Stern, B1tter Lessons: How We Failed in Cyprus?”
FOREIGN POLICY, Summer 1975; and THE WRONG HORSE: THE
POLITICS OF INTERVENTION AND THE FAILURE OF AMERICAN
DIPLOMACY., New York: Times Books, 1977.

27 G, Sny der "Crisis Bargaining,"” in C. Hermann (ed,)
INLERNATIONAL CRISES: INSIGHTS FROM BEHAVIOURAL RESEARCH.
New YorK: Free Press, 1972, p.217.



11. Theorizing About Interngtional Crises: Contending
Approaches And Research Objective And Methodology

4

“{The dictum that 'where you stand depends on where YOu
sit’ g;\gsltrue today- of the Hiterature on international
relations as it has ever been7‘Schd1ars like Singer, Waltz,

fRosenau, and Allison have 'shown how there is no one true

explanatlo%yof international po]1t1ca1 phenomena but that
one“s eXplahat1on (where one stands) depends on which level
of analy51s one takes (where one s1ts) 28.Hence, one can
take either of two broad approaches to the explanation of

U.S. crisigs d1plomacy toward Cyprus: a reduct1on1st/m1cro or
&
system1c/macro approach. As Waltz points out, the
: 2 TN
/atstinctnon between the two Lpproaches is that "theories of

international bo]itics which concentrate on causes at the
1nd1v1dua1 or natzﬁmal level are reductionist' [while]
theories. that conce1ve of c%pses operat1ng at the
international level,as well are systemic".2% As one would

expect then, theorizing on crisis behaviour has generally
- o
been conducted through two different perspectives: the

decision-making and systemic perspectives. Thus ! while ‘the

28See D. Singer, The Levels of Analysis Problem in
International Felations", in K. Knorr and-S. Verba (eds.)
THE INTERNATIONAL SYSTEM: THEORETICAL ESSAYS, Princeton,
N.J: Princeton University Press,1861; K. Waltz MAN, THE

~ STATE, AND WAR., New York:: Columb1a Un1vers1ty Press, 1959;
and THEORY OF INTERNATIONAL POLITICS, U.S. Lo
Addison-Wseley, 1879 ; J. Rosenau,"Pre Theor1es and Theories
of Foreign Policy" in his THE SCIENTIFIC STUDY OF FOREIGN
POLICY, London,U.K: Francesé&Pinter, 1980 ; and G. Allison,
ESSENCE OF DECISION Boston: thtle1 Browh: 1971.
280p.cit. Waltz, THEORY OF INTERNATIONAL POLITICS, p. 18

ﬂ)%v
R e« 7 ar
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unit of anaiysis} the objeCt Q; investigation, hassremained‘
somewhat constant - state behaviour; the level of °
explanation, the Kinds E@ iheories invoked to sxplain state
behaviour have differed (by virtue of being based on .
differing explanatory Variabfes'and. hence, data).

. "The theories'have,generally fallen into either the “w.

{

dec1s1on making (based on 1nd1v1dual psycholog1cal and/or

national attr1bute data) or 1nternat1ona1 systems (based on’

Y

internationa events data) theory categor1es, hence yielding
different defjnitions of internationd! crisis.

For Oran Young39¢

o ?

an international crisigy..,is a set ‘of rapidly

unfolding events which raises the impact of =
destabilising forces in the general international

system or any of its subsystems substantially above
‘normal’ (i.e average) levels and increaseb the’ .
likelihood of violence occuring in the system: 3! |

The ' father' of'intérnationa] systems theory.jCharles

McClelland, a pipnéér in the use of internatidnal-

interaction analysis emp]of?{g events data, contends tha{-a
crisis "represents a signifi ant change in the,duantft&,; .
*guality. or intensity7ofsinteractioss among natfons" .32 For»
McClelland, tﬁsp, as for Young, an intesﬁgtiomal-crisis is a
situation that creates an abrupt or sudden chamye in one or

more of the basie system1c variables, and would

30As will be seen, though Oran Young will not be cla551f1ed
as an international’ system1c1st due to the revisions made to
his earlier works in'his latter work, THE POLITICS OF-: FORCE
310, Young, THE INTERMEDIARIES: THIRD PARTIES IN
INTERNATIONAL CRISES, Princeton, N.J: Princeton Unlversaty
Press, 1967,p.10. ' - -
32 .See 0. Holsti,"Theories of Crisis Decision-making”, in P.
Lauren, DIPLOMACY, New York: Free Press, 1879,p.10t1. ©
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- (methodologically speéking) lead one to monitob the
international system }or indicators of chéhged‘ihteraction
patterns among nétioné.‘Thus, in this éonception there {s
cleérly "é direct re1ationship‘between crises and sys@efic
stébility when stability is defined as the tendency of a
system’s essential variables to remain within defined
11m1t54;33 In further characterising interncstional systemg

theory, Charles McClelland points out that

the main characteristic of the systemic approach to
crisis is its preoccupation with the exchanges of
words and deeds occuring in the arena of conflict.
It is the 'external behaviour’ of the parties in
conflict that are given full attention. Those who
concentrate on crisis decision-making problems deal .
mainly with intra-unit situations and processes [an
actor-centred approach] whereas the students of -
international systems primarily investigate
‘inter-unit phenomena [an interaction-centred
approach] .34 : : - :

Hence; the systemic approach "looks on the whole
| configuration of parties'participating back and
foEth....,[at] the interplay of actions and rzs onses
between po]ities"[35 . |

In the intérnational'crisis literature, scholars
‘emp]oying,intqnnatibnal sysfems analysis have been

identified as being part of the ‘crisis anticipation’ er
‘erisis’ forecasting’ school.3® Using some variant of
330p.cit. P. Young, THE INTERMEDIARIES...... .12,

34C. McClelland, "Some Effects on Theory From The
International Event Analysis Movement", in E. Azar, R.
Brody, and’C. McClelland (eds.) INTERNATIONAL EVENTS
INTERACTION ANALYSIS..., U.S.: Sage, 1972,

35See Ibid.,p.27 and op.cit. 0. Holsti,"Theories of Crisis
Decision-Making", p.101. ' ,

36For examples of works within this school, see the /-
collected works in D. Singer and M. Wallace (eds.), TO AUGUR
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McClellands pioneéfing 22 v r1d Event Interaction Survey

£

[WEIS] event catégories, “nese scholars attempt to build

global early wérning indicaéﬁr systems which are used for
anticipating crises‘through the routine transformation of
internatiudal events data into international po]iticél
’tensjonometers,"f."’3'7

The decision-making perspective in defining a Erisis'

focuses on the human particﬁpants rather than international

-

1
- system characteristics. In this approach, a premium .is
placed on pointing out that an environmental change resdlts
in a crisis situation if, and only if, it is perceived to be

| aS‘SUCh by the decision-makers, and explaining the cognitive

U.S.: Sage, 1979 ; N. Alcock, "Prediction of International,
Violence", PEACE RESEARCH, Vol.3 May 1971 ; M. R. .
Leavitt, "Markov Processes in International Crises: an ‘
Analytical Addendum To an Event-Based Simulation of The .
Taiwan Straits Crises", in J. A. Laponce and P.. Smoker
{eds.) EXPERIMENTATION AND SIMULATION IN POLITICAL SCIENCE, -
Tqronto: Toronto University Press, 1972; J. '
Sigler,"Cooperation and Conflict in U.S.-Soviet-Chinese
Relations, 1966-71: A Quantitative Analysis™, PAPER QF THE
PEACE RESEARCH. SOCIETY, 19, 1971,pp.107-128 | H.
Weil,"Domestic and International Violence: A Forecasting.
Approach", FUTURES, December 1974,pp.477-485 ; the works
produced by CACI [Federal] Inc., Arlington, Virginia and
ofcourse the works .of C. McClelland which are mostly in
mimeo. form-at The University of Southern California, Los
Angeles, and are too numerous to cite here.

37The WEIS project, conducted at The University of Southern
California under McClelland’'s direction, uses the NEW YORK
TIMES as a data source in an attempt "to categorize every
recorded international act in one of 63 possible classes.
This says, in effect, that there are 63 different ways a
government can act toward another government..., the most
common of these is a category system consisting of 22 basic
types of acts". Through the further use of factor analytical
techniques 6 major behaviour -types have been isolated: 1.
Cooperative action, 2. Participation, 3. Diplomatic”
exchange, 4. Verbal conflict, 5. Non-military conflict
action, and 6. Military conflict action. .



19

dynamics involved in debision-making once an occasion for
decision has come about. The decision-making approach fo
crisis, diverse as it is in of itself, takes its cue- from
the seminal work of Richard Snyder and his colleagues in
195&.?8‘The»Snyder\scheme is considered a pathbreaking
enterprise not in the study‘of crisis behaviouf alone, 39 but
in the study of .international politics and foreign policy at

large for having-contributed to tﬁérintroduction of

N
behavioral methodology in the discipline, which until then

was characterised by traditionalism.4° The contribution of

the scheme was

1. The assumptlon that foreign po]1cy consists of
"decisions’ made by identifiable ‘decision-makers’; .
the making of decisions, therefore, is the -
behavioural activity which requires explanatlon

2. the concept of the decisionmakers’ 'definition of
the situation’;,

3. the emphasis on the domestic or societal sources
of foreign policy decisions; and

4. the clear implication that the decision- mak1ng
process itself may be an 1mportant independent
source of decisions.*!

According to the Snyder scheme, the Key to the explanation
of why the state behaves the way it does lies in_the manner

its decision-makers pe' ceive the external and internal

38R. Snyder; W. Bruck, and B. Sapin,"Decision- making as an
Approach to the Study of International Politics", FOREIGN
POLICY ANALYSIS, Series No.3, Princeton , N.J; Pr1nceton
University Press, 1954. )
39 Glenn Paige's classical study of THE KOREAN DECISION, for
instance, is explicitly an application of the
Snyder-Bruck-Sapin model to a single crisis case.

40The approach to theorising that der1ves from history, 1aw,
and philosophy.

41See B.P White,"Decision-making Analysis", in T. Taylor
fed. ) APPROACHES‘AND THEORY. IN- INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS, U.K:
‘Longman, 1979,p.145. '
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enviponment/settfng_(viz. definition of the situation). As .
such, 'perception’ isfa'K}ynote‘in decision-making theory.

In fact, in this view, thére is no need to describe

"objective reality’ if the subjective percepiions of the
appropriate focus for explanation-of state behaviour. As

Snyder, Bruck, and Sapin state,

. ‘X
it is alsy one of our basic choices to tare as our
prime analytical objective the re-creation of the
world of the decision-makers as they view it.
the key to exp]anatlon of why the state behaves the
way it does lies in the way its decision- makers as
actors def1ne their s1tuat1on 42

Some of the better known works in the micro-theoretical
apprdach to crisis behaviour came from the [once] Stanford
group of Ole Holsti, Robert North, and Richard Brody, who-
use a ’stimulus response’ model in research1ng the outbreak
of World War I and the Cuban m1ss1le crisis and ponder the
role and relationship oflthe perception of time pressures,
search fer alternativee, and communications during

crisis.®? It is Charles Hermann, however, who -has produced a
420p,cit. Snyder, Bruck, and Sapin.,-reprinted in 5.

Hof fmanr (ed.. 'CONTEMPORARY THEQRY IN INTERNATIONAL
RELATICVNS, New Yark:Prentice Hall, 1960,p.153.

43See 0. Holsti. . North and R. Brody, "Perception and
Action in the 1944 Crisis", in D. Singer (ed.) QUANTITATIVE.
INTERNATIONAL POLITICS, New York: Free Press,

1968,pp. 123-158; Holst1 North, and Brody, "Measuring Affect
and Action in Internat1ona1 Reaction models: empirical .
materials from the 1962 Cuban Crisis", JOURNAL OF PEACE
RESEARCH, 1964,pp.170-190; and the individual works of O.
Holsti where the role of stress in decision-making is an
important consideration:"The 1914 Case”, AMERICAN POLITICAL
SCIENCE REVIEW, 1965, Vol.59,pp.365-378; "Time,

Alternatives, and Commun1cat1ons = The 1914 and Cuban
Missile Crises", in C. Hermann (ed.)] INTERNATIONAL CRISES:
INSIGHTS FROM BEHAVIOURAL RESEARCH, New York: Free Press,
18972, pp.38-50; "Theories of Crisis Decision- Making", in P.
Lauren (ed.) DIPLOMACY, New York: Free Press,

B8
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widely accepted definition of internationalvcrisis. Writing -
shortly after John Robinson’'s lament as late as 1968 that
"“'crisis! is a lay term.in'search.éf“a scﬁo]ariy

meaning",** Hermann argued that |

{
a crisis is a situation that (1) threatens
high-priority goals of the decision-making unit, (2)
restricts the amount of time available for response
before the decision is transformed, and (3)
surprises the members of the decision-makKing unit by
its occurence. Underlying the proposed definition is
the proposition that if all three traits are present
then the decision process will be substantially
different than if only one or two of the
characteristics appear.*®

More receﬁtly the Hermann defjnition of 1nt?rnat30nal
crisis has been cHallengéd by the also micro-oriented
McGill-Jerusalem group headed by Michael‘Brechér. In this
view, an international)%risis is a s{tuational changebin the
external or interna{}énvironment which creates in the minds
6f the incumbent decision-makers of an international actor a
perceived threat from the external environment to‘bésic
values to which a responsive decisioh‘is deemed
necessary.*¢ In 6perationa1 terms, an international crisis

e

a situation with four necessary and sufficient

ESCALATION, WAR., McGill-Queens University Press: Canada,
1972.

44See J. Robinson,"Crisis", in the ENCYCLOPEDIA OF THE
SOCIAL SCIENCES, Vol.3, Collier-Macmillan: U.S., 1968,p.510.
45C. Hermann," .International Crisis As a Situational
Variable", in J\ Roseriau (ed.) INTERNATIONAL POLITICS AND
FOREIGN POLICY, New York: Free Press, 1969,p.414.

~ 46See M. Brecher,"Toward a Theory of International Crisis
Behaviour", INTERNATIONAL STUDIES QUARTERLY, Vol.21/1,

1977 ,p.43. :



conditions, as they are perceived by the highest
level decision-makers of the actor concerned: (1) a
change in its external or internal environment which
generates (2) a threat to basic values, with a
simultaneous or subsequent (3) high probability of
involvement in military hostilities, and the
awareness of (4) a finite time for their response to
the external value threat.*?

Hence, the McGill-Jerusalem group ( henceforth referred to
as the ICB group and/or model; named after the Inteenational
.Crisis Behaviour project they have undertaken) have’deleted
'Hermann’s situational attribute 'surprise’/awareness and
replaced 1tvwith"the perceived high probabi]ity:of
involvement in military hosfilities’ and Substitufed
‘finite’ for 'short’ time to respond.*® The ICB group have
also attempted to bridge the micro-macro level gap, to some
extent, by adding to their definition as a necessary
coﬁdition, a ‘change in the environment’ - Whicﬁvmay "be
construed in gacro terms..., as a destabilising event(s) in
the system: whether global or regional".45 Further, the ICB
~model attempts to provide.; 1ink between perceptual |
variables (threat, time, and lite'ihood of war) and
obganizational context variables Qhrough the specification

of ‘coping mechanisms’ to deal with crisis-induced §tre§s:

47Ib1d ,pp.43-44.

48Subsequer to Hermann's definition of international
crisis, his sxplanatory variable surprise has not ga1ned
emb1r1cal vatidity. In this regard see L. Brady, "Threat,
Decision Time, and Awareness: the Impact of Situational
Variables on Forélgn Policy Behaviour"”, Ph.D dissertation,
Ohio State Univergity, 1974, pp. 3 and 258 and D.
McCormick, DECISIONS, EVENTS AND PERCEPTIONS IN
INTERNATIONAL CRISIS., ., M1ch1gan First Ann Arbor Corp.,
1975, p. 16 i b
430p.cit. Brecheﬁ”“Toward a Theory of Internatlonal Crisis
Behaviour" ,p 44,
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inforﬁatioh search and processing, éonéultation,adecisional
forums, and thé considehation of alternatives. sAdditionally,
the 1CB model also incorporates a feedback mechanism to
indiéate that crisis deéision makihg is not a one step 4
process (i.e one decision per-cr}sis). as the titleiofgwbrks
like Paige’s THE KOREAN DECISION might migieédihgly suggest,
but a gyc11cal—flow process which typ1ca11y 1nvo]ves
shifting definitions of the situation, a mu1t1p11c1ty of
coping methods, and a mult}licity of decisions durjng_any
fone crisis; as well asqthere being a pre-crisis and
post-crisis phase to consider.50 .

While the crisis ﬁPrirgio?l-maKing'approaCh is dominated
by the focus on fhe pgﬁceptions of ceh;ral decision-makers,
one set of scholars within this approach focus more on the
socio- psycho]og1ca1 and bureaucrat1c/organ1zat1ona1
d1mens1on 1nvo]ved in dec151on making. The best known.
exponent of the former d1mens1on is lrving Janis with his
VICTIMS OF GROUPTHINK. Here Janis studies the dynamics of
small group decision-making under cr{sis condf{ions and

finds that such groups often suffer from the 'groupthink

s

J°dudg1ng by the extent to which this model has been app]1ed
to different cases in the crisis literature , it represents
the 'state of the art’ at this juncture. See M. Brecher and
B. Geist, DECISIONS IN CRISIS: ISRAEL, 1867 AND 13973,
Calif.:University of Catifornia Press, 1380; B. Ge1st “The
Six Day War: a Study in The Setting and Process of Foreign

- Policy De&gision -Making under Crisis Conditions", Ph.D
dissertation, Hebrew University, 1374; A. Dowty, "MIDDLE EAST
CRISIS: U.S. DECISION -MAKING IN 1958, 1970, 1973 [Lebanon
Jordan, Yom Kippur]. University of California Press: U.S.
1984; and several works in a special editidn on crisis
behaviour, JERUSALEM JOURNAL OFx-INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS
Winter- Spr1ng 1977-78.
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syndrome’ : an in-group drive toward attainiﬁg consensus and
maintaining group cohesion at all costs, including at the
cost of objectivity and hence rationality. Bn other words,
"groupthink’ is a decision-making"pathology prevalent among
small groups which results 'in é fundamentally flawed
’décision-haking process.5' On another dimension, Graham
Allison elaborates the "bureaucratic politics’ model, in
which he explains crisis behaviour in terms of intranationai
bargaining among ‘players’, namely, the Key organizations
fhnctioning according to their ’standard operating
procedures’ and the centrél decision-makers each with’their

own individual, bureaucratic, and national goals.?%?

To summarise, international crisis research has largely

' 5

proceeded along ejther the international sysﬁgms analysis.ob
crisis decision-making tracks. For crisis decision-making .
theorists the dependentAvariable is the decisionls), and
hence ultimately crisis behaviour. The imdependent or
explanatory variables are most commonly the perceptions of
the situation held by the highest-level decision-makers of
an intefnational actor. Typically, in the words of Michael

Brecher,

5t ], Janis, VICTIMS OF GROUPTHINK: A PSYCHOLOGICAL STUDY OF
FOREIGN POLICY DECISIONS AND FIASCOES. Boston: Houghgon
Mufflin, 1872. . ' :
52The present writer is referring to Allison’s refined,
bureaucratic politics model as articulated in his work with
 Morton Halperin,"Bureaucratic Politics: a Paradigm and Some
Policy Implications”, WORLD POLITICS, Vol.24, 1972,pp.40-79,
where he merges his earlier ‘organizational process’ and
governmental/bureauctatic politics models articulated in the
ESSENCE OF DECISION.

1
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the independent variable is percept1on of cr1s1s, as

derived from the decision-makers’ images of stimuli

from the external and/or internal environment; in

operational terms, there are three independent'

variables - percept1on of threat, perception of

time, and percept1om of probability of war.33
In one of its most developed forms (namely, the ICB model)
this/approach also acknowledges the role of organizational
context attributes, which serve to descrlbe the
decision-making process and flow as 1nteﬂﬂen1ng /mediating
variables. In international systems analysis, by contrast,
the "independent variables are prior configurations of
interaction that predict to subSequent cbnfigurafﬁbns of
interaction, the 1atter'serving'as the dependent -
variable" .54 HencesTas the hallmark of th1SoappPO%Gh.}
search for patterns of interaction where wh@t happenéd*&ﬂ
time T-4, T-3, T-2, T-1, and the present tlme T [@ﬁé&é“;”_t

- . . R o

¥ e
O e

variables], will exp1a1n/pred1ct what is go1ng to“h

'3
.

the future time T+1 [dependent var1ab1e] Jr:: -

7

The precedlng literature survéy may gvve ons the ::T,,.
impression that the systemic . .and- decww1on mak1ng appraach 1%

to the study of 1nternatworah nr1s1s exhaust the f1eld;“

5 Q

is not the case. There is yet anotherg persmﬁct1ve

3 L

‘crisis management’ approach to the study of 1@Jerhat1onal

crisis. While the system1c and decision- mak1nd'perspect1ves f
exemp]1fy the behavioural revolutlon in 1nternathoh§1

.y
relations, cr1s1s management research has, reI‘

530p.cit. Brecher,"Toward a Theory of In ernat1ona1”iﬁls1s ,

Behaviour", p.52.
54 Op.cit. McClelland,"Some Effects on Thdory. . ... ":p.28.



analytical and systematic, aimed at explaining and

developing propositions and generalizations, rather,th;N;

descriptive-historical).®5 The crisis managemenit.

* sight of micro-devel factors (namely, the percepf?gns held
by central decision-makers) at play and to develop fpolicy
relevant’ theory through the establishment of |
generalizations/propositions.s’ As such, the crisis
management penspectve cuts across different lévels‘df
analysis in expianation, through the utilisation of both
interaction and actor-centred analysis; much in the vogue
suggasted by Allison in his conclusion tn the ESSENgE OF

DECISION. The best Known works in this tradition are those
55 For examples of crisis management literature see, G..
Snyder ,"Crisis Bargaining”, in op.cit. Hermann,
INTERNATIONAL CRISES; A. ferguson,"Tactics in a Local
*Crisis", in [.V Edwards (ed.) INTERNATIONAL POLITICAL-
ANALYSIS: READINGS., New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston,
1969,pp.176-189; L. Bloomfield and A. Leiss, CONTROLLING
»SMALL WARS., New York: Alfred Knopf, 1969; and A.
Per Imutter, "Crisis Management: Kissinger’s Middle East
Negot1at1ons {Oct.73 -dJune74)", INTERNATIONAL STUDIES
QUARTERLY, Vol.19, 1975,pp. 316-43.
56See J. Steinbruner THE CYBERNETIC THEORY OF DECISION,
Princeton, N.J: Princeton University Press, 1974; and
op.cit. Allison. . !
57 See introduction,"The Need For Policy-Relevant Theory”,
in A. George, D. Hall, W. Simon, THt LIMITS OF COERCIVE
DIPLOMACY, Boston: L1ttle Brown, 1971. For definitions of
1nternat1onal crisis, typ1cal of this approach, which are
largely systemic but also account for the role of
percept1on% ~see 0. Young, THE POLITICS OF FORCE: BARGAINING
DURING INTERNATIONAL CRISES. Princeton University Press:
U.S., 1968,p.89 - "a crisis is a process of interaction.
character1zed by higher levels of perceived intensity"; and
G. Snyder and P. Diesing, CONFLICT AMONG NATIONS. Princeton
Yniversity Press: U.S., 1877,p.6 - "crisis is a sequence of
Naeipteractions. ..., involv1ng the perception of a dangerously
(iidgh probability of war”

‘{a ~
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of Glenn Snyder and Paul Diesiga, Oran Young, and the works
of}Alexander George and his colleagues; particu]qr]y George
and Smoke's DETERRENCE IN AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY.58 In this
work, George and Smoke not only presént a cbmprehensive
analysis of deterrencé theoryvas of 1974, But also proceed
to examine exhaustively theory and practice in eleven cases
‘taken from the 1948-62 period. While each case sfudy by |
itself stands as a sﬁper }ana]ytic account of fhe.episode in
question, through the comparative case method, George and
Smoke are able to arrive at generalisations and thereby
attempt fé reformulate deterrence theory. These crisis
management theorists basically pay homage to the preeminent
strategist of conflict, Thoﬁas Séhe]ling, in'viewing crisis
‘management as a bargaining sifuation among acfors,59 where
the actors "involved create a system in which there are
rules for action and strategies to follow and utilise’.8° In

the bargaining conceptualisation of international crisis

bargaining implies a dynamic situation of states in
interaction, each acting partly bgcause of what it
thinks its actions will produce in the opporent, and
also reacting to the opponent’s actions. ¢!

Michael Sullivan likens this conceptualisation of

irt rnational crisis to the youthful dating situation
58A.George and R. Smoke, DETERRENCE IN AMERICAN FOREIGN
POLICY: THEORY AND PRACTICE., New York: Columbia University
Press, 1974; op.cit. Snyder and Diesing, CONFLICT AMONG
NATIONS; op. cit. Young, POLITICS OF FORCE; and op.cit.
George, Hall, and Simons, THE LIMITS OF COERCIVE DIPLOMACY.
597. Schelling, THE STRATEGY OF CONFLICT, ‘New York:Oxford
University Press, 1963,

50M. Sullivan, INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS: THEORIES AND
EVIDENCE., New York:Prentice Hall, 1976, p.258.

611bid. &
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in which each party is acting at léast-partly in

terms of how he or she thinks the other will

respond; in which clear strategies exist for

prompting desired behaviour from the other party; in

which manuevers, ploys, feints, threats and

- counter-threats - with the elements of utilities,

costs, and risks they entail --are all made with

each party rarely admitting that such behaviour .is

going on. 62

It is basically this bargaining conceptualisation of

ir ernational crisis, the crisis manégement perspective,

. ’ . ' 8
tha' will be adopted in this study. The focal element of
this study concerns thelprocesses of bargaining between the.
U;Sf and regional subsystemic.aqtors. Since bargaining is
‘ eSsentiai]y an interaction process,  the nature of the
~interaction itsélf forms the basic focus for analysis.63 In

'

allowing one to employ the traditipnal analytic mode of
analysis, the crisis management perspective enabies one to
overcome entrapment with the role of decision-makers’
perceptions and cbnfinemeht-to the desbription of the cris}s
actor’s deéision-making process, that is characteristic of
actor-centred analysis (viz. 'decision-making’ apprdach).
This study, then; proceeds from the ‘crisis management’
proposition that explanations of international political
phenomena do not inhere in the attributes of one actor but
rather inhere in the relationship/ interaction among two {or
more) actors.

For our purposes the term crisis management will be
defined as

62]bid. Emphasis added.
§3See Op.cit. Young, THE POLITICS OF FORCE, Chp.2.
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any process whwch a manager exercises to meet his
"goals within a potentially deteriorating situation
at an acceptable cost to him, persuading those with
whom he is interacting that the costs of opposing®
him are greater than the costs of allowing him to .
attain his objectives...[and in the process :
a;tempts] to balance and reconcile the elements of

. ceepcion and accomodation, to find an optimum mix or

#  trage-off between the two.54 .

BRI e {, .

Ev:@gntfy“ then, as Raymond Tanter simply defines it,

cr1sx@’m§%agement is the process of man1pu1at1ng system or
individual level variables to achieve certain goals” .55 In
crisis management research, despite the«diverse termino1ogy
used such as ‘management  impact’, 'poi. 2y rationality’, or
simply success' ‘or ' failure’',6 what is being explained is

the extent to which the crisis management process or effort

4

has resulted in the attainment of the objectiyes ef the
c[isié manager, however.they may be defined in particular
cases. Couched more in the terminology of comparative .se
~analysis, fhe dependent variable, then, is the |
pQ]icy~relevant variation among'particular'caseé in outcomes

of crisis management efforts.®” Coral Bell, for instance,
f4.See R. Kuppermann et al.,"Cris s Management: Some
Opportunities", SCIENCE, Vol.187, 1975, p.404 ;and A.
Gilbert and P. Lauren, "Crisis Management: an Assessment and
Critique", JUOURNAL OF CONFLICT RESOLUTION, 1980, Vol.24/4,
p.646. -

65R, Tanter, "Crisis Management [1iterature“§6rvey&“,
- JERUSALEM JOURNAL OF INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS.
66See R. Butterworth,"Do Conflict Managers Matter...?",
INTERNATIONAL STUDIES QUARTERLY, Vol.22/2, 1978; G. _
Gustafson,and J.J Richardson, "Concepts of Rationality and
the Poliey Process", JOURNAL JF EUROPEAN POLIJICAL RESEARCH,
Vol.7/4, 1979; and C. Bell, THE CONVENTIONS OF'CRISIS: A
STUDY IN DIPLOMATIC MANAGEMENT, Oxford University Press:
U.K, 1972; pages 198, 422, and 13 respectively.
67 The concept of ’po]icy-relevant variation’ is used, rather
than simply 'variation’, to denote that what is of interest
for our purposes is judging whether or not the U.S. pursued
the right management teshniques ip order that its objectives

4*
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with regard to intramural crises (such as. the Cyprus crises

which were potentially destabi]tsing for the Western
alliance and where the U.S., was a third party rather than a
direct party.such ashthe Cuban missile crisis of 1962 which
was_an ’adveréary criéis’) pofnts out that one may judge

success or failure of management on the hasis of 3 critetia:
: A . A

"First, is the ability of the alliance to function
1mpa1red or ma1nta1ned° Second, what is the
influence of the criisis settlement on the degree of
satisfaction of the members with their positions
withif it? And thirdly, what is the impact of the
settfement on the credibility of the [managing]
pOwWgr 768 ‘

In a similar fashion, Robert Butterworth judges management
impact\or syiccess on the bagis of five criteria: the extent

to whjch the crisis manager is able to

restrain. the prosecut1on of the conflict;

.. abate.,the claims of the protagonijsts;

reduce and/or stop hostilities;

keep third parties from becoming 1nvo]ved and
settle their conflict.®? ’

OB WK —

In this vogue, the dependént variable of"this study is ///

"

Q;J1cy effectiveness - what is being exp1a1ned is, given the
. %7 (cont’d) be attalned The Cuban missile crisis, for
‘instance, is widely accepted as ‘a ¢lassic case of the
successful app11cat1on of a strategy of coercive d1plomacy
by the U.S.*in a - superpower crisis. The strategy of coercive"
d1plomacy las expressed through the policy of blockading
Cuba coupled with U.S. threats of escalation, enabled the
Kennedy adm1n1ster1on to attain its objectives dur1ng the
Cqban debacle. As such, one can take the Cuban case as the
"paradigm’ of successful application of coercive diplomacy
and ponder - as op.cit. George et.al. do in THE LIMITS OF
COERTIVE DIPLOMACY - why the same technique did not work in,
.say, . Vietnam.
'68See op.cit. Bell. Given that some crises end without claer
settlement, one should perhaps use the term ' cr1sts outcome’
rather than crisis settlement’ ' .
%D0p.cit. Butterworth.




- LN
. . i . 4

orisis/outcomeé in the particular cases in questioni to what
- degree can one say that American ob3ect1ves have been
attained in the eastern Mediterranean? In this study the _ﬁ
success or failure of or1s1s management, or po]1cy
.effectiveness will be judged on the basis of 4 [not
necessar1]y mutua1ly exc]us1ve] cr1ter1a the-extent to
which the U.S. - as crisis manager- has been able to first,
crestrain the prosecution of the conflict and abate the
"‘,"‘@onfl‘ict of interests; second.. prevent a regli’onal .conf.l.ict;
§v¢®ird keep thind parties from becoming invoLved;vand
'f1na11y, what 1s the 1mpact of the crisis outcome on the
all1ance manager1a1’ role of the U.S. - U.S. credibility

and the allvanoe S stab111ty’7

The otJect1ve of 1an1ry being the explanation of
poftcy effectiveneséh tnis Comparative.case analyeis'study
emb]oys what Alexander George‘has called the methodo]ogy of
"structured, fOCused/compqntson".7°

Focused because it deals selectively with only

certain aspects of the historical case..., and

structured because it employs general. quest1ons to .

guide the data collection and ana1y51s in that
historical case.’! )

T

In’other WOrds,'there is a standardiéedvset of

questions\concerns which guides*research and allows one to
70See A. George, "Case Stud1es and Theory Development The
Method of Structured, Focused Comparison”, in op.cit. P.
Lauren (ed.) DIPLOMACY.

71]lbid. This method has gained popularity among scholars of
_international politics because of its simplicity and
elegance. For applications see R. Cohen, THREAT PERCEPTION
- IN INTERNATIONAL CRISES., U.S.: University of Wisconsin
Press, 1978; and op.cit. 0. Holsti, "Theories of Crisis
Decision MakKing".
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look at thé cases With%n a common matr{x,'thus facilitating
‘the ordering and comparison of data. These questions, in
efféct, are the independent variables of‘the study. The
standardised questions to be aéke¢ of each case, or the
’crisis_management descriptors’, are listed below under
three categories of vériables: contextual, goal-related, and

. management technique.

A. Contextual questidns o : -

1. Background\Historical Context - What was the potentially

destabilising:prob1ém that made the Cypriot political Scehe
crisis—prone?;' |

2. Pre-crisi; Period\Immediate ConteXt - What are the
preconditions for crisis?;

3. Trigger, Situational Change, and Gravity - What event
precipitated the crisis and what was the new situation
compared to the pre-crisis period? What were the kind of
issuel(s) 1nvo1ved° ‘ | |

4 System1c Attributes and Complex1ty - What is the
reg1onal-global context, and who are the actoss, and hence

what interests are involved?

¢

N
N

B. Goal-related questions

i. Attributes of Crisis Actors [other than the U.S.] - What
is the nature of their belief systems and, ultimately,
stakes, barga1n1ng positions, and policies?;

2. Threat Percept1on by the U.S. - What was the nature of

»

{
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American interests in the eastéfn‘Mediterranean and how did
the criéis in CyprQs afféct these interests?;

3. U.S5. Objectives and.PolicyAOptionS'- What were U.S.
ijectives given the perceived threat? What were the real
and;perceived boi{cy options? How did the U.S. assess the
requirements of these optxons7 What constra1nts on meeting

the requ1rements were perce1ved°

C. Management techniques

{. Crisis Dimensions - What was the nature of the
communication patt:~ns, the intensity and auration of the
crisis7'-

2. 'Area Expertise - Was therg\ﬁny previous ci isis management
experience regard1ng the prob]em° |
3. Bureaucratic Response Level‘- Lt what level was crisis
management conductéd? Who were the -~=ntral deciéion-makers?;
4. Ro'e of International Organizat.ons What, if at all, were
the roie of interﬁatiohal institutional actors? When and ‘
why, if at all, did the U.S. seek to work thgough
1nternat1ona1 1nst1tut1ons7 ‘

,Ji«AManagement Strateg1es - What management strateg1es did

the U.S. employ in pursuit of its objectives?

It should be 1 ted that the descriptors having to do
with perceptualvvariab]es and the deé%sion-making process
(as in B.1,2, and 3) hust be viewed in dynamié terms, as

changing over time. In other words, in any one crisis there
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is not one ‘threat perception’ br,’po]icy assessment’ but
poss1b1y a mu1t1p11c1ty of them over twme Further, it
should be noted that the case stud1es do ot purport to
prov1de a step by step answer‘ to each descriptor, but
purport to have explained the crisis management descriptors
in summa{ion.

It is bel.eved‘that the research framework outlined

qwill facilitate”the te ‘ng of the two ma jor contend}ng

\ -~

‘theor1es of U S. forelﬁg po]1cy»behav1our towa#d Cyprus

«

mels, the ' State Department’ and Cont1?u1ty theor1es

tudy seeKs to 1dent1fy the nature o# Amer1can power

Janq‘punpose in themeastern Medlterranean‘over the perlod in

’dr!

question, through address1ng the centra] quest1on as to

whefher it is the 'State Department’ or Cont1nu1ty theory

that prov1des a better 1nterpretat1on of U.sS. fore1gn policy

behav1our toward Cyprus 72 The hypothes1s here is that 1t is
the " State Department’ perspective, w1th its emphas1s;on
America’s limited influence in the regional subsystem.and;
its preventtve tnterest in keeping the?problems.in Cyprus
from boiling over and dtsrupt1ng~NATD’s cohe51on that
provides a better 1nterpretat1onjof U.S fore1gd -policy

behaviour toward Cyprus. If the ’State Department theoryﬂis

to be va]1dated one must be able to trace Amer1can

_1ncremental1sm dur1ng the cases chosen for ana]ys1s ‘how the

U.S. puzzled through the Cyprus crises with a view. to

72These two .major contend1ng theor1es in essence are two |
diametrically opposed views on the nature of Amertcan power‘
and purpose/1nterest 1n the eastern Medlterranean
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prevent a Greco-TurKish war and the internationalization of
the crisis through Soviet exploitation of the civil strife
on the island. In that case, one will expect to see in the
case studies evidence of limited American\leverage over the
eastern Mediterranean actore; that the political outcomes in
the ‘eastern Mediterranean were not the result of American

: eommission, but rather the result of regional subsystemic
dynamicé. Hence, unlike the ’Contdnuity7 theorists who look
to Washington for explanations of polifica1 outcomes'in the
reéjon. the 'State Department’ theorists see enly American
reaction to events emanating froﬁ independent Aecisions
taken in Athens/ Ankara, and Nicosia. If the 'Continuity’
theory is not to be reJected one must be in a pos1t1on to
trace Amer1can 'zomprehensive rationality’ from one case to
another, and be able to demonstrate thaF the U.S. took the
initiative to neutralise Makarios, bringiabout the partition
of the island, hence subsum1ng Cyprus to Greece and Turkey
and thereby making 1t ’safe for NATO' . In that case, one
x,will expect to see in the case studies a consistent American
effort to effect the part1tlon of Cyprus and evidence that,
after 1ts first crisis management experience in Cyprus 1in
1964,‘4&3;&974‘cr1s1s was not maneged;or mismanaged at all,

since the events of 1974 were a'réehﬂt of advance American

. lﬁ'fv‘,\ -_:4 5

cont1ngency plann1ng to effect changes in Cyprus.
‘Thus, to re1terate and summan1se. the crux of the
matter is the question of the nature of American power and

interest - will the comparative case. analysis support the
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view of a preponderant U.S. with a Qcomprehensive rational’
role or an incrementaliet-preventivéiAherica with 1imited
influence in the eastern Mediterranean? By virtue of being
an interactidn-eentreﬁ approach, the crisis management
approach enab]egfbne'"to account for the causes and
consequehces.of foreign policy behaviouf by using more than
one level of ana]ysfsf.73 hence faci]itating the testing of
the two theories in question.‘?he decision—meking'approaeh,

A "~

by contrasts

t facilitate the testing of the two
theories in quest'on because it does not enablevone to v
sat1sfactor11y test for systemic factors By virtue of being
an actor- centredqupnoach, the decision-making perspect1ve
leads to the e%éﬂeéive focus on psychological and (national)
organizetional-fdéfors. The interggbio?al systems approach

- does not facilitate .the testing of the two theories in
*question eithefy.phecjsely for the opposite reason that it
does net allow oﬁe‘tottest-for reductionist factors (i.e
individual-natiohél’factdrs). Finally, it should.be‘recalled
from‘the—discussiqelﬁn,the previous chapter that, whether
the;HYpefhesis of;the study is to be validated or nullified
wi]l u]tfhéte]y depena.upbn the potency of systemic factors

in Ey4dence In the ' State Department’ perspective the flow

of causatlon is from B (regional subsystem1c dynam1cs) to A

(Amer1can prevent ve reactiontin the ‘'Continuity’

perspect1ve it is the other way round - from A (American
comprehens1ve rat1ona11ty ) to B \changes in. the eastern

73p, McGowan and M. O’ Leary, - CDMPARATIVE FOREIGN POLICY
- ANALYSIS MATERIALS., U.S.: Mar&@gm _jQZj’ p.4.



///\ : -_QA ’3?
Mediterranean>politica] configuration).

As indicated when the method of "structured, fogused
comparison” was briefly outlined, the case studies have been
organized accgrding to a similar format;lkhe same questions,
se]ected}fob their ré]evance in facilitating the evaluation
%5 U.S. policy effectiveness, are asked of both cases. Each
of the case studies beging with an éppraisa] of the
pre-crisis period: the destabilization process in eastern
Medﬁterﬂbnean politics. The initial regional subsystemic
state of GreéK-TurKish—Cypriot[ethnic] relations is
established and the salient factors that trigggred the -
crises are delineated. At the same time, the American role
in the eastern Mediterranean during the pre-crisis period is
analytically cHronic]ed. The case studies then proceed to
the exposition of the situational change in the eastern
Mediterranean brought on by the trigger event and the threat
it poses to American interests in the region. Thereéfteh,

the case studies basically amount to the evaluation of the

effectiveness of America’s response strategy to stabilize

&

the quadrangular relationship (the U.S. and Greece, Turkey,
and Cyprus). Given the parameters (contextual factors)
within which it can operate, America’s manageméxf/effort to
attain its objectives in the eastern Mediterranean is
analysed. Is it possible, for instance, that some
potentially more effective response strategy/option was not
considered? The gisf of the matter is the degree to which

U.S. response strategies were appropriate to American
’ [ ]



objectives in the eastern Mediterranean.
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I11. Theories Of U.S. Foreizn Policy Béhaviour Toward Cvprus

It is the dramatic events of 1874 that provided the
impetus for the extensive academic and practical inquiries
into the nature of U.S. foreign policy behaviour toward

—

Cyprus.’74 On July 15, 1974, President Makarios of Cyprus was -
overthrown as a consequence;of a coup staged by the

éurrogates of the Greek Junta and five days later Turkey
intervened, militarily gaining control of 37 per cent of the
territory.. The end result of, the coup and intervention was
“de facto partition. In U.S. government circles, theaiéﬁbr
concern regarding the events of 1874 has, inevitably, been

the assessment of U.S. policy performance during the

debacle. The major questign raised in the academic

literature {(although the general concern - as is the concern

in this study - has been with the nature of U.S. foreign

.
\ Q

policy behaviour since the fqundinb of the Republic in 1960,

within the context of Turko-American and Greco-American%
relations) has béen‘the extent to which the political
outcome of 1974 was a function of U.S. policy toward the
eastern Mediterranean, in general, and toward Cyprus in
particular. |

Hitherto, there have been two major theories regarding
this question: the 'State Department’ theory, as expounded
most influentially by John Campbell, which emphasises the

74’ Ppractical inquiries’ as distinct from academic inquiries?®
denotes the hearings and testimonies by pract1t1oners before
the U.S. Senate and House of Representatives’relevant
committees regarding the subject matter.

39
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nonstraintéiandg{imits to U.S. power in the;regidn and the
declining.Americadacapacity to mediate and gudrantde
settlements’ in the eastern Mediterr.sieai . and which sees no
correlation bétweeﬁ U.S. behaviour anu the political outcome
of 1974. TheA’Theory ovaontinuity’, on the other  hand, sees
a very strong dorré]ation Accord1ng to this view, as
expounded most {%fluent1a11y by Van Coufoudak1s Cyprus has
been an expendable pawn in the cold war struggle /bec ugé of
her geopo]1t1ca] s1gn1f1cance and U.S. foreign po\1cx)’
objectives have been consistently to uddermine the
'indepéndencéwpf Qyprus and to subdume Cyprus to Greece and

\

Turkey through partftion ihepce. in this view, transforming

Cyprus into a safe NA™C ba;é" wE the ‘underlyin
Cyp | G 4@5 qoer1ving
haé;;.yﬁrwi*amderance to achieve
. n? '.Q ,‘."" v
her objectives in the region.’% L

assumption is that tho‘U.S

The two major theorie§ outlined above have their roots
in different traditions of theor..ing in international
relations. The 'Theory of Continuity’, whether in its
description -of & cold war-minded rational actor (or in the
words of Braybrooke and Lindblom, a 'synoptic planner’)

consiétently attempting to partition Cyprus in order to make

. 75 The labelling of the theories as such - ’State
Department"and "Continuity’ - has been adopted from V.
Coufoudakis’ characterisation of 7. Couloumbis’ work .
However, despite the same labelling, the two theories as
employed here, should not be regarded as being identical to
those of Cou]oumb1s Here they are used in a broader sense
to 1ncorporate similar, yet not identical approaches. See V.
Coufoudakis’ Introduct1on to ESSAYS ON THE CYPRUS CONFLICT,
New York:Pella.., 1976 and T. Couloumbis’ “"Five Theories
Regarding K1ss1nger S Hand11ng of the 1974 Cyprus Crisis”
INTERNATIONAL STUDIES NOTES, 2 (Spring 1975), pp.12-19.

e
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Cyprus 'safe for NATO’,lor in its description of Kissinger
as a value-maximising war-gamer who masterminded the events
of 1974, imnutes ’comprehensive'rationality’ to U.S. foreign
policy and hence~represenfs the (rational) ' foreign policy
analysis’ perspective in international re1at1on5° This
approach, to use the terminology popularised by Kenneth
Waltz,7¢ is a reductionist one. Externa}.outcomes (de faclo
partition in Cyprus) are seen to be largely a function of
the internal attributes of a particular state (U.S.). On the
other hand, the ’'State Department’ theory, with its emphasis
on declining U.S. dominance in the regionaltsubsystem due to

international system transformat1on and the subsystemic

& ; !

constra1nts and 11m1ts to U. s. power and policy, represents
the "systemic’ perspective in international relations. The ®
latter perspective points to the great complexity of the -
Cyprus issue, which denies the attributing of outcomes te
U.S: behaviour. Rather than policy-makers controlling
events, events control events - policy-makers are seen tc be
overawed by the complexity and uncertainty of environmental
dynamics. In this view, U.S. foreign po]icy'is seen.as being
essentially reactive; reacting to the challenges érjsing
from the internal political processes of subsystemi& actors.
The view one takes of the nature of U.S. interests in
Cyprus becomes very important when one comes to the :guestion
of the nature of U.S. behaviour toward Cyprus and thé}\
interpretation of the events of 1974, Continuity'theorists

76See K. Waltz, A THEORY OF INTERNATIONAL POLITICS.
U.S.:Addison-Wesley, 1979. o
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portend that Cyprus was regarded by American po]iCymakers‘as

the Achilles’ hee} of NATQ's eastern wal], since

it was something of an anomaly that though .Greece
and Turkey, the two states with strong interests in
Cyprus and linKked to it by ties with their ethnic
co-nationals there, were both members of NATO,
Cyprus itself was nonaligned and had a President who
not only made a fetish of non-alignment but also
opened doors to the Soviet Union and eastern Europe
as a balance against the Western powers. 77

If 1ike the Continuity theorists one sees the American
interest in 5yprus as an active or synoptic one: tS“Sring an
end to the in‘kpendence of Cyprus by partitioning it between
".Greece_gnd Turkey in order tdbrectify'this\anoma1ous
position.of/Cybrus. one attributes 'high po]jcyl
rationality’7é8 and "success’ to U.S.'paiicy'and estgb]ishes
a link between U.S. policy and the political outcome of
1974. On the other- hand, if like the ‘State Department’

theorists, one sees ' ' o

‘the American interest in Cyprus as essentially a
negative or nreventive one:to keep its political
problems fro\ boiling over and throwing wrenches

into........ _..S. relations with Greece and Turkey
and the relations of those two states with each
other,73

one'is led to a different conclusion. In this case, one

looks at the impact of the events of 1974, whereby U.S.

77 See J. Campbell, "The U.S. and the Cyprus Ouest1on
1974-75", in V. CoufoudaKis (ed.) ESSAYS ON THE CYPRUS
CONFLICT. New York:Pella, 1976, p.15.

78See G. Gustafsson and J. d R1chardson, in "Concepts of
- Rationality and the Policy Process", EUROPEAN JOURNAL OF 3
. POLITICAL RESEARCH, vVol. 7/4, 19749. They contend that 'the
rationality of a decision or policy is measured by the

degree to which it is likely to ach1eve the objectives”.
730p.cit. Campbell, p.14. ‘
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relations with Greece and Yurkey and Greco-TuEKish relations
reached a post-war iow and ettributes 'mismanagement’. and
‘fat]ure’ to U.S. policy. | B
In essence, then, tge-tWo ma jor contending thebrtes of
U.S. behaviour toward Cyprus rest upon eertaip assumptiohs
or,axioms'regarding America’s power and interests (means and
_ends) vis-a-vis the eastern Mediterranean, in general, and
Cyprus in particular. In the case of the ’State Department’
theory, these axioms are that Amg%1can power in the eastern
Mediterranean is limited, and 'that the Amer1can 1n£erest in*
Cyprus is a preventive or negative one. In the cage of the
‘'Theory of Continuity’, these axioms are that tbe U S. is
preponderant in the eastern Medlterranean and that the
American 1nterest in Cyprus is an act1ve‘ov'synoptic onet
The abundant literature regarding U.S. relative decline
since the fifties (implicit theme in the State department
theory) ranging from the Marxist citation of Leninist -
predictions of crises in Western capitalism to neo-realist
_ works on the 'costs of hegemony’ and the ’rtse and decline
,of empires’, is wel]vknown to'sthents of internatidnal
relations and does not need extensive reiteration. However,:
one strain of thought in the U.S. relative decline
]iteratufe is relevant to this study and'i§_therefore
singled out for brief pentificetion here. The contenttohy in

S
.question, is that with the transformation of the

s

'intebnatiohal syetem from the relative low uncertainty of

cold war bipolarity to the complexity of bipolycentricism

ﬁ
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.{characteristic of detente)8°, the U.S. has been los1ng her
capacity to shape 1nternat1onal affairs, including the,
affairs of her allies. Thus, while at the height of the:coldn
war the U.S. was régarded,as having a high c=>gree of foreign
policy control over her allies (where-fopeign oo]icy.
control, broadly construod. depotes thé capacity to
harmopise thé.foreign polioy of other nations with ones own
polioy, and hence the control over outcomes>pertaininp to an
issue), Qith the .loosening of bipolarity after the Cuban

" missile crisis which gave way to the polycentricism of
detente, the U.S. is seen as‘having lost re]ativé control.
Coral Bell, for instance, has written of the increasihg
“scope for 1oca] intransigence” on the part of the‘allies,
referring to\Gréece and Turkey's increasingfy asserted
indeoéndence from U.S. control with the ohset of.detehte and -
their refusal to relegate their national interesta to. ’
‘alliance ioterests’.ﬂ1 In articp}ating‘a State Department-
approach Bell regards the events of 1974 in Cyprus to be
the'result of 'this ' scope for 1oca1 intransigence’ . FOr“,w
instance, while the U.S. was able to avert - on a numbér of
occasions - a Turkish military intervention in Cypﬁps in Ehe
sixties, by'remindingvthé_furKs of the Soviet threat and her:
NATO obligations, it Qas no longer able to foresta]l the -
Turks in 1974 ‘after they adopted "a foreign policy w1th a

- - - - m .= - - > --

.80 A term coined by John Spanier, as cited in C. Kegley and
E. Wittkopf, AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY: PATTERN AND PROCESS
New YorK: St. Martin’s Press, 1982, p.145.

81 See the chapter entitled, "The Scope For Local
Intransigence™, in C. Bell, THE DIPLOMACY OF DETENTE:THE
KISSINGER ERA. London, U.K? M. Robertson, 1977.
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personal1ty (presuhably meaning'as oppoSed to being-blind]y
 dedicated to NATO).22 Coral Bell’s observat1on regard1hg
U.S. relat1ons with Greece and Turkey is suppoﬁ%éd by . the
work of Byung joon who suggests ‘that changes'ﬁﬁ the gldbal 1

’system of a111ance retat10nsh1ps determine fore1gn pol1cy
’ y

behaviour more than any other varlables, € and hypothes1ses
that [/ "

when policy consensus disappears be een rmations,
the difference of domestic politi processes

emerges as an important source ofAfore1gn policy.
conflict. This has become increg; ingly apparent
since the ‘end of the_cold war: wyielded to the era of
detente. 84 :

A month after confinding toJSUlzberger of the NEW YORK ‘
TIMES that "he looked back on the disma]nmess involving
Greece, Turkey, and Cypﬁﬁs as his btggest diplomatic
failure,"85 Henry Kissinger himself provides an exemplary .
State Department perspectiVe in an interview’with TIME
magazine in February 1977 Klsgwnger portrays the U.S. as
being at the mercy of the mohentum of events (’tra1n , in \
his term1nology) result1ng from the xnterplay of the

subsystemic actors’ domestié_potjtical processes, by stating

“the following:

825ee H. Ulman and H. DekmeJ1an "Changing Patterns in
Turkish<Foreign Policy, 1959-1967. " ORBIS, Fall 1967,
p.772-85. - ~ o
83See Ahn Byung- joon, "Domestic Sources of Foreign Policy
Conflict:The Case of S. Korea", in INTERNATIONAL POLITICAL
SCIENCE ENTERS THE EIGHTIES., ed. by R. Mérritt. Abstracts:
of papers presented at the X1 Wor ld Congress of the
I.P.S.A, 1979, p.16. A

84 1bid. p.1b. e, ' :

855ee C. L. Su]zberger, NEW YDRKfTIMES. 26 Jan., 1977. .
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sometimes it feels as if you were in one of those
movies, s1tt1ng on the track in front of an express
train. The train is bearing down on you. You Kmow
what to-do if you did not have ten other things that
needed doing first. You are praying that the train
will miss and you will not get hit. Such a situation
occurred in Cyprus. If I had ever had 12 hours and
been able to pick out an intelligence report, I --
would have seen that the s1tuat1on needed
attention,8sé -

In his examination of the Kissinger era, John Stoessinger,
Kissinger’s lTong-standing frtendvfrem his student‘days at
Harvard, gonforms to Kissinger/s sélfjanalysis. According to
Stoeesinger, at the time of the Cyprus crisis of 1974,
Kissinger was besieged'- externa]]y - by the'Middle East and
- internally - by Watergate, and thus responded to the
crisis "cavalierly and haphazard]y".87 |

- From the State Department perspective, the most
comptete aecount:of the events of'1974*comes from Laurence
Stern. What btern attempts to do is to explain.how U.S.
relat1ons w1th Greece ind Turkey prior to the summer of 1974 f
had mortgaged the 1nf1uence 88 needed to exert pressure
dur1ng the‘cr1s1s of 1974, andvthe faetdhs indigenous to tne‘
eastern Mediterranean that brought about the landslidef
,tOWard the crisis. In Turkey, as Stern points out by way of
showing,how the U.S. had its hands %ied”there, therenwasta
left-of-centre Prlme M1n1ster [Bulent Ecevit] in power.

86See TIME magaz1ne,"The Lone Cowboy", 28 February 1977
p.15. .

87See J. Stoessinger HENRY KISSINGER THE ANGUISH OF POWER

New York:Norton, 1976, p.139.

88This is the term1nology used by Roger Morris in descr]b]ng

the extent of American leverage pver Greece and Turkey

during the summer, of 1974. See R. Morris, UNCERTAIN

GREATNESS:HENRY KISSINGER AND AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY New

York Harper and Row, 1977, p.272. :
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Early in 1974,.Ecevit had flouted U.S. authority by lifting
the ban imposed on the oujﬁivation4of'ooium poppy, which
previous Turkish administrations had imposed at America’s
request. The ooium poppy case was'important in that it was
symbolic of Turko-American relations: at ]arge. As Stern
would concur, Turkish journalist Mehmet Ali Birand reports
that the Ecevit government.pursued poltcies which 'raised a
lot of dust all too suddeniy’ for Washington’'s palate. If
the U.S. was skeptical about Ecevit's politics, the' feeling
was mutual. In Turkey, ) .

the Central Inte111gence Agency s (CIA) ouster of

‘Allende in Chile and America’s approach to

governments which jpursued policies inimical to_U S.

interests deeply concerned the R.P.P' (Ecevit's

political party-the Republican People's Party) team.

In the aftermath of. the American reaction/protest

to/of the decision to resume the cultivation of

opium poppy, it is rumoured that Ecevit even began

anabys1ng books on the activities of the CIA.?®®
In Greece, accord1ng to Stern’s account, while 1t may. have
been correct to say that the Greek Junta was under Amer1ca s
5’thumb unt11 1ate 1973, this is not the case for " the Junta’s
last s1x mo&thS?or so. In November 1973, ‘the relatively mi]d
d1ctator Papadopou]os was ousted by the repress1ve head of -
the m111tary pollce, Ioann1des. Under Ioann1des; the dJunta
became so decadent and corrupt that Greece in effect-
‘became a pol1t1ca1 no man s 1and Accord1ng to Stern for
the first flme 1n h1s memory, sen1or Pentagon officials were.
heard to comp]a1n about the repress1veness of the reg1me in
Athens and pol1t1ca1 ana]ysts in the U.S. Embassy 1n Athens

89See-M.v_A B1rand. THIRTY»HOT DAYS. Istanbul.M1l]1yet, p.31.
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remarked on the continuing erosion of civil governnent I

per formance. EVen'U S. AmBaSSadOrrHenry Tasca who accdtd1ng
to Stern was a. cheerleader " for Papadopoulos rngme was R
becomtng 1ncrea51ngly d1senchanted with the unrepentant

dlCtatOPShlp of loannides. Ioann1des to a much" greater o

extent than hts predecessor, was vehement]y opposed to -
Makarios and it d1d’not'taKe too 1ong:after h1s assumptwOn'

of power that he began to p]ot'his incapaCitatton. ;]sot S
mos t importantly,:injCyprus,‘the legendary 1eaderfof the

EOKA-B (former1J EOKA)fguC-“iJja organtzatidh,‘Generat; s.d .

Grivas, diec n danuarY'1974; AccOrding:to:étern. Grivas’
S . N " S ) ;
death

. (‘ ,

became = Jreen light for both the regime in Athens
and age~ts in Cyprus to plot the downfall of .
Makarios (who was regarded by enésists‘as hav1ng
betrayed the cause, .instead opting for the}_ >
unfettered 1ndependence of Cyprus)....: rivas’ A
death actual)y made possible the full pol tical.
‘capture of the. anti-Makarios forces,on the 1sland by
the Athens regime~and its military surrogates the

'.Greek/off1cer contingent.2©

The man who was due to succeed Gr1vas as head. pf the EOKA ‘B
organ1zat1on, MaJor Geotge Karousos was qu1et1y spwr1ted
off the island 51nce accord1ng to Stern, he was out of

- phase with what Athens wanted Karousos was Known to be
'agaﬁnst‘the bomp1ng of pro MaKar1os targets and
assass1natton, but rather advocated poltt1cal compet1tton *

through party,organ1zatwon and, at w@rst thgappmng.
s0Emphasis added 1n hrackets:: See L. Stern; "Bitter - -
Lessons:How We Failed in Cyprus , FOREIGN POLICY, Summer
1975, #19, p.35 and 39.- L
91In addition to his art1c1e in FOREIGN POLICY, see L.
Stern.,; THE WRONG-HORSE:THE POLITICS OF INTERVENTJON AND

o FEa
A <

et
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Contihuity theorists would not agree with the above -
’StatevDepartment’ eCCOUnts which, on the whole, treat "U.S.
‘reactioh toward the tatest phase ef the dispute (1. e.hthe_
1974 Crisis) as an,isoiéted eQent that occurred within the
;context of#the deuelﬁpments in Greece and Cyprus during the
Summer of 1954.“52 According to Coufoudakis, for instance,
by the supmer of 1964 the U.S. had concluded -that her
ihterests uould-begt be served by eliminating Makarios and
"underm1n1ng Cypr1ot lndependence He argues that U.S.
ob3ect1ves rema1ned re]at1vely constant over the 1964- 1974
era; but thaﬁ\the means of their implementation have varied,
hanging from direct U.S. initiatives such as the Aeheson
Plan of 1964 93 through the endorsement of secret
Greco Iuﬁklsh talks on the political division of Cyprus to
ﬁthé 5upport1ng of the Greek Junta which overthrew MaKarios.
A1l that need to be said - pol1t1ca]1y - about the Repub11c'
‘ 0; Cyprus accordlng to Coufoudak1s, is that it has been a
‘v1ct1m of U.S. Cold War diplomacy. In his vied, the
dont1nu1ty in American policy toward Cyprus is due to the
. preoccupation of successive American admimistrations with
comta1mment" their exertion of cold war doctrihe over the
§ t1de of regional political change and to the detriment of
"1ocal needs and aspirations. For the U.S., in the case of

9‘(cont d) FAILURE OF AMERICAN DIPLOMACY New YorK:Times
Books, 1977.
- #See V. Coufoudak1s. Y., Foreign Policy and the Cyprus
“Question:An Interpretation. "MILLENIUM, London School of
Economics, Winter 1976-77, Vol. 5/3, pp.245-268.
~ 93The Acheson Plan will be discussed in detail in a later
" chapter. At this stage, suffice to say that it was a plan
w1dely regarded as a, part1t1on p]an



CyprUs. containment dictated the adoptipn of a policy of
politigal division (subsuming.Ci?rus tg Greé;e,and Turkey
through partition), so as to eliminate the possibility of
SoViet intrusion into Cyprus. As subh; a po]itically dividéd
6yprus would for all jntenté'and purposes become a part of

_ NATO. Given the nature of U.S. objectives regarding Cyprus.'
.in‘thispviéw; one would have begn suprised had there‘not
have been a de facto partition in Cyprus, as ip 1974 .94
Continging in the samé vein, by way of e}plaiging the
<ddngefs togthe U.S. of':,recalcitrani Cyprus, Michael

- Attaliades makes severél arguments as to the geopolitical
signif%éamce of CyprUé in Western global stgategy: Among
other things, Attaliades points out that the R.A.F Akrotiri

- base in Cybﬁgg is the 1aﬁ§est_R.A.F base in the world and
that Cyprus hés a network of communication and surveleance
facilities of "enourmous Valueiboth in terms of gliobal and
regional strategy’. He adds that, "what is possibly the best
~radar in the Werd””ﬁ5‘59catedvon Mount Olympus and run by
the British. Attaliades also points out that,kw}th'the

political volatilgtydn 'the Middle East and the possibility
e e e e e e e e e — - i&. ,4 o S e i ‘

" Continuing Dialogue” and “Th$§0ynamics of Political
Partition and Division in-MuTtiethnic and Multireligious
Societies-The Cyprus Case", in V. Coufoudakis f{ed. ESSAYS
ON THE CYPRUS CONFLICT, New York:Pella., 1976. '
"pp.XV-XV1118pp.27-50, respectively. For a detailed _
discussion of U.S. Cold War interests and policies 'in the
Cyprdb Qestion, see especially V. Coufoudakis, "U.S.
Foreign Policy and the Cyprus Question:A Case Study In Cold
War Diplomacy, *in T. Couloumbis and S. Hicks (ed. ) U.S.
~ FOREIGN POLICY TOWARD GREECE AND, CYPRUS:THE CLASH OF '
PRINCIPLE AND PRAGMATISM. Centre for Mediterranean
Studies:Washington, D. C., 1875, pp.106-138.
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of‘futureilimited waré in that areallepnus - as “aisecurely
~anchored aircraft carrier’ - has the potential for serving
as a stéging point; a base for ' forward stockpiling’ in
'1{mited war scenarios.®® o

According to Attaliades, although it had been accepted
in Washington, ever since 1964, that Cyprus ceased to be a-
yiab{e soyereigh state aﬁd that the U.S. purngd-politically

a

divisiVe pOliciés, the employment of drastic ns to

.realise U.S. ob3ect1ves fiad to await the com1ng of
Kissinger. In his view, Kissinger, somewhat aﬁ1n to a 'think

tank’ war-gamer who undertakes a complex contingency

]

plannﬁng and simulation exercise, uhdertook a project to
solve the eastern Mediterranean éhuation and ’tidy-up the
eagtern Mediterranean sector’ . Attaliades quotes West German

Journal1st Aqaibent Wewnste1n1 wr1t1ng a é§y before the
A.’ o
TurK1sh m111tary 1ntervenf1on (¢u1y¢}9 §§§ﬁ) with glowing
»-' ‘9 - 9
approva] - aif ﬁ,é A

LA
oy
&

With tr1cks and half measures NATO can no 1onger
make do. Somehow the main demands of the Turks must
be met by those who want to be present politically
and militarily in Cyprus, -openly or secretly. Turkey
wants to set up its own credible protection for the
Turkish m1nor1ty and secure a strategic. bage in

- Cyprus which is necessary for the securi pof the

. Turkish motherland. In exchange the GreeRE ¥nd Greek
Cypriots dould.be allowed union’with the mother]and
The division of the population groups and the
dissolution of the existing state of Cyprus would be
the price. One needed to be sure a K1ss1nger in h1gh
form to realise such a pPOJeCt 96

i

e e e = m et = mm———

95 See M. Attaliades, CYPRUS:NATIONALISM AND INTERNATIONAL
POLITICS. Edinburgh: Q Press, 1979, pp.158-160.

s6Adalhert Weinstein of the FRANKFURTER ALLEGMEINE ZEITUNG,
as quoted in Ibid., p.161&p.173. Emphasis added.

N
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Rathér'éimilarly, Coufoudakis étates that ;Ehe Cyprus
Question entered its latest and most tragic‘phaSeiwith the
application of the Kissjnger.diplohacy (toe quest for a
stable international order, and thus the need to eliminate
sources of insfobilfty in critical.oegions)'to,thig
perennial'prob1em of the Western,al]iance."§7 To tois
effec}, he quotes from Stephen Graubards’ THE PQRTRAIT OF A
MIND (a work on Kissinger’s"philosophy’) that Kiosinger'
believes | |

the po]1c;lmaker was t risk taker: there was no

way -to guarantee his success...... (As Vietnam) ,

shows).... the decision was made to run those risks,

in the belief that the alternatives, while less

dangerous, prom1sed results that could not be -

satisfactory.., 98
and adds“that “{hus, caloulated risks were taken in the
Cyprus_duesfion in July-August 1974, for the purpose of
achieving the permanentztolution tha{ defied Dulles, Rusk,
and Johnson." 99 |

The most recent work in the continuity tradition, coﬁes

from Christopher.Hitchens who, alternativelyﬁgéefers to his
theory as the ' Collus1on or dConspiracy’ theory. Hitchens
contends that there are four e]ements to the Cyprus problem
one, the local - the relat1onsh1p between the Greek Cypriots
and Tuﬁkish”Cypriots; two, the regional - the relationship

bofween Greece and Turkey; three, the ideological - since

Cyprus became independent.during the Cold War{ it became a

L o ~ N | ? ) .

870p.cit. CoufoudaKis in MILLENIUM p. 262 :
88]bid. p.263. ; _ v
83Ibid. - . |
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place of conflict (Lockean1sm/Democracy VS, Communism):
between the superpowers, and four, the superpower
realpol1t1k elﬁéeﬁt -‘s1nce ‘outside powers have never
scrupled to employ local and regional r1va1r1es to get the1r
own way there."‘°°_According_to Hitchens,'"Cyprus was
plunged into war by the operations-of the.fourth element on
thegfirst and second - witp t%e third element acting as. an
occqsionaﬂ‘incitement or,justificatien."‘O‘ After condoning
the U.S.‘éuvernment, in thewperson of Undersecretary of
State George Ball, for establishing én " underground contact’
with the guerilla leader Grives in the sixties as a "Great
Power.calculation designed to abolish the'island’sA
independence, " '°2 he points out that "py helping further to~
poison an ethhie conflict the U.S. deliberate1y created the
very conditions which it was later to cite, hypocritically,
as the jwstirication for partition."'%3 Thus, in this view,
"the U.S. and its proxies made an instrument‘out of......
greek-Turkigh rivalry and mistrust;" 104 Evidently, while
Hitchens is aware\of local and regional ‘variables’ at play,

for him, the exp]anatory var1 e or source regard1ng

vlpol1t1cal puteomes in Cyprus 1s §§5 beﬂiw1our :

@«\9
F1na1]y, accord1ng to What ay be regg

operations’ var1ant of the COnt1nQ1ty theory,mhs expOunc

by Turkish Journa11st Semih Altan, the U7 s, collaborafed“dg-

100See C. Hitchens. CYPRUS. U.K:Quartet, 1984, p.158.
121]pid. : P
~102]bid., p.153. , :

1031hid., pa160.

104[pid. 7
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with the Greek-Junta in organieing'the coup against
Makarios, but had no control over and gravely miscalculated
‘regarding the TurKish military intervention. The major
difféerence between this approach and the-Continuity approach
is that there is less talk of American dipiomacy than there
is taiK of U.S. inteiligence actiVities and connections
Wmnting in the style of CIA dissenters Victor Marchetti and
dohn_MarKs;105 Altan’s allegations are revea]ing. According
to Altan, the coup in Cyprus was part df a larger eastern
Mediterranean scheme, with a view poldtically to‘swing the

- eastern Mediterranean to the right (only in Greece was there
ba‘right-wing regime). Allegedly the CIA was worried about
Makarios andyleégﬁst tendencies in Cynrus, leftist
challenges to the Junta in Greece, and the government O&@ 4
“Social Democrat Ecevit in Turkey. In 1974, A]tanicontends,A
the CIA’sneastern‘Mediterranean bureau Chief,idames Hurry,
.became convinced that the U.S. had the opportunity ‘to hit
three birds with one stone’ and collaborated (with the

know ledge and consent of?Kissinger) nith thevGréek dUntaAin
planninhg the coup.iAccording to‘Aitan, in Hurry’'s
caicdlations. as a result of a COUp in Cyprus, one, the .
"Castro of the Mediterranean’,’Makarios, would be
neytralieed and a subsidiary of the Athens regime would be
eé&ablished;ltwo{‘the Junta’s pdsition.wquid be strengthened
vis-a-vis the‘leftieéf in Greeee; and three, because of his

105The ex-CIA agents well Known for their work, CIA:THE CULT
OF INTELLIGENCE. (New York:Knopf,1974)
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. non-intervention, 196 pub]ic‘opinion and the political
oppos1t1on in Turkey would bring about Ecevit's demise, 107

Sem1h Altan is not alone im his emphas1s on CIA- GreeK Junta ’

2

intelligence cqllaboraIIOn in the coup. Another TurKish

wréter, Mehmet Doner, points to al]egations made by the NEW

~

“ YORK TIMES' Athens correspondent, Steve Roberts:

‘The coup in Cyprus is entirely the ’achievement’ of
the intelligence agencies. Sixty CIA agents who came
to. Athens shortly before 'the coup, prepared the p]an
for the coup together with the Junta's officials in
the presence of U.S. Ambassador Tasca. The CIA
guided Greek Central Intelligence (KYP-Kentriki

. Ypiresia Plipoforion) in its endeavours and all
planning was carried out in this light.'°8

_Hence.'views as to the nature of U.S. behaviour toward
Cyprus have soméwhat ranged between two ’theorefical’ poles.
There are writers like Cappbell and Bell who talk of‘the;
constraints and limits to American power in the region and
writers like Stern, Couloumbis, Stoessinger, Morris, and
Szulc who talk of th& mismanagement of the 1974 Cyprus
cri§is and the.failure of U.Sf%giplomacy on the one hand,
&§hd writers like Coufoudakis, Attaliades, and Hitchens who
see a purppéefu] U.S. consistently attempting t6/3ndermine
Cypriot independence and who Took upon the poiitical outcome
of the 1974 cr1s1s as the realjsation of U.S. obJect1ves on

'06The U.S., based on Pentagon and British M1n1stry of
Cefence reports belfleved that Turkey did not have the
military capability to launch a full-scale military
“operation.in Cyprus.

107 See S. Altan. THE THIRD MAN. Thirteenth ed.
Istanbul:Birlik, 1974. >

108THE INTRICACIES OF THE CIA AND THE THIRD MAN ECEVIT.
Fourth ed., Istanbul:M Press, 1974, p.124. (translatéN from
the Turkish text).

—
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fhe’othen.’°9‘Given these conflicting interpretations, this

' study=seeks to proVide an assessment of1U.S. diplomacy

“(explanation of its nature and variation) vis-a-vis Cyprus

within the framework of a comparative case analysis of

‘theories of U.$. behaviour toWard_Cyphusf

crisis diplomacy during the” 1963-4 and 1974 Cyprus crises.

In efféctL this study purports to test the hajor contending

A0

9% In addition to-the op.cit. works see T. Szulc. THE

"ILLUSION OF PEACE:FOREIGN POLICY IN THESNIXON YEARS. New

York:Viking Press, 1978, pp.794-97. T. Couloumbis . THE
U.S., GREECE, AND TURKEY:THE TROUBLED TRIANGLE. New
York:Praeger, 1983. : '



IV, .The Cyprus Problem And The U.S: 1955-1964

When Cyprus gained her independepce‘from Britain in
August 1960, against a backgreund of years of civit strrfe,
high hopes were vesfed in the 1960 censtitution (drafted by
Britain,'Greece, and Turkey, who by virtue of the 1960
Treaty of Guarantee became the guarantér bowers'of the
' Cyprus Republic) which'sought to safeguard agaiﬂst ethnic .
polarisation end foeter democratic etabi}{ty. Qudgihg by .
British jcurraﬁist Charles FoTey'é account of the
festivities among dignitaries, immediately after~the
February 1959 agreement fo establish an 1ndependent
republ1c one would have thought that turbulence in Cyprus
was to be a phenomenon of the past. As Foley vividly puts

Jdt,

within a few days of the agreement being signed the
new Greek Minister Plenipotentiary in Nicosia ,
announced a cocktail pariy. The TurKish . e
Consul-General reciprocated and soon cocktail
parties were as regular as curfews and accepted with
- the same fatalism. The Greek Navy paid a courtesy
call;the Turkish Navy sent Kemal Ataturk’s yacht
,_through the Dardanelles to Famagusta where, w1th a
band blaring in the bows, [Governer]Foot,
[President-to-belMakarios, [Vice- Pres1dent
to-belKutchuk, [General]Darling, among a ‘hundred
others, rocked gently on the clear waters of the
harbour, drinking raki and eating lTobster from the
_BOSphorus Government House gave@a Queen’s Birthday
party for thousands of guests; the Army brought out.
- its regimental silver; the R.A.F flew a buffet from
__England.''® ,

However, despite ali the early exubérance, during the

11%Chamles Foley. LEGACY OF STRIFE: CYPRUS FROM REBELLION 10
CIVIL WAR. London:Penguin, 1964, 1964, pp.154-155.

57



58

RS
LAl e d hostilities erupted on the island

}ipiilot and TurK1sh Cypr1ot ethnic’
commun1t1es, mark1ng the breakdows of the Cyprus Repub11c
only three years after its inception.

In early 1964, Britain who had gjven up her sovereignty"
“over Cyprus (except for two mil -~ eases) at the time of
independence, also q >ided to‘ggve up her 1ong;standing
conf]iet managemenf or peace-maker role. On the TWenty-fiffh‘
of danuary'1964, the British<Ambaesadorato Washingten,
brmsby-Gore, notlfied Undersecretary of State George Ball,
acging as Secretafy of State during Dean RusK's.absence.
thatﬁthe'BritisH were ne longer prepared to shoulder alone
the taekiof Keeping the»peaee on the island and safeguafding
Western interests. Ormsby-Gore told Ball that "Her Majeety’s
government has coneluded‘that it is ktest to estabfish-an
internatjona] force on Cyprus, anc early rather than
late.““‘ln_the Ambéssador’s view, the international force
‘was to be basically a NATO force with a-sizeable U.S.
eontingent. In effect, what the B;itieﬁ were bsking'at this
point was U.S. assumption of réspensibility i% the Cyprus
issue. In the words of Weintal and Bartlett, this date marks
*the beginning of the United States’ "critical involvement’
in Cyprus.

Works on diplomatic hietory wnittenmwith the benefit of

hindsight, often lead one to believe that history begins or

111 E. Weintal and Bartlett. FACING THE BRINK: AN
INTIMATE STUDY OF CRISIS DIPLOMACY, New York:Charles
Scribner’s Sons, 1967, p.18.



$
' ends~at oertain‘points in time,:Strictly speaking, what
haopens is that thevwriter ihposes_certain ’situationS’ t12
on history,'with each situation being combrtsed of at.]e;st
one event . Thus, history can be seen as a sequence of |
situations, whereby an understanding of a latter situation
_requires an appreciation of thglearlier one. Given this, an
understand1ng of U.S. policy toward Cyprus after the United
States’ cr1t1ca1 1nvo1vement’ requires an apprec1at1on of
the (1) or1g1n of the contemporary socio-political |
_Conf1gurat1ons and the historical involvement of the
guarantor powers in Cyprus and ‘the (2 antecedent cond1t1ons
prevaﬁent.in the last decade of British colonial rule in
Cyprus. While the former point is particuiarty useful in
understanding'5Enosts'(will-be elaborated on later.), which -
"has led to most of the turbulence in Cyprus, the axis of
4thjs<chapter has to do with the latter point. Who were'thew
actors. on thehpolitical scene7 What were the'potitical ideas
in_force?'Above a11 what was the nature of the conf11ct of
interests that br0ught about U.sS. -ﬂnvolvement in the first
_p]ace? | - N cL
With the division of the Roman Empire in 395 A.D.,

“Cyprus became part of the Byzantine Empire, and so it
remained?for eight oenturies. Under Byzantine ru1e.‘whiohv
lay the first major.ou1tura1 imprint‘on Cyprus,'GreeK was

112Gee W. Riker, “"Events and Situations, "JOURNAL QF

- PHILOSOPHY, January 1957, Vol.60-61. Riker describes
situations as, "the boundar1es, the stops and starts, that
‘humans impose on continuous reality...." and, "a situation
is an arrangement and condition of movers and actors in a
specified, 1nstantaneous, and spat1a11y extended locat1on
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the off1c1a1 language and Chr1st.an1ty was the religion. In
Greek n1story this era is,referred to as the '’ Great Hel]entc ‘

era’

and the idea of Enos1s (union of Cyprus w1th Greece)

has its or1g1ns embedded in the. mega11 1dea (, the great
Jdea1) - an 1dent1f1cat1on_w1th the ‘Great Hellenic era’ ,ﬁh
and as‘its corollary, the vision of a paniHellenic enpire‘in-
the Aegean and eastern:Meditteraneank‘stretching from the
Greek ma1n1and to Cyprus and including- parts of Turkey.

In 1191, R chard the Lion Heart of England seized .
Cyprus and the handed it to Guygde Lusignan ‘ta dtspossessed
‘King of derusalem)}tho'founded a feudal monarohy under
French.tanguage and ouﬁtUPe. In.the‘tifteenthfcentury,

Cyprus became part*of/therenetian émptre,‘and-ft'remained
so unt11 1ts conquest by the Ottoman TurKe in 1571 The;t |
Ottomans colonised Cypru55 laylng‘the s=cond major cultural
imprint on Cyprus, yet theyﬂgranted re11g1ops and cultural R
' autonomy to the Greeks. Islam was the, re11d on of the- ‘?'ej
_TurK1sh 1nhab1tants of the 1s]and who came from the Turklsh
mainland, wh11e the Greeks on Cyprus cont1nued to keep: falth
in the Greek Orthodox church as;they had since:the Hellenic

5

era. "
) ¢ : o,

In the words of Robert Stephens "the modern h1stQ;y of
Cyprus, Greece, and Turkey begins in the 1820’5 with a.

_serjies of massacres”''? marking the onset of the Greek war

}" .

of 1ndependence. Aftervseveral years of rebel]1on aga1nst

113R, Stephens, CYPRUS A PLACE OF ARMS: POWER POLITICS AND
ETHNIC CONFLICT IN THE. EASTERN MEDITERRANEAN. :
London U.K. :Praeger, 1966, p.44.
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the”Ottoman Empire, in 1830 the Dttoﬂan Sultan acKnowiedged
Greek 1ndependence, apd thus modern day Greece was born.

What was 1mportant about the Gneek war of 1ndependence was

'ythat 1t o '}?'5’

,xvﬁ*had 1ntroduced the ekb]os1ve new.idea of nationality

[ into A the Near East).... For the first time a

' “struggle had been’ 1aunched..b.,; for that -

.r combination of.land, language, culture, and

y .political soverelgnty which.is character1st1c of

"~ modern day nationalism and is at the root of the

~ Cyprus problem in its modern form..... Previously
{while there. were memories of the Byzantine heyday )
there could have been no Enos1s movement because

. there would’have been no ’Greece’ for Cyprus fo

~ .unite w1£b 1A

Dttomqh Bu]e in Cyprus lasted until 1878, when the
Br1tlsh Emp1re tooK it into trust, and then formally annexed»
7jt 1h 1914, making it a crown co]ony W1th the treaty of
Lausanne in 1923, Turkey off1c1ally recogn1sed British- ru]e
in Cyprus When the Repub11c of Cyprus was declared in

August 1960 Cyprus had a popu1;t1on of about 600000 with
,Trough]y 79 per cent Greek Cyprrots, 18 per cent Turkish

fcypr1ots, and 3 per cent Armen1an Maron1tes, andﬂ

thers.}
" Though o se can go as far back as to"the Gredl

- independence “of 1830 to expla1n the Cyprus prob]et-,»w orothe’

purposes of th1s study, the 1950°s are a gooc startmg‘Q
_point. The Cyprus prob]em as a complex international

| problem began to take shape in the fifties. First, .in 1954
the: issue of Cyprus was for the f1rst time brought o the UN
“'General Assembly by Greece where Greece ca]led for national
self determination fLr the Greek Cypriots. A]so the Enos1s o

114]1bid. p.45. Emphgs1s.added in brackets.
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‘.movementfwhich was growtng among the‘GreeK;Cypriots s
throughout the century'intensifiedfand.finally mantfested
itself in a violent and systematic manner 1n 1955 through

- the launch1ng of an armed terror campa1gn by the Greek
guerr1lla organ1zat1on, EOKA 115 Second, and rec1procally,g
as Greek nat1ona11sm grew-(from the Turkish point of vwew.'
nat1ona] self- determ1nat1on amounted .to Enos1s), as a d1rect
functton of this TurK1sh nat1onaf1sm grew among Turk1sh '
Cypr1ots The TurK1sn Cypr1ots began ra11y1ng arbund the
1deafof 'Taks1m - part1t1on Also, in therf1ft1es. Turkey

\

| who always kept a watchful eye on Lyprusf began strongty
voicing concern over Cyprus as it gegan to appear that the
BrLL1sh were no longer able to' preserve the Iong stand1ng
status-quo on ‘the island. Turkey had two maJor'concerns over.
Cyprus: one concern being the welfare‘ot theﬁTurkish |
Cyprio:s on the island and the other~betng:the Strategic
concern that if Cyprus were to become @ GreeK“1stand it;
would form the last link in a cha1n of Greek 1slands r1ng1ng
Turkey from the Aegean coast th;ough to the far eastern‘
”Medlterranean coast. e Th1rd though BrJta1n was 1n1t1a11y

11SEQKA (Ethniki Organ051s'Kypr1on Agonlgﬁon - National
Organization of Cypriot Fighters) was formed by General. :
Grivas in 1953 for the stated purpgge of fighting "for the
liberation of Cyprus from British yoke." Grivas operated
under the pseudonym of Z/legendary folk hero - Dighenis -

—and by Vvirtue of -the my iated with being an
elusive and faceless guer111a ]eader was for many years
regarded by the Greek populace as being a figure somewhere

between fact and fiction. ~

118For the Turkish viewpoint regarding Cyprus see the
statement of Fazil Kutchuk in C. Hitchens, CYPRUS.
‘Quartet:Llondon, 1984, p.31; and especially TURKEY AND
CYPRUS: £ SURVEY OF THE CYPRUS QUESTION WITH OFFICIAL
STATEMENTS OF THE TURKISH VIEWPOINT., Press Attache’s’
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reluctant to.give up Cyprus, 'a strateglc base between the
point of~eXitnfrom the Dardanelles and entry into the Suez’,
by the late fifties it faced the choice of ‘Cyprus as a |
base, or a base in Cypros’.'Finally;'and perhaps most
importantly, the Cyprus question entered the Cold war .
poldtical arena,;for it began to impinge on NATO security
‘since it involved three NATO allies in a confl1ct of
1nterest and wa's potentially disruptive of the cohes1on of
the Western alflance. At this point, for fear of Sov1et
opportunism, U.sS. pollcy,was identical with British policy
in attempting to ‘localise’ the Cyprus question by
portray1ng it as Britain's domest1c affalr, as opposed to
the Greek pol1cy of ’1nternat1onal131ng the. problem by
taK1ng it to the UN and portraylng the problem as one of an
1mper1al power being unwilling to grant self determ1nat1on
to the indigenous majority.(i.e. the ‘Greek Cypriots). U.S.
policy in the fifties, thenﬂ sought the intrafalliance‘
'setting of -quiet diplomacy , siding wlth the British and
‘TurKs against the Greek polcy of taking the CyprUs question,
to the 1nternat1onal sett1ng of UN public diplomacy. |

~Ine the early f1ft1es the Cyprus problem was essentially

an Anglo-GreeK one: an')mper1al power teluctant to g1ve up a

—+btcont "d—Bffice, Turkish Embassy, London, 1956 - The gist
of the Turkish view of C' .uj‘gp stated on p.26 of the
latter was the follow1ngaylﬂ tatus of Cyprus is a domestic
question for Britain. Fhat befng assumed, in case Great
~Britain deemed it convenaeﬁt fo confer with or consult other
countries on this subject or, if of her own free will she
wdiver her right to consider the question a domestic one,
Turkey, before and above all other part1es should be the one
to be conferred with or consulted
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o v
strategic colpny, _the Greeks (Greek Cypriots and Greece)
wanting union of . dzzfos with Greece 117 In the early |
f1ft1es, Archb1shop Makarios, as the Greek Cypriot 1eader,
emerged as the,head of the- strugd\e for Enosis. With the
beginning of Greek agitation for Enosis, British diplomacy
turned toward %editimising Turkey's interest in Cyprus, so
as to provide a counterne}ght to the Greek movement. Hence,
the: London Conferegce of ﬁ955, where British, TurKisn, and
Gneek Foreign Mini;fers mef to djscuss the Cyprus question-
was the result of a British invitation to ﬁorkey to attend
as a third party and made officialvTurkey’s stake in Cyprus.
In 1955 Br1t1sh Pr1me M1n1ster Anthony Eden made Br1ta1n s
po11cy on Cyprus c]ear by stat1ng thé follow1ng

I have never felt, and I do not believe now, tnat a
Cyprus is an Ang]o Greek guestion and can ever be
treated as such. It is equa]]y unrealistic to

lecture Turkey as to the view she ought to take
about an island no further from her coast than is .

the. Isle of Man, from us.... OQur duty if called
on...... , is tOVSafeguard the strategic needs of our
country and of our a]]y (TurKey).1'®

How thezsafeguardjng of the strategic needs of Britain and
Turkey was to be achieved was of course by ngt handing‘over
Cyprus to Greece | | 7

The London Conference of August 1955, WQiie the}Foreign

Ministers of the guarantor powers met toc resolve the Cyprus

quest1on came to a- deadlock due to Makar1os insistence‘oﬁ
7 In a pleb1sc1te on Enos1s held in danuary 1950 out of

¢ome. 225,000 Greek Cypriots eligible to vote, 96 per cent

reportedly signed the petition for Enosis.

1178 Great Britain PARLIAMENTARY DEBATES (1955-56) Vol. 550

- p.403. Quoted.in M. Attaliades, CYPRUS:NATIONALISM AND-
INTERNATIONKI POLITICS Ed1nburgh Q Press, 1979 p.6.
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_self—determination and'commithent to tt by a particu]ar
date. Shortly after the London Conference, the Cyprus_
questlon began to visibly taKe 1ts toll on Greco- TurK1sh
reldtions. In the wake of EOKA terror1sm in Cyprus, in
Istanbul and Izhtr, Turkey, anti-GreeK riots took place
dur1ng Wthh the Greek m1nor1ty commun1t1es living there

were harassed. Greece rec1procated by w1thdraw1ng its

_oYf1cers~from the mixed NATO regional command,1n Izmir.
These state of affairs moved u.s. Secretary-of State John
Foster Pulles to send Greece and TurKey terse notes advising
them to mend their fences".'19 |
-~ As Kyriacos. Mark1des potnts out, in THE RISE AND FALL

OF THE_CYPRUS REPUBLIC, until the EOKA campaign for Enosis
mounted after 1955, on the whole, there Wes,not thetvstrong//
a nationalism among Turkish Cypriots whose rural populet{on
had for years been living with Greeks in mixed~villages; :
Even ‘though the Greeks had expressed anti-British sentiment
in their bid for Enosis before'the ftftie54 the Turkish
Cypriots countered th1s by_ betng support1ve of the Br1t1sh
rather than the assert1on of TurK1sh nat1onal1sm Th1s h
changed by 1955. As.MarK1des puts 1t,'summ1n9‘up much ofn
what has to be said of thek1Q§5-59 eral

.the'nationat consciousness of the TurKish Cypriotvh

minority grew in direct proportion to the rise of.

Greek Cypriot national consciousness. As Greek

Cypriots intenhsified the struggle for union with

Greece, the Turks began feeling more nationalistic
and declared their own ethnic 1nterests and

------------------

119Gege T, “COU]oumb1s, THE U'S ) GREECE AND TURKEY THE
TROUBLED TRIANGLE New York: Praeger, 1983 p. 29
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aspirations.... [As the psychological distance
between the two communities grew? cvv.., the old
mistrust and hatred that had characterised
Greco-Turkish relations since the fall of ,
Constantinople (1453) were revived with increasing
intensity. 1290 .

Reflective-of;increasing Turkish nationalism in the\face ofp
”EOKA,terrorism and the loss of confidence in the Britishtto
preserQe the status-quo ahd oppose Enosis, the Turks
.(Turkish'Cypriots_with the support of Turkey) 1aunched their
owh militant gpposittdh by formtng the clandestine ' T.M.T -
Turk Mukavemet Teshkilati (Turkish Defence Orgahizattoh), By

1957 the Turkish Cypriots had é‘countervatiing war-cry:

9

Taksim.

Speeches were filled with Taksim, and Taksim came
booming over the radio from AnKara The biggest
cinema in the Turkish quarter became the Taksim
cinema, which was approached down the newly renamed
Taksim Boulevard..... Taksim meant partition: if the
Greek Cypriot majority wanted self-determination, -
then the Turkish Cypriot m1nor1ty of onefifth should
have it too, '2!

was the TurK1sh contention.

In 1958, intercommunal violence reached its zenith in
Cyprus An e1ght week per1od of heightened terror resulted
in the 1oss of some 127 lives and over 300 1nJur1es In the
mldst of civil str1fe in Cyprus, w1th the Br1t1sh 1nvo]ved
in an3extens1Ve policing operat1ong(employ1ng some 30000
British troopst trytng to bring a cessation\to the vtolence.

" in February 1959 the Premiers of Greece and Turkey struck an

- e e = ————— = = = -

S 120K, Markides., THE RISE AND FALL OF THE CYPRUS.REPUBLIC.
New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1977, p.23. -
Emphasis added in,bracKets4 o
'210p.Cit. holey, p.100. {
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agreement‘ A comm1tment was made to the formation of an
independent Republ1c(w1th1n a year The agreed upon
resolution formula, with the concurrence of Britain, 1ed,to -
the establishment of a Republic with a Greek Cypriot as
Pres1dent and a TurKish Cypriot as V1ce Pres1dent each
endowed with the power to veto 1eg1s]atlon There was to be
L
a 70-30 ratio of representative powers in the parliament and:
government between'GreeKe and Turks, respectively, and a
ratio of 60-40 in the armed-forces and poltbevbetween the
two respective communities.‘Unfortunate]y this '
constitutional arrangement did not work in practice, and by
1963 defocratic po]itics_caﬁetto a stalemate in Cyprus. °
The maJor difficulty, from the beg1nnﬂng of
independence, remained the implementation of the-
70-30 ratio which the Turks insisted must be put
into effect immediately, whereas the Greeks argued
that. @ more gradualist approach to the problem would
cause less dislocation and upheavet. Quarrels over
basic taxation .(which the Turkish members of
parliament vetoed), over the establishment of ,
separate municipalities (which the Greeks felt was
tantamount to partition), and over the insistence of
the Turks that the police| and army should constitute
- ethnically separate organizational units brought the
governmental mach1nery to a virtual standstill.'2?
In November 1963, by wh1ch time intercommunal mtstrust and
susp1c1on had revegted to 1ts pre- 1960 level, Presldent
MaKar1os proposed several rev1s1ons to the 1960
constitution, most notably propos1ng the d1spensation of the .
Turkish Cypriot veto power . The Turks flatly reJected these

proposals, as they saw it as a step toward Enos1s

v22(0p. C1t Mark1des, p.27.



. If one‘views the breakdown of the Republic of Cyprus in
December, 1963 against the background of the historical |
Pegacy’of Byzantine, Ottoman, and British rule, fhe
antagonism of the fifties and the stalemate in the
Afunctioning of eentral government due to the bickerings over
the 1nterpye%ation and application of the constitution, one
sees that the Cyprus prdb1em or question is by no means |
unique to'the era.during which events on Cyprns precipitated
the‘1963-64?Cyprus crisis - marking the beginning of ‘
critical U.S. diplomatic experience with the phoblem'ofk
Cyerus. It is%evident~from the breceding concise histony of
;the Cyprus problem that the problem 'eeca{eted’ andjbecame__
more and more comp]ex over time. What began as an
essent1a11y Anglo GreeK dispute in the very early fifties
became a complex 1nternat1ona1 problem by the sixties. The
complexity of the Cyprus prob]em has been astute]y

under lined by the preem1n§nt British conf11ct researcher

John Burten: - %
the Cyprus case...., was not one dispute, the two
communities were in, d1"fte over issues at the
down-to-earth level of.j hsonal security, political
participation, and non- imination. But other
disputes_involved differ ‘parties and different
issues. There was the @is €, between the Turkish
and Greek governments, and% & issues were their
defence requirements and t¥ d$t1onal prestige

_considerations in relation ¥o'€yprus..... There was
- another dispute between the: ‘U5 and U.S.S.R.
and the U.K was also interested. The issues re]evant
to all three were related to global strategy. No
compromise, or solution could be: found by a mediator
—— —to-satisfy all of these varied interests.123

g

123 Burton., "The Relevance of Theories of the
International System, in J.N Moore (ed.) LAW AND CIVIL WAR .
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Heace, wi t is meant by.the much repeated Cyprus problem is.
the absenc: of any one political formula to satisfy‘all
interests ¢ multaneously, and the conflict arising out of
the pursu’ of interests in the absence of such»aWEOrmula.

In ‘:tempting to describe the dynamics of domestic
politi. Graham Allisoh has shown how diferent players in ,

4ame see, and act upon, different faces of an issue‘yge\J

same ho]ds true with international po]1t1cs, where d1fferent
" states or major political groups, each wzth their: untqde
1nterests and apprehensions genera]]y‘see d1ffer§pt faees of
certain issues; As Burton peinted oQt above, what'to the.
ethnic_communities on Cyprus was a matterhef\persona}
sacurity and political participatton was to the U.S. a
matter of global strategy. Such is the nature of ’Gu]11vers
troubles (to use Stan]ey Hof fmann’s apt phrase
character1s1ng the criticism dtrected at the U.S. for too
of ten concentrat1ng on the ’'big p1cture /globa] strategy at
‘the expense of the local needs and asptrat1ons of smaller
states) who from where he stands sees the parts (Cyprus) as
they relate to the whole (global ordert.‘24

In the 1955;59 era, the U.S..essentiatty took a passive
role, with Britain at the ferefront aslcetpnfal geverhor
‘safeguarding Western interests in Cyprus. Amertcan_interests

were identical with British ones, in that both powers'wanted'ﬁ

123(cont’'d) IN THE MODERN WORLD. Baltimore:dJohn Hopkins
University Press, 1974, p.105.

'245ee G.Allison. ESSENCE OF DECISION. Boston: Little,
Brown, 1971., and S.®offmann. GULLIVERS TROUBLES, OR THE
SETTING OF AMERICAN FOREIGN. POLICY. New York: McGraw Hill.
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to preserve Western preSence on the strateg1c 1sland and to

14

seek damage contﬂol w1th1n the NATO all%ﬁnce In 1955,
British Pr1me M1n1ster Eden madqwexpl101t the 1mportance of

Cyprus ég Br1ta1n and . the western alliance:

Neither the NATO obligations...., nor the Baghdad

Pact, nor any agreement in the Middle East area or
. #®he Persian Gulf, or anything else, nane of those
&fcmn be speedi‘ly and effectively carried out today
éif\ unless we have the assured and unfettered use of
@

bases and facilities in Cyprus..... The welfare and
indeed the lives of our people dépends on Cyprus as
a protective guard and staging post to take care of
those interests, above all oil.'25

VEar]ier,'as a response to the Enosis movémentgﬁPf{me
’Minister Eden was stating that "Her Majest&’s government
)cou1d'?of agree to discuss the‘status ofnyprus", while
Minister of State for the_Colonies, Lord Colyton, was A
}stating that "there [were] cértafn'tefrjtdries in thé_
Commonwealth which, béqause of their bart{cuTaE
circumétances [Could] néVer expectvfo‘be:fu11y

independent '126 The reason why the Br1t1sh put such a

o

prem1um on Cyprus and were reluctant to give it up, only

becomes fully 1nte111g1ble aga1nst the background of the

situation in the Middle Ea;f.

To British Near Eastern policy..... , Cyprus had
never appeared of greater strategic salue....., the
political instability of the Arab states and the
smouldering Arab-Israeli conflict provided a
constant danger. In the eyes of Western politicians
and strategists..., obsessed by the Cold war and
therefore apt to underrate Arab nationalism as an
independent force, the uncertaim attitude of the

1250p.Cit. Attaliades, p.6
126See F. Maier, CYPRUS: FROM THE EARLIEST TIME TO THE
PRESENT DAY. London Elek Books, p. 154

N
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~ Mrab states*e%ﬁbsed the who]e area to the danger of
Russian” imterventions [Also] with the evacuation
of the Suez CEnat-Zone. Gyprus became the last
British military base in the‘Mgddle East. When-after
the retreatAfrom the Suez, the‘Baghdad Pact seemed

- to inaugr#te a new Br1t1sh sponsoréd system of
-defence Cyprus acquired a Key pos1t1on rz7

Shortly thereafter the situation began to change. Apart

~from the domest1c cond1t1on on Cyprus, whereby the struggle

. ‘Yl’z

- for Enos1s had entered a v1olent phase W1th the initiation

% m

of EOKA terror1sm R ]
. ¢ e s =M
“a reassessment of the British-attitude had.become
inevitable after the Suez crisis. Already the:
‘Baghdad Pact, rather than stréngthening Br1ta1n s
hand in the Middle East, had aroused renewed::
suspicions aga1nst 'western imperialism’ in the Arab
~worlid, '28 - ' , i x

l‘.
S

‘ W1th the w1thdrawa1 of Amer1can f1nanc1a] help.in connect1on.
w1th'the Aswan Dam, a move to express American dissaproval
of Nasser’s.relations with the Eastern bloc, had come
Egyptian President Nasser's nattonalization of thé Suez -
canal on du]y 26ﬁ 1956 This resuited in theAAng]o-FrenCh
attack at the end of October 1956 | |

Based on..... , the 111us1on that military
intervention could secure British and French power
“in this region, the whole scheme was doomed, not
~least because of American opposition.... Ia —
‘consequence, the realisation grew in responsible
British circles that traditional military methods
provided no solution. Cyprus thus ceased to matter
greatly in the strategists’ schemes.'289

The changing British attitude toward Cyprus, wherebylit ‘

began to appear that Britain might consider re]inquishing'

127 1bid., p.153 and p.155. Enphasis‘added.
'28]bid., pp.157-58. :
129Ibid.. p.158.
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sovereignty, raisedsthe'infensity of the ’batEJe for
Qyprus/. To the Greeks it seemed that their'two-tfackapolicy
of, diplomatical]y;'internationa]ising the Cyprds question f
and, clandestinely, harassing the British by using guerilla
tactics, was paying off.and should be sustained. Most
'importantly, Tubkey, who had neaver take; the Enosis movement
too seriously since she believed that Britain’s decision not
to ahit the island was anAQnassailable~answer to the whole
‘question, took a strongér\hand in the matter. As mehfioned
earlier, the Turks adopted the policy of Taksim. At a tihe
of inter-aTTied turbulence in 1957, the American Ambassador
to Greeoe, George Alién, in a 'we are not a party 'to the
_diépufe’ manner of speaking, was stating that America’s only
:{intefést was io see harmony restored in thelMiddle East and -
among the NATO nations of the area.'3° In their gnglysis of
Q.S. policy toward Cyprus during the 1955-59 éra, Adams and
Cottrell interpret U.S. policy in the same manner. They j
contend that the U.S. took "a rather paésive role’ in the‘_
dispute, expressing "the hope that a peaceful solgtion of
the Cyprus probiem wou]d be worked out among her three
~involved NATO.alljes.TP3} They also ppint out thét sevEFal
resolutions to tH%s effect were passed by the U.S. Congress.
Thus, the U.S. we 1comed th%qurich-Lbndon agreements of .\
February 1959, which, at léagt‘femporarily, ended civil
‘strife in Cyprus.and restored'harmony amoné the three NATO

131 T, Adams and A. Cottrell, CYPRUS: BETWEEN EAST AND WEST, '
Baltimore: John Hopkins, 1968, p.55. l - ,



73

aliies. __
| It must be noted that a rather different interpretation
of U.S. ooticy toward Cyprus during the 1955-59 era is
offered by Coufoudak1s and Atta11ades 132 Adthough they
’agree w1th the w1de1y acreoted view regard1ng Amertca S
"paramount concern {i.e all1ance cohe51on) they d1sagree on
the U.S. role. In their view the U.S. worked behind the
scenes to make Cyprus safe for NATO’ While Coufoudakls
.c1tes evidence from ‘the wark of Franco1s Crouzet to- the
effect that "the U.S. in 1956 quietly endorsed the pr1nc1p1e
of division in the‘interests of allled solear1ty,,wh11e at
-the same time'remindtng the parties‘of other successfut
d1v1s1ons such as Tr1este‘“133 Atta]1ades talks of a plan
put forward by John Foster Dulles in 1957, which sought to
maKe Cyprus a part of NATO _ ) |
In the 1360- 63 era, the period from the estab]1shment
. of the_’reluctant’ Repub]ic of CypruL to the 1963 64 crisis,
the U.S. became more actively tnvo]ved in Cyprus In this
era, the U S. gavL some $20 million in fore1gn aid over
‘three years and 1n1t1a11y when there appeared to be little
.to impede U S pollcy obgect1ves in Cyprus 'thepU.S.

expressedxnts expegtat1ons of the new Repub]ic: .

First, the Repub41c of Cyprus\should gevelop
132 The works of these two scbolars have already been
ment1oned in the chapter cn "Theoriies of U.S.- Fore1gn Po]icy
Behaviour' Toward Cyprus. " T
133y, CoufoudaKis, "The Dynamics-of- Political Part1t1on and
Division. in:futtiethnic and Multireligious Societies:The
Case of Cyprus, " in V. Coufoudakis (ed.) , ESSAYS. ON THE
CYPRUS CONFLICT, New York:Pellaj, 1976, p 37. '

e

ufy ] '
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pol1t1ca1 stab111ty and Shoudd Join: together with
Great Britain, Greece, and Turkey to forma solid,
bulwark aga1nst Commun1sm ?Setond Cyprus should
stress economic .development,” free democratic
institutions and a pro-Western orientation. Third,
the U.S. should enjoy unrestricted use of its
existing communications facilities on the island.
Fourth, the British Sovereign Base Areas should

" remain inviolate and available to any Western nation
for any purpose.'34 ‘

G1ven the nature of American goals th the new Republic,
1t 1s not supr1s1ng that Amer1ca s apprehension over Cyprus
grew as MaKar1os estab]1shed close relations w1th the
»Soviets shortly¥after 1ndependence; The Sov1etvUn1on S
approaqh to MaKariOS'began.in 1§te-196b, when Moscow of fered
“a barter of Cypriot raisins (the entire 1960 crop) and
citrus fruit for Soviet timber and cehent. MaKarios accepted
the barter:offer~and.also signed a number of trade:
agréements for‘the’nextxcoup]e of years, reportedly,.causihg
“a wavevof.COncern in the U.S. State Department.” '35 On the“
domestte scene, Makarios gave the local Communist paity,
AKEL, a respectable political role, including seats in
parliameﬁt,vand on the international scene appeared to
’tdentif§xw1th champions. of nonalignment such-as Tito and -
Nasser. In fact, Makarios was so effectiive on the |
nternational scene that people who Knew nothing about

~

Cyprus} knew of Makarios; for all intents ane purposes, 1n q
‘ y

the eyes of the international community Makarios was Cyprus.

134 7. Adams and A. Cottre11 CYPRUS-BETWEEN EAST AND WEST,
Baltimore:John Hopkins Press, 1968, p.56. The first author is
a former political spe01al1st in NASA’s Office of Policy
Analysis, and the second, a former professor at the National
War-College in Washlngton D.C. :

1350p.Cit. Adams and Cottrell, 4p.33.‘
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Moscow, sensina a Wedgé éf opportunity in the new-féuna
Republ1c rec1procated to. Makarxos international orientation
by under11n1ng Cypriot 1ndependence and nona]1gnment at 5;
 every.opportun1ty. It wasith1s genera] state of affairs |
which led to the subsgqueni dubbihg,'in American dihlomatﬁc
.circles, of Cyprus as'potentiany being ' the Cuba of the
§iM§§{terranean’ and MaKérios as ' the Castro of then

<

Mediterranean’ .

Despite American apprehension, as ev1dence of the: '/

i

success of Makarios’ non- alignment po]wcy, Cypr1ot re]atigns
with both superpowers during this era can be described as-
’being very goodp-MarKing the ogcasion of a state visit by
,'Makarjos to the U.S. in June 1952L Adéms and Cottrell, for
instance, talk of a f1oubi§hing.Cypriot-American friendshib.

During his visit, MaKaEio§ was reminded by Secretary of

¥

State Dean Rusk that one could be ndnal{gned and uncommitted
militarily but that one cdu]q not be uncommi t ted regarding
the age old question that preoccupied the 1ikés b% Plato,
Hobbes, Locke, the ‘Founding Fathers’ of gﬁéAAmerican,

coﬁstitution, Marx, Lenin, among many others: government,
more specifically, the 'right’ modus vivendi. At a state

dinner hefd in Makarios’ honour, Secretary of State Rusk

made the following réma}Ks: S 43

Unaligned, perhaps in any military sense, with
military blocs. That we understand and appreciate.
But neutral, neutral to the great issues facing
manKind- in the world in which we live? This has not
been the case. Uncommitted to us perhaps, ‘but with
the deepest comm1tments of [your] own - commited to
the 1nd1spensable moral and constitutional limits
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4

£

upon' the exercise of power, comm1ted to the'! freede
of other people...'35§

.
v

In the fall of 1962‘Jat a time 1t was reported that |
Cyprus ‘'was playing host to a f1fty man Sov1et Embassy, three:
times the size of the Amer1can Embassy - staff, by way of o
s1gna111ng the prem1um put by Washington on a. pro Western
' Cyprus, Vice- President dohnson visited Cyprus Durlng h1s
visit Johnson urged a speed up in the econom1c deve]opment

of Cyprus and expressed concern over “the grow1ng Communist
f inftuehce on the islahdi'The U\§.‘Vice-President drew
particular attention to what heéperCeived as the threat
posed by a strong indigenousACommuntstrmovement and;asked
the Cypriots to act to deter the growth of Communist'
influence. '37 Whatever Washlngton S apprehens1ons in
relation to Cyprus were in this era, whatever the nature of
Wash1ngton s view as to the durability of the Republic of
Cyprus was, and- even there may'have been guarded optimism in
international diplomatic circles that the Cyprus prob1em had
been resc]ved by m1d 1964 Tad Szulc of the NEW YORK TIMES
was able tc state - what perhaps policy- makers in pub]1c

office couldn’t, but ‘probably knew since December 1963.

s

that Cyprus has ceased to be a viable sovereign
state is a fact of pol1t1cal life that by now has
been tacitly accepted in Washington and in all other
major capitals of the world. 3¢

The eruption'of ihtercommunal conflict in Cyprus in ,/)

December 1963 hera]ded the beginning of a new chapter in

136 ]bid. p.59. ' }
'371bid. p.59-60.
138 Tad Szulc, NEW YORK TIMES, 21 June 13864.
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U. S -Cypriot relations, whereby, as mentioned earlier, the

: U S was to step into. what had trad1t1ona11y been Br1t15h g
shoes and a»sume‘pr1me 1nternat1onal respons1b1]1ty in the
Cyprus qpeétion. On Béeembef 26, 1963, Rresideht Johnson
sent a joint 1ettehftp President Makarios and Vice-President
Kutchuk eXpressﬁn? grave anXiety.over the intercohmunal
; violence'ahd promising,tp~support attempts to find a
_peaceful solution. U.S. policy‘at this time, and thereafter,
‘ma1nta1ned that with the 1963 outbreak of intercommunal
-host1]1t1es on the 1slang the Cyprus situation ought to "be
transformed from a danger into a ,gproblem “139

. As Adamsaeﬁd Cottrell p01nt out, when in late danuary
‘1964 Britain hOtified the U.S. that it could no longer carryh.
the burden of the Cyprus question a]one and asked the U. S @ﬁ

to send troops to Cyprus as part of a NATO peacekeep1ng 5

v
a

:force,,

r

Cgifkttor‘ney Genera] Robert Kennedy happened to be in

London and took the opportunity to discuss the
British proposal. Although no action was taken to
commit American troops, this was a first step in
what was to become an extensive exercise for Amer1ca
in ‘crisis management’ . 140 -

Henceforth, it will be the locus of this study to analyse

this U.S. crisis management role in Cyprus.

__________________

139 QOp.cit. Adams and Cottrell p.56 and p.61.
140 [bid. p.61. : -

\av
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V. The 1963-64 Cyprus Crisis

Artstotle once remarked that the essent1al of a Greekk
tragedy is that 1t shows a change from prosper1ty to 1tsu
reverse and‘1t shows the change as a pro?able or neeessary .
,sequenCe of'events The po]itical'situa{ton in Cynrns‘from
1960 to 1964 was somewhat aKin to a Greek tragedy On the
~whole, 1963 ‘was a year of democratic stalemate and
heighteried tension as the shorttlived modus v ivend i between
the Greek and Turkisthypriots broke down. On December
21, 1963 not too long after Makar ios' "proposed measures fdr
fac1l1tat1ng the smooth funct10n1ng of ‘the sfate and for({he
removal of certajn causes of 1ntercommuna1 fPlCthﬂ 141 of
November‘30,49631 intercommunal violence flared-up on the
"island. Cyprus was, thus, once again set to be the scene of
civil strife, atbeit} with one addéd drastic conseguence as
compared to the ft?ties: it became an international questﬁon
triggering an international cris}s. In the‘fifttes, Qhe .7
British coutd rightfully claim that "if C;Srds is not an
international questiOn which might have incalcuTable effeets
on relations'in,the eastern Mediterranean, it is simply

because we, the”British are there "142 whereas in 1963

Cyprus was a. vulnerable sma]l Repub]1c, no longer enJoytng

o rom the President of the Republic of Cyprus,
resident Kuchuk. November 30,-1963.,in U.S.
PERICAN FOREIGN POLICY:CURRENT
Phcument IV-69, Released iy 1867.

142The’ Marqu. f ‘Salisbury, 15 December, 1955, as quoted n
- C.Foley, LBGAcuﬁgF STRIFE: CYPRYS FROM REBELLION TO CIVIL
WAR. LondonﬂPengu1n 1964

o T .

Dept .. of ST
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the shield of British-sovereignty as a safeguardrébaihst the
deve lopment of,g'politicai power vacuum and.the

internationalisation of a civil conflict.

The Early Phase

Lot
)
)

It is not the purpose of this study to examine in -detail the

" events of December 1963 and provide an account of the“\
o _ , v T IR
incidents that sparked the outbreak of intercommunal®~

Violence in 1§63. A]iyfhat need to be said in-that regard is’
that f: tw1v1a] incident sparked the outbreak, but the
ftiﬁber*was dry and plenty of fuel lay to hand."'43 On

: Decemberi25,1963. when .the outnumbered Turkish;CypriQts
appeared?%o be overrun by, the Greek Cypriots, Prime Minister
Inonu o#fTQEkey-sent four jet fighters ﬁn»token passes over
the istand as e remindeflof the nearby TurKish presence. |
_Add1t1ona11y, President Gursel of Turkey. d1spaiched a letter
to Pres1demg Johnson, 1n wh1ch he expressed his a}aam at
what he saw~asl "acts of genocide aiming'at the annihilation
of the Turkish Cypriots" 144 and asKed Johnson to do aJ] in
his power to stop this. The next day, ph December 26,

¢

__________________ -

143 Op C\t Foley P 166 See also T. Ehr11ch INTERNATIONAL
CRISES AND THE ROLE OF LAW:CYPRUS, 1958-1967. London: Oxford
University Press, 1974,p.45. -

t44Message from the Pres:dent of the Repub11c of Turkey,

_ Cemal Gursel, to the President of the United States, Lyndon
B. Johnson. December 25,1963., in Op.Cit. U.S. Dept. of
State, Document 'IV-70.
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_1President.dohnson Sent‘ajrep1y>to‘GurSel,'telting him that
the U S. was, ready “to support any’and all actions proposed
/2y the three guarantor'powers.whtch offer any reasonable
hopedof assistjhg in a‘peacéful‘so]ution ©"145 The same day;
| President dohnSon-alsovsent 1deqttcally gbted letters to .
President Makarios and’ V1ce Prés1dent Kuchuk of Cyprus, in

which he expressed h1srdisp1easure over the fuohting between

-

the two commun1t1es

v

I hope and trust. that tomorrow will find all-

Cypriots 1iving at peace with one another: and with

the three nations which have spec1al treaty i
responsibilities for the security of Cyprus /“6, '

s f After the late night and early morn1ng hours of 25 26

- Decembeq that marked a point of c11max due to the first
| - , R R ‘ ,
Turkish intervention scare in the crisis,'*? the next few

days-sawwa relative 1u11 in intercommunal vio]ence- with
efforts belng made by the guarantor powers to estab11sh a
cease- ftre and the 1nterp051tton of Br1t1sh troops between

the warr1ng Greek and Turkish Cypr1ots However, the

(

d1p]omat1c war at the UN Secur1ty Counc11 heated up, ‘ahd the
1eaders of the two communttles in Cyprus set a precedent for
what cont1nues to this day as a. bone of content1on The

Greek Cypr1ots claim they represent the who]e of Cyprus

(i.e. both,oommun1t1es), and the Turkish Cyprlots claim that

‘thedGreeK Cypriots'cannot represent them since they use the

1454 Salih, CYPRUS:THE IMPACT OF DIVERSE NATIONALISM ON A
STATE, U.S.~University of Alabama Press, 1978, p.35.
1460p.Cit. u.s. Dept. of State. Document IV-71.

147See op.cit. Foley, Chapter beginning p.166, for an
account of the events of 25-26 December . '



claim of being the:Cyprus government as a cover-up for_9 

nsupressing the Turkish Cypriots. On December 26, Makario§~

sent a telegram to UN Secretary General U Thantlstating that

nis representative Zenon Rossides "is.. ... , authorised to
represent the Republic of Cyprus before the Security
Council.” 48 The next day, V1ce Pres1dent Kuchuk sent U
Jhant a’ telegram stat1ng that }any representation which

Rossides may make..... , be treated as illegal and

K

unconstitdtjona]l"‘49 At the UN'Seeurity Council ‘session on
December 27} Rossides complained of TurKish policy, by

pofntingvoUt that he received a phone-call from his Foreign -
~ Minister who told him that“the atmosphere on Cyprustae _}{
(?.,;’

electrified and'that the cease-fire was in danger -because-*.
. . § f' ) - . ’v
Turkish ships were sighted speeding toward Cyprus. In

continuationﬁﬁﬁqssides pondered as to whether

“that was an-act tending to pacify the people and
keep the cease-fire or was it in effect electrifying
the atmosphere and causing a breakdown of the

-cease-fire?....This gun-boat d1plomacy ., even if
there is not actually an invasion ...., cou]d not
but be an invitation to disorder.'50: .

The Turkish representative at the UN, Kural, replied to the

GreeK Cypriots’ charge of gun-boat diplomacy in a very

g
}

subtle manner, emphasising'theﬁproximity of Cyprus to

Turkey.

1

Rumours have been circulated that some Tur sh ships
were heading towards Cyprus. I...., state @fficially
and categor1cal]y that there are no Turk1sh§§hips
4
'480p.cit. U.S. Dept. of State. Document IV 74, J
149 Ipid. Document IV-75. b S5 .
150]bid. Document IV-76. T

L
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sailing toward Cyprus, and that apy ships which

might have been seen in the area are sailing from
‘one Tquish‘port to another. 151t -

As late as the end of December, 1963,‘at a time when

harsh dip]omatie)exchangesvwere taking place between the
Greeks and Turks, and there were_violations of the
cease-fire, with its breakdown at hand, Washington had told
the Turkish gpverpment that it.was “not a party to this
issue".1'52 Britain, as a,guarantOrppower‘and as the power
carrying the prime‘internationat responsibility for the
Cyprps issue, was still the 'policeman’ ]opked up to by the
'warring parties. British Comhonweaith Secretary Duncan -
Sandys flew to Cyprus- for purposes of med1at1on and was able
to- arrange a conference among the protagonlsts, scheduled
for danuary‘15 in -London. Apparemt]y‘heartened by Sandys’
presence on the island, U.S. Secretary of State Dean Rusk's
statement during a January 2,1964 news conference was again
very'mueh in the 'we are not a party to this issue’ vaint
where Rusk stated that "at the momént [the U.S. was]’retying
upon the leadership of the two commun1t1es and the three
guarantor powers to try to f1nd an answer"'53 to the Cyprus
prob]em However, soon thereafter the U.S. was to step up
'1ts role Vn an attempt to convey forcefu]ly hEP des1re for a
peaceful solution to what President dohnson‘wouldstpter ‘

» «

- 151]bid. Document IV-77. o i

1525ee G. Harris, TROUBLED ALLIANCE . :
Washington,D.C.:American Enterprise Institute, 1976, p.110.
153U.S. Dept. of State.AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY: CURRENT
DOCUMENTS, 1964. Released 1967 Wash1ngton D.C. Document
1v-90.

,'{l‘
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~refer to as "one of the mos t comp lex probléms on earth" . 154

The U.S. Becomes Involved

With the coming of the new year, the situation on

$

Cyprus took a turn for the worse. On éanuary 1, Makarios

announced his intention to abrogate thenTreéiies of

Guarantee and Alliance, in an attempt to rule out Turkey's

constitutional right to intervene on the island and turn
Cyprus-intd a unitary state (to dispense with the Turkish

‘Cypriot veto power) with unfettered independence. In
expressing the intent to abrogate the treaties of 1960 and

‘the amendment of the constitution &t large, the official
stance of the Greek Cyprioté -as articulated later at the

UN - was that the

constitution was foisted on Cyprus....The combined
effect of the constitution and the Treaty of .
Guarantee is that a situation has been created
whereby the constitutienal and political development
of the Republic has been arrested in its infancy and '
the Republic as a sovere1gn State has been p]aced in
a strait jacket.'5s

Under such circumstances, argued the Greek Cypriots, there
was but no choice to regard the 1960 arrangements as
anything‘but‘null and void. On his part,[the Tur'ish
Cybriot Vice- Pres1dent)Kuchuk was talking of th

154 See T Adams, "The American Concern in Cyprus", /ANNALS OF
THE AMERICAN ACADEMY OF POLITICAL AND SOCIAL
SCIENCE,#401,1972.p. 104.

1550p. cit. Ehrlich, p.46.

i
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impoésibility of &he two communities living togefher, and in
an interview given to LE MONDE, o; danuary 12, he talked of
partition as the only viable solution-fe‘the Cyprus problem.
With such a wide rift in stances ‘the London ConfeEenee was
" doomed to failure.. In the aftermath of the conference |
_Makarlos adm1tted to hav1ng torpedoed the proceed1ngs "1

preferred to let the conference fail slowly rather than
refuse to ’t_)e_r*epr‘esented."'156 After the.collapse of the
conference, the British, who at the time were stretched in

A

terms of manpower and resochee iﬁiAdeﬁuana_Malaysia, and
‘wefe “in danger of being 1eft indefinitely h01ding a very _
Qnruly baby and of being invd]ved'in a threatened Tngifh )
invasion of Cyprus, " 157 tﬁrnedEteward seeking an Amefican
commitment to the issue. As mentioned ear]ier the British N

proposed that a NATO peace Keeping force be estab11shed in

Brus, with a sizeable U.S. contingent.

o As a function of the increasing sense of alarm in

wesréhn diplomatic circles, as of mid-January, the major

internaiional institutional machinery for crigis management
came ihto full play. At the UN, where the}Security Ceuncil
had_beeh preoccupied with the Cyprus iséue since late
-Deeember,'Qecretary-General U Thant appointed
Liutenant?Ggheral Gyani of India as his Eersonaﬂ observer jn
Cyprus. At the NATOVheaquarteEs'inBrusse]s, the U.S.
Permanent Representative to the NATO Council, Thomas |

. 1565ee R. Stephens.ﬁYPRUS A PLACE OF ARMS :POWER POLITICS AND
ETHNIC CONFLICT IN*THE EASTERN MEDITERRANEAN

London: Praeger, 196& p.187.

157]bid. 'p.188. . .

o
Af
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Finletter, urged NATO Secretary-General D1rk Stikker to
request full information from al] parties concered and to

ca]] an emergency NATQ meeting‘as-spon.as itﬁbecame evﬁdent
that peace between Greece'ahd Turkey;has‘sertdus1y,
threatened. In late January, NATO' s Supreme Commander'Lymah‘;
Lemnitzer --as President dohneon’s'bersonal envoy- - visited
Athens and Ankara ‘to alert both allies to the consequehces

of a Greco-Turkish war. The purpose of this personal appeaT///
by the Qesterh Alliance’ s highest rankjng.military figure |
(sanctioned by the President of the U.S.) was to stal i‘
Turbey, whd was perceived to be on the Qerge.of ihterbgning
“in Cyprus, until an-Anglo-American peécekeeping proposal was
articulated. i ‘ -0

,1

Washington’'s view of the deter1orat1ng situation in the
eastern Mediterranean after the co]]apse of the January 15

| London Conference, is best expressed by America’s

Undersecretary of State at the time, GeorgeZBall, who points

out that the Cyprusbpégb}em presented eight 'complexities’

In three cases he uses the;hord threat to describe the

complexities that had the most dire impiications for U.S.
national security. First, he states, .the.Cyprus probjem‘
threatened to lead to a Greco-Turkish war, and hence,

second, it threatened to cripple the Western Alliance.

Third, he states it threatened to bring the SoQiet Union
1nto a strateglc area through explo1tat1on of the
1ntercommuna1 confllct { Watch1ng from Washington, we !

158See G.Ball.THE PAST HAS ANOTHER PATTERN. New York: W.W
Norton, 1982, p.339. .
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A

could see that open war fare waé imminent. Since the Turkish
Cyp?iot population was suffering the greater casualties,
~ Turkey was on the verge of infervening,"” '3°9 dontends;Bali.
As to whe£her‘Britain:gou1d be depended‘on, as in the past,
- 'to assume the ro]e~of~po]igeman, Sél]-stateé-that fLohdon nb :
longer had thé wiil br reSoches to preside over such a
conf]iéﬁ.“}eo However, when Briiish policy\turnedltowérd
seeking a U.S. commftmeht to the issue, Ball contends: .

‘I stated emphatically that the U.S. did not want fo

get involved; we already had far to@ much on our
plate. I was sick at heart at our deepening

involvement in Vietnam...., mounting troubles in
Panama....., an irksome involvement in the
Congo...., disputing with the Soviets over
Berlin...., and foresaw mounting differences with

‘ Indonesia. 161

. The answer as to why the U.S. got involved in the
CyprUS quégmire, despite great rechtance to do so, ]fes in
the American policy-maker's perception of a dual threat, as,
'.madé explicit by Bali: First, a Greco4Turkish war, and: as'a

consequence:, the crippling of NATO. Second, Soviet intrusion

into Cyprus, through exploitation of the C{;i1 strife on the
jsland.162 As Ball points out, the British were édamantfthey
would no longer carry the Cypfus burgen alone. Given tﬁfé,
the only aiternativé‘tc U.S. involvement wou]dkEe UN ,
involvemeht. However, in Ball’s perception,” involving the

UN risked giving the Communisf countries leverage in that

"591b1,d.g340. - -

160]hid. .

le611bid. : . -

- 162Referred to below as threat Ia, fﬁ?eat Ib, and threat I,
respectively.

o
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. strategi ly p]aced island [threat I1]...., the UN would
" ; /@ w
RS e Turks would noi wa1t [threat la.] ..."'83 On

y “
danuary;dv Ba]] met with Robert McNamara to.rev1ew the

Cyprus prob]em McNamara, as Secretary of Defence was apt

to see th ‘problem in terms of its 1mp11cat1ons for :

America’ s defence posturet'"that an‘exp1oding Cyprus could

not on1y.endanger'[America’s] Mediterranean pos{tion, but
A Y '
“undermine the whole southern flank of NATO. [threat Ib]."'6¢

As to President }6hnson’s initial reaction, Ba1l'states

_ A
that, desp1te his great reluctance to see the u.s. involved,

“he qu1ck1y~grasped the seriousness of .the Cyprus problem
and directed me to come up with an acceptable solution:." 165
At a January 2 news\conference, hy.way'of signalling

U.S. non-involvement, Secretary\6;:$tate Dean: Rusk had

“

stated that fhe U.S. Sixth Fleet (very much a‘baremeter of
u. S po11cy 1n the eastern Mediterranean) had been g1ven no
spec1f1c 1nstruct1ons regarding the Cyprus issue. The

plcture of a few weeks later, whlch suggests a growing
Y i ‘ .
awareness of the threat of a.Greco-TuﬁKish war and some

attempt to head it off,‘is provided vividly hy Charles
Foley: |

From his London Headquarters in Grosvenor -Square,
\ Admiral Charles Griffin, Commander- in-Chief, U.S.
| Naval forces in Europe, was plotting the movements
of the Sixth Fleet as it sailed into the stormy
waters between Greece and Turkey.... His orders to
Admiral James Russell, the U.S. Commander of NATO
forces in Southern Europe were to make sure that
163]bid. -
164]bid.p.341.
165]1pbid.
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thedf]éet did not b]umder into RIprus trouble; 1t§
was to 'show the"flag’ with such timing and
"““‘d‘écret1on that itg very presence would prevent war
between America’s good friends, Greece.and .
TufKey. 166 - .

late danuary, America’s perception of theﬂthreat of

[

‘a Greto- Turkish war ‘was further reinforced by the Uu.s.’
Ambassadors to London and Ankara, David Bruce and Raymond

vHare respect1vely. Ambassador Bruce adv15ed Wash1ngton that
they had’no OptiOn but.to oartioipate\ih a NATO peacekeeping

force, -otherwise no other country would take action and the

~

Turks would inevitably move. On dandar& 28,'Hare was told by7
'Turkish Prime Minister Inonu that the Turks were .going to .
intervene militarily un]eSS'the U.S;:oave them some Kind of'
an answer by the next morning. thh the U.S. sti]] holding
back on a firm commitment, in thei 1x1ety to commit the
u.s., thquritish leaked to the press the substancedof the
NATO peace-Keeping’plan, putting the U.S. into the

precarious position of being_pub]icly committed although it

was not officially so. Fina]ly,'however.aoh danuary 31 an
off1c1a1 Anglo-American proposal of a NATO peace Keeping
force in Cyprus was made The major American input into the

) plan. which_came out of the Ball-McNamara meeting of danuary
%

25, was the\1ns1stence on three conditions:

. that the: durat1on of the force be 11m1ted to three
months, that the Greeks and Turks agree not to use
their un11atera1 intervention rights *for three
months and that they agree on a mediator who was not
a representative of any of the guarantor powers but
from another NATO European country. Finally..
that the American cont1ngent not exceed 1200 men,

1ss0p.cit. Foley,p.174. /
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with the British agreeing to put in 4000 and the
‘balance af 10000 to come from other European
nations. '87 : - . -

for the U.S., the Ang]Q-Ameripan peacekeeping plan of
January 31 marked’its.fjrst entry into the annals Of UqS.

crisis managemght vis-a:vis'Cyprus. The overriding American
. N - \
objective regarding the Cyprus conflict at this stage was

"simply to ‘dampen the whole fhiqg dowa;ﬂaa In'this regarg.v
it was 1p America’s interest to find a solution to the
Cyprus problem'with{n the framework of-theeWestern Alliance,
so as to prevent the crisis from beihg eiploited by the
communists. The U.S. at the time, was concerﬁed with the
strength of'the Tocal eommunist party Ahorthotikon Komma
Ergazomenon Laou (A.K.E.L) and President Makarios’ foreign

policy orientation which was." gain-him the reputation in
b A T ) . ) " v
the West as being 'the Castro of the Mediterranean’ . In

o : . »
addition to having extremely cordial relations with the

Soviet Union and its East Europeén satellites, and with -

Nasser of Egypt'é?, on the domestic scene Makarios was in
political harmony with A.K.E.L, whose paramount aim was fo
turn public opinion against Great Britain and the U.S.

A.K.E.L, which has been described .as "probably the largest -~
1670p.cit.Ball,p.341.

168This is the terminology used by Philip Stoddard during a
personal interview with the author .Stoddard worked for “the
U.S. State Department during the 60's and 70's in different
capacities:in the Near East Office and as DTF%;ﬁ%; and
Deputy Director of the Office of Analysis for Intelligence
and Research. He is curren@ﬁy the Director:of the Middle
Fast Institute in Washington D.C. N ’
_169Nasser, pursued the anti-NATO policy of seeking the-. .
removal of the British bases in Cyprus, having not forgotten
that they were used by the British against Egypt during the
Suez crisis of 1956. , r
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non- ru]1ng commUn1st dhr&y 1n the wor]d"‘7° at the t1me had

1

polled almost 40 percent of the Greek Cypr1ot e]eotora1 VOte :
< in 1SBO and wa; 1nstrumenta1 in arranging commercial

‘ agreements be tieen - the Republ1c of Cyprus and the Sov1et
bloc. A.K. E L controls seven- e1ghths of the trade un1ons in
the Greek Cyprlot sect%g and in that sector members of N

f A.K.E.L hold maJor off1ces in city mun1c1pa11t1e§ and have-
elected members seated in par]1ament Converse]y in the

" Turkish Cyprtot §ector whtWe there‘are commun1st S f
syMpath1sers commun1st party act1v1t1es ‘were outlawed

- beg1nn1ng in 1964 AK.E. L s pol1t1ca1 message or prOpagand
rhetorjc, depending on- where one stands pol1t1ca11y, reacles
the Cypriots throuéh its daity paper‘Haravghi (Dawn), th
weekly NeoiiKa;roi (New Times), its Journal Poi1t1K;
Epitheorisis (Political Survey), the labour weekly Ergat Ko -
Vima (Workers' Forum)j the weekly for the youth front
Neoﬁaia (Youth), the afternoon paper Democratiah(Republic),
and the two monthlies Nea Epoghi (New Epoch) and Neos |
Democratis (New Democrat).!7' A.K.E.L supports the
independence and nonalignment of thé? Republic of gyprUSrand
is thus opposed to both Enosis {union of Cyprus with Greece)
and taksim (partition). As such A.K.E.L staunohly suppor ted
the nonaligned foreign nolicy of'President Makarios. Not.

1

suprisingly, be'ng anti-colonial’ ard fanti-imperia]’ in

S T R

170Sge Thomas W. Adams, A.K.E.L:THE COMMUNIST PARTY OF
CYPRUS. .California:Hoover Institution Press, 1971, p.2.

1715ee Halil Salih, CYPRUS:THE IMPACT OF DIVERSE NATIONALISM
ON A STATE. Alabama:The Unlverswty of A]abama Press, 1978
pp.35-3b6. .
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stance, it worked domestically to defeat the Anglo-American.
o = e ) rrean -

. plan by'pohtrayinéfit{gs an attempt by the U.S. and U.K to' .

o

pull Cyprus intc the NATO orbit: 72

A}

It tooK‘MEKarios, himself, only until Febbuafy 4 to -
outright rejeCtéthe Anglo=Am¢ri€%H prpposal.‘Tﬁg pTan ran, -
éontrary to Maka;{os’.pqlicy of internatibha]%§?ng 1h§"
)Cyprus issue by Kéepingﬁt'in thé‘public foruﬁ bf[yN
diplomacy Whefe Be could count on!nonaligned mujg;wiét

support. In his rejection of the proposalJMakaridg st%ted

R

the following:

The principle that-an international force should be
created and stationed in Cyprus is.accepted. Such -a
force should be under- the UN Security Council....,-
which -is the only international organ created.for

and entrusted with the preservation of peace: The
Anglo-American plan leads. to the conclusion that it
is intended that the proposed NATO Committee will
assume the. functions of the Government of the
Republic.'73% o

shortly thereafter, on February 7,;much}to the chagrin of

American policy-makers7who feared Soviet opportunism,

Khrﬁschev made an appeal for supporﬁjof~the“sovereignty”and
teﬁfitorial integritYﬁpf éyprqu'fn's{@ilar letters sent to
fﬁe\ﬂmenican; British, Turkish, GreekK, Xnd French Heads of
Stéte, Khruschev called upon a11 states interested ih;lhe

' Cyprué dispute}to exefcise restraint and refrain from ‘

military intrusion’ on Gyprus.!74 In a note to the UN dated
: ¥

February 8,TConcerning'fhe Question of Cyprus”, Khruschev

. , [
- = - - e ———— - = ok -

172 A K.E.L was already opposed to the presence of the
Sovereign British bases on Cyprus. h -
1730p.Cit. U.S. State Dept. 1964. Document IV-93. o
174 See Ibid. Document IV-85. ‘ :

L. o
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. &

certain Powers, flouting tke principles of the U
Charter and:the accepted standards of international
- law, are at present attempting to .inpose on the X
 people and Government -of Cyprus a solution of those
Powers’' -own choosing to problems which affect only
' the Cypriot people. [These Powers are. attempting to
bring about] the de facto occupation by NATO armed .
forces of the Republic of Cyprus which is pursuing a
policy of nonalignment with military. blocs. 175 '

‘In effect, then, Khruschev was fhrowi&gfhis weight_behindg
 Makario§1_One analysf of the'Cyprus,cohé1ict”puts the

Soviets’ opportunism and the Soviet-Makarios ‘wedding’ into
perspective by stating that

3y
P

" The Soviet intent in the Middle East has been -
extend its sphere of influence and weaken the
. southeastern flank of the NATO alliance; .therefore, ’
 the Kremlin concurred with the demands of Makarios:
that any internatignal peacekeeping force should _
come under the au rity of the UN Security Céuncil
and warned all nations to against interference in
the internal affairs of the Republic. '7§

Thq‘vefy same day 6f the'Khruschév note to:-the UN,
"ConcerningvThe Question of Cyﬁrus", U{S. Secretafy of"Sﬁ;te 
Rusk was offering a rationale for.thé stepped-gp U.S. role
in‘Cyprus.‘k¥ten stating that for a period;of months the
U.S. maintainedafhat the Cyprus problem was a mattér for the
Cypriot communities}and the three guarantor Rowers;to deal

with, he contends that "there came a moment when it appeared
5 - S |
that some new element would have to be injected into the

»

175UN Se&urity Council. ‘Message dated 8 February 1964 from
Mr. N. Khruschev Addressed to the P.M of the U.K, Presidents

of the U.S. and of France, and the P.M's of Greece and
;urkey. Concerning the question of Cyprus. UN Doc. $/5534, 8
eb. ’ S ‘

1760p,Cit. Salih,p.36..
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s1tuat1on 1f an agreement could be reached ".177 The new " 4 _

element referred to by Rusk was the proposed presence of
forces from NATO countr1es, including a s1zeab1e_Amerlcan
cont1ngent

- 4

A

ss1gnment--Eéstern Medwterranean The Q Qlomat1c M1531on Of

U.S. Undersecretar

Desp1te MaKar1os réject1on oF the NATO peacekeep1ng
t

plan and the Sov1et Un1on s whnnnhg agaﬁnst 1t the u.s.

still favoured NATO 1nvo]yement=1h Cyprus rather than UN
involvement. For th1s reason, Preswdent dohnson d1spatched
Undersecretary of State Gedrge Ba]l on a d1plomat1c m1ss1on't

to the eastern Medlterranean to 1mpress upon. the - ~

e

protagon1sts the need for seeK1ng a solution to the problem
i
within the framework of the Western a111ance and to br1ng '

Makar ios around to the 1deé5ofﬁ§ccept1ng the Lnglo ‘Ameridcan

plan. -As of February 4, the date MaKar1os reJected the plan
Greece Turkey, and the TurK1sh Cypr1ot communlty had

accepted~to back the plan. Ev1dence suggests that in the

early phgse of the Cyprus cr1s1s, Amer1can decision-makers
had been under the 1ﬂpres51on that they could achieve qu1ck.
results in Cyprus178 for a couple of reasons ~First, because
of Amer1can Cypr1ot~gbod w111 and Cypraot gratitude toward

the U.S. For its economlc and’ftnanc1a1 generos1ty toward
770p.Cit. U.S, State Dept. Doo"lv 96
1787 point’ made” by‘op‘éit Sallh

= /
T e PR
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5

the Repdb]ictj7? Second, generatly speaking, 'C

1

rus

as an
exercise in drisie management Was a'new phenomeho for the
‘U S. fore1gn po]1cy estab11shment In other words, to use
the 1anguage of organ1zat1ona] theory,.there wds no
_’bureaucrat1c memory’ where the Cyprus problem*in its neh_
form (i.e as an international crisis) was concecned. Until
then the U.S. foreign policy establishment had geenv
accustomed to viewing Cyprus as a sideshOW' solely kithin
fthe gontext of America’s relations with Greece and Turkey
and w1th 1nadequate ‘appreciation of the local political
nuances. This would suggest that it must have been difficult
er ;merigan decision-makers to see how they may n be able
to getyquick results in Cyprus, when'they'Worked tHrough
their allies, Greece and Turkey, which as the guarantor
EcWers¢of the Republic ahd\’mother]ands’ of the reepectiye
ethn1c commun1t1es in Cyprus, had considerab1e leverage in
Cyprus. In1t1a] American expectatlons could have been
realised'ahd the 1963-64 Cyprus crisis been term¥nated/in
'early 1964 had it not been, above all, fOr’the Makarios
‘factor‘- an independent force in his own right and by no
means under the control of Athens.

-On February 8, marking the occasion of the start of the
Ball mission to London, Athehs, Ankara, and Nicosta; for
q'discussing the eetablishment of a NATO peacekeeping force in
Cyprus, Dehuty Directortof the Office of News, McCloskey,
took the opportuh1ty to re1terate America’ s approach to the

‘79A1ready descr1bed in the- prev1ous chapter wh1le
discussing U. S policy toward Cyprus dur ing the 1960-63 era.

£



situation in Cyprdg.‘McCIOSKey pointed out that the Uu.s.%

welcomed the independence of Cyprus in‘1960. had since

maintained c]o;L and .rAdial relations with the Republic,
and had followed with mpat,ry and understanding” the

efforts to ~esc /& L problems *hat had\arisen,between the

- s

-two commuritte n T, T :n continuation he contended

that'

L

in daruary c“ficials of ~h2 sovernment of Cyprus as
well s the tires 7iaretor prowers 1nd1cated_1he1r
~desire that t:¢ .5 N7y a more active role in the
increas:ngly ~ifticuit Cytrs situation. In
response, the J.5. has unJ:rtaken to ‘explore ways in
which it might use¢fully - ontribute to the
reestablishmer® of p=accful conditions. '8! L

Finally, McCloskey emphasised very strongly that the U.S.
had "no preconceptions or preferences” where a final
solution to the Cyprus problem was concerned and concluded

by stating that the U.S., however, had "a major interest in

~

the maintenance of peace in the eastern Mediterranean”.'®?
Hence, at this juncture the American concefn regarding thezﬂ
s1tuat1on in Cyprus was portrayed as one of a neutral and
impartial global power with an 1nterest in regional
stability.!83 .

In his memoirs THE PAST HAS ANOTHER PATTERN, regarding

his mission to the center of conflict, Ball talks of having

2

/ _
180See Op.cit. U.S. State Dept. 1964, Doc.lV-97.
181 Ibid. , .

182 See Ibid. L

1830fcourse one couid argue -that there is a |.-redox here
_since being interested in regional stability - ct all costs
- meant that the U.S. could not be impartial. Indeed
Makarios, AKEL, and the Soviet Union didsnot think so, but
viewed the U.S. as trying to impose a NATO solution. e
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A \
no illusiong that he could easily shake Makarios out of his

intransigence {his rejection of the'Anglo-American plan).
Ball's first stop, on February 9, was Lopdon, where he met
Duncan Sandys to discuss how they could improve the
Anglo-American plan’s'8¢ ‘marketability’ and.fo tell him of
—the diplomatic strategy he.would‘fo}1ow.‘wnat Ball basically
hed in mind was to use the stiok of a TU"%i h intervention
against Makarios, tell1ng him that 1f he?ooZtinuedvtd block
a solution that wou]d ehmmate Turkey's reason fg
intervening, he would be left alone to face the Turks in the
event of an intervention. If Makarios final1y turned Ball
~down, he planned to tell the gu%;antor powers to take the-
problem to the Security Councjil and understand that the U.S.

would mdt contribute to a UM force.

After London, Ball went on to Ankara, where he'ﬁet with

TurK1sh Prime M1h1ster Inonu The Ball-Inonu meeting
~apparently f lowed along smoothly since Ba]l haﬂ noth1ng bute
| praise for Inonu; describing h1m as a Prime Minister with a |
t”history dnd/pe;;onality", a "legendary figure', '85 as a?
_prOvidingTﬂstability and strength5‘to Turkey; as projecting

"force and conviction", and above all - diplomatically -

beiné "direc£ in his appr .ach".186 Inonu’s position was

(.

that, "so long as nothing was done to impair Turkey’ s-ri

84 ater it was also termed the Sandys-Ball plan.

"85 Ismet Inonu is regaf i by the Turks as being the most
prominent public figussies "in the history of the Turkish
Republic, second onlyiile 'Father of the Turks' and the
founder of modern Tur 111923, Kemal Ataturk, with whom
Inonu fought alongsijie™ ;ng WWi and the Turk1sh war of
Independence in the earfy‘twenties.

186See Op.cit.Ball, p.343.
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-bg'interyention...., the\TurKish governdgnt-was ﬁﬁepared to

™

g5_§10ng with the Anglo-AmericanlgropoSat for a NATO (»__
forég"_i87.0n his next stop,r}n AtHens, Bal]&found thatg;;:f//
’Greece had nd;éoverh nt'it all’ .88 Xince the phevious3 -
yegr when PrimeMih?sgirﬁKarewanlis resi hed~bec6us€ of a

d;ispute with King $§u1, the erhae _een d succession of’

r3

caretaker governments in Greece..The latpsy government'was

\ , L

headedfby Ionnis ParasKevopouios, whose posiEion was weak 3
ana whowcouldn'{ make any commitmedt to Ball., Most N

importantly, a]though the(GreeK government héd initially '
eccepted the Ang]o-Amebﬁcan‘plan, Parashezggbulos’r;Verted

to telling Ball that Greece wod]d not agree to any scheme
that was not f\i\r‘/roved by Makamo}’/Short]y a‘:fter the
Paraekevopeules-BaPl meet1qg, on February 19, there was to
be.a ehanée of government in Gteéc%a‘with Georgelﬁapandreoe“"
‘becom%ng Prihe Minister after an eleCroca ictory.
\Papandreou:Was to take a stronger st;nd o Lyprus in eupport
of Makar1os.»send1ng h?;.; message on February 25\1n which
he was to assure Makarios of the so]1dar1ty of %he Greek
ation and government.- . . — S =
| After hie meetings in Athens and Ankara, Ball found
that "al1l hqads lead to Nicosia/Makarios’ . It was-Mekarios
| th would make or break America’s effonf:to make the.CyphJs

issue a NATO res pons1b1 , the highlight of, Ball's

, aMission came on February 12, when he arr1ved in N1cos1a to
i ( .

~meet Makarios. Ball came to the meeting having heard an

187 1bid. ‘
188See [bid. p 344 BN \f
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extremely hedative appraisal of.Makarios from the U.S:/\\

Ambassador to the UN, Adlai Stevenson. Stev§Pson who had
'Epent three.déys as Makarios’ guest in 1963, taltked about

. R \ :‘ °
Makarios with vitriol fei]1ng Ball that he "sat across the,

table from that\E1ous looking replica of Jesus Christ.
ﬂ —
and if you saw h1m with his beard shaved and a ﬁush cart, °

you wou]ﬂ recall the old saying that -there hasn’'t been an

5

if;onest th1ef since Barabbas” B
~~—
During his first meet}ng with Makarios, Ball was

/'c

accompanied by the "Assistant Secretgry of;g?hte ff; o
S

Internationa1;Organization Affairs, Joseph Siséoa

——

w7

3 - ' %W‘:
~deputy, dack dernegan and the U.S. gmbassador to Cyprus ‘ '

Frazer W11K§§b Britain was Tepresented‘by Cyr11 ‘Pickard,

the Acting High Commissioner in Cyprus. Ball escr1bes the

. afternoon session-of the first day as-q ’b]o@dy one. Hef

o ———

and Cynil Pickard, spent the session by telling Makarios of f

. & =

(for the atrocities commi{éd against the Turkish Cypriots)

in “a fashion remote fronddiplomatic exchanges’ . As planned,
- ,Ball used[the stick of a TurKish intervention against

YVA

-Makarios, telling hg# that “the Turks..., would inevitably

//?;béd

i; and neither the U.S. nor any other Western power
wou ld

‘aise a finger to stop them".1%° Diplomatically
speaking, the balance of the first day , as Ball told Rusk
in a teﬁetype conversation on tne night of February 12, was
that “a blow-up is.exceedingly pussible}and that |
overwhe]ming pressuré..., be brougbt on Makarios to freghten

189]bid.p.341 . ,
Pisosee ibid.p.345. J '
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him sufficientdy to consider some move to halt the *
< . o .
'kiMing”. 19! Ba11'me/\WﬁtthaKarios for the next couple of

“days but found that Makarics had no ;htg tion of ~accepting

*
the Anglo Amer1can plan Instead, he re]entless]yurepeated

* .
that the Cyprué isiue be submitted to-the UN Sécurity

~

_Council and that the UN guarantee the territorial-ihtegrity~
and political independence of Cyorus. Through his»
discussions with'MaKarios' Ball came’tO'iegard Makarios’
central interest as be1ng to block-off TUPK]Sh L
1nterveﬁtlon "so that he and his Greek Cypr1o§§ could goign
happkly massacring Turk1sh prr1ots 182 - gp’ op1n1on he
onveyed to Pickard. Given thws&c\hcept1on dur1ng the
second day meeting Bal] strongly denounced Makarios, telling
him that\éhe wor id w\\?d Kot stand idly by and al]ow him to .

']

turn Cyprus into his pr1vate abattoir!

};Nacos1a, British Pr1me Minister

S

At the time Ball
. Douglas-Home, anthor ign Sec;etary But]er, were in
Washington payin workinb”visit to President Johnson.
Prior to his las meetino with Makarios, on the third day,
after a teletyoe onyersation carried out With Johnson, ‘
Douglas-Home, Rusk, a d Butler, Ball got their aporoval to--

propose a variant of the NATd\?orce plan to Makarios. With
' v
this plan, which was somewhat rem1nescent of an earlier

scheme suggested. by the ECONOMIST Ball attempted to prov1de
\\/C
somé link w1th the UN so as to sat1sfy Makar1os On February

191]bid. o ' S : .
1921hid". /) ' . - : a

i
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"Circle of Fear", asking the question‘as to whether a "UN
umbreglla over a NATO fire extingufsher-f?s] the right
equipment for Keebing fhe peace in Cyprus".'®3 The idea
entertained was that it would be better for NATO countries
to provide peacekeeping forces since presumably they were
more interested in ending the Cyprus crisis early, than
w0uid.say the Finns or Swedes; yet, even though being a'TATO
force, it would be put under the authority of the UN . '
‘Secarity'Council MaKar1os still reJected the idea.

On the last leg of, h1s tour, Ball stopped over in
-‘London aga1n on February 4 and began working on yet another
scheme. Since he found that he could not go through
Makarios, he devised a new plan in an attempt to go around
“him. What the new plan sought was the creation of ‘a
peacekeeping force not requiring the.consent cf the'MaKarics
H government. That meant working over Makarios’ head by asking
tHe three guarantor powers to take joint action by |
exercising their-rights of jhteryention provided bywthe
Treaty.of Guarantee, ar integral part of the 1960 )
constituf*dﬁi This scheme had cbvious parallels with NATO
Supreme Allied Commander Lemnitzer's scheme Lemnitzer, who
had v1s1ted Athens and Ankara in late danuary, is said to
have tried to impose de facto partition. %% He reﬁcrte""

urged Greece and Turkey "to d1sembarK troaps. on the island

which would have 1ed ‘to the 1and1ng of a NATO m1xed force to

193ECONOMIST, London:U.K, February 1,1964, p.386.
19tSee" 5. Panteli,A. NEW HISTORY OF CYPRUS. U. K.:East-West
pubs., 1984, pp. 358-59.
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“interpose itself between the'fWo cohmuﬁi?éesand confront
Makarios with 2 fait accompli.!$s One might add that the
Qreco-TurKish~forces landed would have beehﬂin add1t1on to
the British forces who were already in place on the island.
In the end, Ball’s final scheme never got off thé grépnd. |

For one thing, it was difficult to get‘Greece and Turkey to

9

work together in a tripartite policing actﬁon=when7theib
contingents were fighting each otHer in Cyprus. It was not

Greek or Turkish rejection, however, that didn't give the

plan a chance, "ut British réjectibn. In Ball's %WH,WOFGSZ

the Britisi, wanted above all to divest themselves of
responsibility for Cyprus; my scheme would reinjegt
them into the mess. As -a result, I returned to the .
U.S. without anything c]earky in place to stop a
.waPIYQG’ L}

In the final analysis, ii can be said that by

mid-February, NAfO had been ’sponsofed'and'rejected’.V97
George Ball who had been sent to Nicosia to shake Makarios

out of his intransigenquﬁegarding a NATO solution had
. ’ 2 . AN
failed. Evidently, Ball Qe&s:)forgave the Archbishop, for

-

later (in 1969 after he had left the State Department)

_ _ _ v '

during a Brookings Institution conference he remarked,
referr:ng to Makarios,"that son.af a bitch will have to be

Killsa before anything'happené in Cyprus”.'9¢ Makarios had

1351bid.
13950p.cit.Ball,p.348. : L
1975ee Philip Windsor, NATO AND THE CYPRUS CONFLICT.
London: . 155, Adelphi’Paper No.14, November 1864, p.13.

t"% Though one might write-off such a remark as being the
product of imagination on the part of ~onspiracy theorists
of U.S. foreign policy toward Cyprus, the fact that Ball
made this remark was confirmed to tr= Author by a Turkish
Cypriot diplomatic Tepresentative in Washington D.C, 1986,
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5c}early won the test of brinksmanship. Despite recurbing T

threats, an actual Turkish military interventioﬁ'had not

materialised and ~  ac aved off Anglo-American pressure

i

wrtha - view to>mak*rg cvpr us a- NATO responsibility. Apart
from the fact that . ~vuld count on Soviet\aﬁd ngﬁa]ignéd
suppo;t at the UN; MakariosAhad’a,nuhbeﬁ of‘otheb'more;
~specific motives for seeking refuge ét\the UN. First, UN
intervention would insulate his goverﬁment from a Tuﬁkish
miljtary intervention and rule out partition as demanded by
the Turks.‘Second. making the UN directly reSponsible for ‘
_the solufion of the Cyprus brob]em would enable*him to
: éscape’ffom the’straitjacKét of having to negatiate withathé
guaréntor powers alone and NATO. Third, UN iQZirventfoh
would enable him to gather enough suppo~t to nﬁ]]ify, in duer
" course, the 1860 constitution and nave the way for-a unitary
state with majority rule -- regarded by the TurKs as
émountihéito Enosis. 9% It has been argued_that, in evolving
- his tactics (i.e. seeking UN intervention) during the
January-February phase of the crisis, Makafios, in fact, had
the UN's operation . the Congo (1960-64) in mind, where the
net result of UN intervention had been the bolstering of the
central government,ih Leépoldvi]]e to the detriment of

198 (cont 'd) who maintains contact with sources close. to
Ball. Ba™'s remark has been used as prime 'ammunition’ by
Conspiracy theorists who have used it as evidence as part of
a cause-effect link in U.S. foreign policy. The ' cause’
being America’s desire to neutralise Makarios because of his
hindrance to the partitioning of Cyprus, which would draw
Cyprus into the NATO orbit, and the 'effect’ being the coup
against Makarios by the Junta:in Athens and the ensuing
Turkish military intervention in 1974. °
199See Op.Cit. Panteli,pp.3538-60.
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secceséionist Katanga. For Mékaribs. 5his meant that UN
intervention in Cyprus would result in the bo]ster}ng of‘his ‘
gover meht, whjch‘in‘the international forum hé portrayed as
the‘central and legitimafe govergmént of the ﬁepUblic. to
_the detriment of. the Turkish Cypriots who wererportrayéd as.

"a rebel minority. 200

The U.S. Falls Back On The UN -

Aftfer the failure of the Ball mission, U.S. policy, in
line with British palicy, tuhned»toward working through the
UN éS'thé only othér available cburse. At a news conference
on February 14, g{ven‘the imminent transfer of the Cyprus
problem to the UN Security Council folloWing a deadlock in
negotiatﬁgnéi in response to the alleged U.S. fear of having
the CyprLs'problem brought to the UN, Secretary of State
Rusk stated that the problem was not one of rear of having
it discussed at the Security Council but to find a solution.‘
He -~ontinued by stating that the U.S.bthought a negotiated
solution, along the lines of the Anglo-American plan, would
be quicker.20! The next day, on February 15, the British
requesfed that the UN Security Council meet to consider thg

- Cyprus crisis. Although the British government initiated the

request for UN involvement in the issue, it also strongly

~200For the afgument that Makarios Hgd the Congo model 1n

mind when developing his tactics in Cyprus see the ECONOMIST
(London), March 14, 1964, p.879.
2015ee Op.Cit. U.S. State Dept., 1964, Doc. 1V-98
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emphasised that such involvement, whatevgr the form, would
hot infringe on existing.treaty rights. The Britisﬁ emphasis
on the 'existing treaty rights’ was due to the fact fhat
they'dfd not want_the'guarantbr power status of Britaiﬁ:andx
Turkey to be jeopardised, given-MaKarios’<1nclinations tO":
abrogate the treaties of 1960. On Februéry 19, the U.S.
Ambassador to the YN, Adlai Stevenson, during a speech at
the Security Council‘bched-up the British pOsition by
singling out the Treaty of Guarantee as being ’‘an integral
parf of the organic arrangementé’ that led to the |
establishment of!the Republic of Cyprus. He continued by
reiterating that the Treaty of Guarantee was a "basic
artfcle of the constitution of Cyprus’ and that, as any
other treaty, it could not be abrogated, nullified, or

mod1f1ed by the UN Secur1ty Council.292 At this point, the

U S. was demonstrat1ng sensitivity to TurKey s demand, as

. had been cgnveyed by Turkish'P.M Inonu to Ball during their

rng

éarlier meeting, that no diplomatic avenue be taken that
wou 1d jeopardise Td:key’s right-of intervention under the
Treaty of Guarantee.

During the same speech pf February 19, Stevenson called
er the eétab]ighment of a UN peacekeeping force for Cyprus

and the designation of a mediator to the Cyprus'dispute. In

‘the final analysis, the effect of Stevenson’'s address was

the laying of the onus of the Cyprus problem onto the

shoulders of the.UN, in the person of its Secretary-General

,._; ________________ 1

2025ee Ibid. Doc.IV-101.
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’BQThgﬁi. Henééjs@@@puary 19 marked a decisive shift in_U.S.'
5§§Tﬁ6§)-as cbmé?red to the earli r'staées;of the crisis,\

;Whéreby the‘UHS‘ accepted tha{f;i;\bybrus issue be taken

from the}intra-a]liance setting of quiet diplomacy to the

international public forum of'UN diplomacy.

’

The Cyprus Issue Becomes The Responsibility Of The UN.

After a couple of weeks of debate at the UN Security
Qpﬂhci],«on March 4, 1964, the Security Council adopted a
resolution for the establishment of a peacekeeping force for

Cyprus (UNFICYP) and the appointment of a mediator by
Secretary General U Thant (Sakari Tuomioja of Finland was

;hort]y thereafter appointed) to seek a political solution
»YBthe problem, 203 Hencé, the resolytion of March 4
envisaged both a'peacekeepihg and peacemaking role for the-.
UN. At one and the same time, itbwou}d be an exercise both
fn "preventive diploﬁécy’2°4, and, presumably when the
tensions“have been reduced, the‘UN would act as a third

party intermediary in an attempt to terminate the conflict

203The text of the resolution of March 4, which describes
the UN's mandate, 'is printed in Op.Cit. U.S. State Dept.
1964, as Doc.I1V-105 ,

204pg R.Stepheps in CYPRUS:A PLACE OF ARMS- POWER POLITICS
AND ETHNIC CONFLICT IN THE EASTERN MEDITERRANEAN ( New
York:Praeger, 19§6,p.192) points out "the essence of the
peacekeeping philosophy which had developed under Dag ,
Hammarks joid was that the UN could insulate a conflict and
prevent its being aggravated by external intervention. It
could also act as a buffer between the opposed local
forces". ‘ ,
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-aTtogether. The spirit\of<preventive dip]oﬁacy was also
eQident in Presidentvdohnson’s reply, on March 4, to the
" Khruschev letter"af February 7 wbere dohnébn congUrred with
thefhéed‘tb avoid "the‘éggraQation of the Sitﬁétion ﬁn'thé
easterﬁ Mediterraﬁean“ by not_tryingvfom"inf1ame pa§sions
from without”. President-dohnson also told Khruschev that
tHe Soviet gdvernm?nt had misunderstood the motivation of
the U.S.,205 whose~policy he defined as héving been directed
toward "one purpose alone, thét'éf helping the Cypriots to
restore a peaceful situation‘in Cyprué.“ 206 Again, on the
same'day, in a statement read at the White House, referfing
- to the Secur%ty Council resqlution adopted that morning,
,bresident dbhnson saidAthaY‘he was“"gratified by this
action”® apd defiheq America’s further‘fole in the Cyprus
crisis aé one of complementing the UN mediator’s efforts to
find a solution. 207 |
The. March 4 resolurion did not contribute-to the
reduction of tension on the island in the tight of the fact
tﬁat 1ts‘édoption and implementatioh wére two differeﬁt
matters. UNFICYP became QperatiOnal later that.mo%th}on"
March 27§ but'dqﬁﬁng,the adoption-implementation time 1ag'
one of the higﬁ}poihts of the 1963-64 Cyprus crisis was
experienced. At 2 a.m in the morning on March 13, the Greek

Ambassador ‘to Ankara was summoned to the TurKish Foreign

205Indicating the Soviet charges in February, as especially
voiced by the Soviet UN representatative Federenko, that
American policy was aimed at the NATOization of Cyprus.
- 208See Op.Cit. U.S. State Dept.1964, Doc.I1V-104.

207See Ibid. Doc.106. :
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Office and g¥Ven an ubtxmatum.}ethvaor MaKar1os (who

3'-,)./,' i J,ﬂ—.

happened to be 1n Greece at the t1me) 1nd1cat1ng that

unless atroc1t1es aga1nst Turkish Cypr1ots ceased

1mmed1ately Tuﬁkey would -exercise its rlghG“Under the 1960

Treaty T Guarantee and take un11atera] action’ 9

»

defence of
tthe TurK1sh Cypriot community.2°® The renewed threat of
Turkish intervention prompted a day,of’d1plomat1c flurry -
where the Cyprus‘issue.was concerned. ThefMakarios
goyernment swiftly rejected'the Turkish claim to the rigtt
~of unilateral jintervention in Cyprus?°® and requested that
the UN Security Council meet to avert the tmmtnent:iurkish
intervention on Cyprus.?2'¢ Greece, for its part, threw its
weight behind Makarios Ey announcing its intention to
* intervene in Cyprus i# the event of a TurKish
intervention.2'! With the atmosphere inwthe eastern
Mediterranean‘highly electrified, later that day, the UN
Security Counci] adopted a resolution calling upon all
states to refrain from any action likely to worsen the
situation in Cyprus,?'? and.Secretary-General U Thant
bpersonally appealed to the Turkish Representative at the UN,
Era]p. against a TurKishlintervenion on Cyprus, asking him
to allow for time so that the Mareh 4 resolution be

implemented.213 Evidently{.the counsel of restraint had

208 An excerpt of this letter is printed in Ib]d as
Doc.1V-107.
209N Doc. S$/5607 as excerpted in ibid. in Doc. IV-108..
210N Doc. $/5598 excerpted in ibid. Doc.IV-109.
211N Doc. S/PV.1103, excerpted in ibid. Doc. Iv-111,
2‘“UN DOC.S/5603 pr1nted in ibid.as Doc.IV-112.

2:3UN Doc. S/5600 printed in ibid. as Doc. IV-110

J



108

prevailed in Turkey, since. Turkey refrained from taking

action. TurKish Prime Minister Inonu, a very cautious and
. A - "

risk-averse man’by nature, was very well aware that a
Turkish intervention could leave Turkey isolated with very

little support in the international community. As the

ECONOMIST repoﬁ%éd on February 22, TurKey wagldeeply worried
about its}lacK of friends in the world and many Turks felt
that "the constant threat of a Turkish invasion (was) better
“than an actual iﬁvasion whose consequences would be hard to
predict” .24 | |

Despite the reports that began reaching the U.S. State
Department on March 1§,Hand continued to do so thereafter,
describing the situation in Cyprus as "painful and on the
verge of pecoming\catastrophié",z‘s.the U.S. had not made
any diplomatic overtyres to the eastern Mediterranean powers
to the effect of counselling restraint. Nevertheless, as

chronicled in Lester Pearson’s memoirs,

President Johnson was so worried about the Cyprus
situation that he telephoned Lester Pearson asking

if the Canadian contingent for the UN force could be.
expedited, and Pearson replied that Canada knew its
responsibility to the UN. The President seemed
reassured and grateful.2'® '

The next day a Canadian advance party for the UN force
-y

reached Cyprus and was to become the first contingent to

2145ee the ECONOMIST, London, February 22, 1964, p.692.
2155ae E.Weintal and C. Bartlett, FACING THE BRINK:AN
INTIMATE STUDY OF CRISIS DIPLOMACY, New York:Charles
Scribner’s Sons, 1867, p.21. - ' ’

2165ee Sydney Bailey, HOW WARS END:THE UN AND THE
TERMINATION OF ARMED CONFLICT:1946-1964, Vol.2, New York:
Oxford Un. Press, 1v32, p.683. ~ " . ) .
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reach~the island. On March 27, with other cont{ngéhis having
fb]]owed, UNFICYP became operationally established Qnder
Commander Lt.ﬁGeqeral Gyéni qf Indié and Deputy Commander
Major General Carver of Britain, and began fo use its best
efforts- toward the:preventdon of the recurrence of
1nte%comﬁunél fighting and the restoration of law and

order. 217

Given the UN intervention in_Cyprus in March and the
tmerican support for it,2'8 the question one asks at this
stage is that of the utility of the UN as an instrument of

U.S. interests.2'% In turn this raises two analytic

guestions. First, when. and why, if at all, does the U.S. (a

national actor with, theoretically, multiple foreign policy
.options open to it) seek in a/)riéis situ;tion to operate
thnough‘the UN ,-- an intefnat1onaL¥rﬂergovérnmental actor
which epitomises the diplomatic track in fnternational
affairs? Second. to what extent does .the UN's intervention
contribute to American interests - effectiveness as an

" instrument of policy?

2175ee U Thant's statement on the 'Objectives of the UN
Peacekeeping Force In Cyprus’, April.29, UN Doc. S/5671.
218Needless to say, the Mavch 4 resolution was adopted with
America’s concurrence (i.e no veto) and the U.S. contributed
over one-third of the $12.5 million needed to maintain
UNFICYP.

219Considerable work has been done regarding this.question.
See especially, L. Bloomfield, THE UN AND U.S. FOREIGN
POLICY. Cambridge,Mass.:MIT, 1967; R. Riggs, U.S./UN -
FOREIGN POLICY AND INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATION,

y U.S.:Meredith, 1971; R. Russell, THE UN AND U.S. SECURITY
POLICY, Wash.,D.C:Brookings, 1968; and F. Gross, "The U.S.
National Interest and the UN", and G. Ball,"The UN and the
Real World", in F.Gross ed., THE U.S. AND THE UN., Oklahoma:
Oklahoma University Press, 1964. :

o -
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One simple answer, regard1ng the first question, has

ia]ready been provided in this study. With the Br1t1sh

o

abdication of respons1b111ty over the Cyprus/Tssue in c) ,
dadyary, there was the need for a th1rd force to cont..” the

Cyprus crisis and only the UN happened to. be such a force

L4

that was acceptable to all parties to the dispute. After

efforts, to find aﬂsojution to the probiem within a bilateral
and reéional frahework had fat]ed by-mid-February the U.S.
had no alternative but to tu;n toward workKing through the UN
in an attempt to dampen the_whole th1ng down’ . The dec1s1on
to work through the UN represented a dec1s1ona1 tradeoff on
the part of Amer1can,pol1cymaKers. As mentioned, the Cyprus

problem presented ‘American policymakers‘with a dual threat:

First, the threat of a Greco-Turkish war, which would’have~.

.disastrous consequences for:NATO, and second, the threat of

communist exploitation of the/crisis to gain influence in
Cyprus. Attempting to avert the first threat by_working

through the UN raised the possibility of the materialization

of the second threat; attempting to avert the second threat

by Keeping the Cyprus issue away from the ‘YN, might have
meant the materialization of the first threat._Euidently,
u.sS. poltpymakers decided that the threat of a Greco-TurKish
war was more immediate and real than the threat of communist
exploitation of the issue once it was taKen to the JN 220
and turned toward working through the UN. The scenario that

2204 po1nt made implicit by an ex-State Department official
dur1ng an interview with the Author in Maw 1986.
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Cyprus crisis in late December 1963 was that, intercommuna

- . , - w .
conflict on the island ( with the Turkish Cypriots heavily -

—

outnumbered) would lead to Turkish military intervention ;
‘ { )
Greece would then move to defend the Greek Cypriots and a

full-scale Greco-Turkish war would ensue. The American .
calculation.as of late February, despite the anxiety felt
over giving the Soviets a say‘in the.issue, was that the UN

wou ld damben the conflﬁéﬁ&é@%the island, thus eliminhating

A, & . .
'Vpntervention and thereby averting

. Turkey’s‘case for m;%{f

a GFeCOfTUPKiSh wér.- | )
Another plausible, and somewhét conjym;tional, answer

.regarding the first question lies in the 'clues’ offered in.
an earlie:’address by George‘éal]. In a31962 speechJEntitled '
"The UN and the Real World’',6 Ball had stated that U.S.
interests were best served by "pqactiéﬁng at the same time
bilateral diplomacy, regional dipfomaé;, and Qlobal r
diplomacy thigugh'fhe UN. "221 Durtng'his address Ball had
ex;ressed'that he was at odds with those who viewed the

- matter as one of it meaning that‘Whenever the U.S5. was seen
to be practicing regional diplomacy (working through NATO) .
it was turning its back on the UN. s as—+f po{fcy options had
to be pursued singlely. For Baffz each policy option, by
being used in concert with other optionsl could be seen in a
complementary role. Hence, in this view it would have been

sur~rising had the U.S. not turned toward working through

the UN to contain the Cyprus crisis, since maximum

s 221 G. Ball in op.cit. Gross, p.307.

LS N



§

dip]omatic impact could best be attained when a mix, a

multiplicity; of policy options were used.-

4
g .
"UN_Intervention And U.S. Interests

L]
'\;‘ , , .
ks . .

3
3

L} At the’time of the commencement of UN intervention in
Cyprus,ﬂjudging the extent.to\which the{UN would be

-effect1ve in Cyprus depeﬁﬁed on the degree of the two ethnic
‘ R
communities* convergence oﬁ expectat1ons as to the role of

the UN. However, even as the March 4 resolution (henceforth
referred to as Resolution 186) was being adepted, the two
ethnic commumities had different interpretations of wha& the

resolution meant. As reported by the ECONOMIST on March 7,.
g o )

The Security Commeil resolution contriveld) to give
some satisfaction to both parties:to the Turks by
specifically referring to the 1960 treaty, and:to
the Greeks by invoking Article 2 of the UN Charter
which forbids member states &@ﬂthreaten with force
the territorial intégrity and ‘political independence
of any state.... The Turkish Cypriots éwere)
interpreting it as a rejection of the Greek attempt
to set aside the treaties of guarantee, but the
Greek Cypriots (were. triumphantly declaring that
the resolution recognses the termination of the
treaties to be unavo1dab1e 222

~.

Consequently, the Greek ‘and Turkish commun1t1es 1n Cyprus
had different expectat)ons about the role of the UN.
operation. Makarios looked upon the UN force as "almost an
-adjunct of the security forces of the government of Cyprus"”

as»"an arm of -the Government of Cyprus". Turkish Cypriot

222 See the ECONOMIST, London, March 7, 1964, p.865.



leader Kutchuk, on the -other hand, demanded that UNFICYP
"should not regafd the Cypbiot Government or any acts }akgh
by it as 1ega1".22? Such being the state of ihtgrcommunalJ
afféirs,ﬁfhe UN in{ervention-did not contribute, initiallyh
ag.fga>t, :gzgheig?fectfve reductionlof violence on the
island. . April 4 Makarios denounced the Treaty of Alliance
with Greeg? and‘Turbey; a move ajmed soléﬁy'at‘TQrKey, since
there was already an 'alliance’ betwegn Greece and the
MaKarios governmentj Shortly tbéreafter, Greek-Greek Cypr¥iot
solidarity reached its zenith, when during a visit to
Athéhs, MaKarios;conc]ud¢d< four‘péint‘agﬁeement on
principle with Greek P.M Georjge Papandreou. It was agreed
that a‘solufion to thé Cyprus problem would be sought onlyu
‘through the UN , that the ultimate goal wgg to be Enosi%f °
that every{effort be made not to provoke Turkey: and that
.Greece woujd eqme %6 the aid of the Gfeek Cypriots should
-they be atfackéﬂ by Turkey.2?* The Makar i os-Papandreou
agﬁeements, with_i&;/echoing of Enosis and the deci§ioh for
a Greek fofqe build}up, served téﬁfﬁrther gighten the
_lension on the island as the Beleaguered IE}Kish Cypriots
looked toward Ankara in desperation._%hroughout April there
were renewed oltbreaks of hOgti]itieg. bn April 27, a mggth

aPter UNFICYP had become operational, U Thant explained that

223G5ee op.cit. Bailey,p.684. .
2241n order that its commitment to Makarios be credible, was
Turkey, the Greeks calculated that for their commitment tc

, Makarios to be credible they had tb ship arms and men to

_ Cyprus before a Turkish attack. By mid-Summer about 20000
men were sent sent to Cyprus.See Andreas Papandreou,
EEMOCRACY AT GUNPOINT, New York:Doubleday, 1970,p.132.
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in spite of the presence of UN forces there had been 126
_outbursts‘of shooting in the past month, 225

Beyond the Cyprus’ scene, desp1te that NATC had been

FR
xS

reJected as a forum for negotiation on the Cyprus issue, the.
North Atlant1c ‘Council??6 was at that po1nt v1rtua]]y the
only forum where GreeK and Turk1sh representat1ves got
together around a table, as ohe would expect -expressing
grievances about each other. In that regard, NATO serVed‘aE
\a forum For the Greeks and Turks to 'vent off steam and
there were. efforts w1th1n NATO to re;1ve the Greco-Turkish
d1alogue. A result of this effc~t was NATO Secretary-General
Dirk Stikker's watch1ng br1ef’ of May 1964 a vague

. framework for exp]orlng points of agreement and d1sagreement
among the antagon1st1c a]11es.%37 Also, at 1east one
national actor to the dispute, furKey} had not given up on
”enlisting NATO's intervention in the matter. On May 2,
‘TurRey,gwho was increasingly frustrated over the events in
Cyprus and America’s unwillingness to taRe a firm stand in
the matter for fear of a1ienating'either of the al]ies
brought the Cyprus 1ssue before the North Atlant1c Council.
Turkey 1nvob§d Art1c1e 1 of the 1949 North Atlant1c treaty,
wh1ch it interpreted as ca111ng upon the allies to 1ntervene

e
in d1sputes concerning members of the a111ance Greece on

225As reported in op.cit. Paptelj, p.361.
226NATD's equivalent of the UN Security Council.
- 227 nformation gathered from Philip Stoddard’s ( currently,
“the Director of the- M1dd1e East Institute in Washington D.C
) unpub. manuscript,”The Impact of the Cyprus Crisis on
NATQ' & Southeastern Flank", which he courtesly made
ava1]able to the Author. : o

¢
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the other hand argued that NATO had no legal ight to
1ntervene in the ‘matter since the a111ance wis not founded
for the purpose of tack]1ng.1ntra-a111ance prolalems; an
argument that stood up well in the North Atlantic Council.
Thus, at that point NATO degenerated into a forum for
Greco TUPK]Sh tug-of-war on the legallty of potential NATO
involvement "in the Cyprus d1spute.'—

On May 6, at a time when'the NEW YORK TIMES was
‘sounding the wawnind‘that, despite UN (intervention, the
\situation on the 151and.was deteriorating, 228 Senator J.
T\/Ji]'liam Fulbright, Chairman of the Senate Foreign_Relations

Committee, was named. as President dohhson“s personal envoy
tofembark on a fact‘finding miesion in Athens and Ankara. He
was;asKed by‘Pﬁesident Johnson to take a ;fresh Jook’ at the
internationa] implications of.Cyprus'and totconvey‘the sense
,ot urgenoy felt io the U.S. regarding the restoration of
.order-on the island. 228 The dgﬁnson administration made it
‘clea;\that Senator Fulbright was not visiting the eastern
Mediterranean for the purpose of‘mediating,Anor'was he.to
offe )uggestions as to the shape of a solution for the
Cyprus problem. Despite allegatioﬁs to the contrary, the
"U.S.’s official stand at that point,. as it had been since

the beginning of the crisis, was that it had no 'preferences

or preconceptions’ as to the shape of a Cypriot

Kl

2285ee the NEW YORK TIMES May 6, 1964 .26. Editorial by C.L
Sulzberger on the impending Senator Fulbr1ght mission.

2295ee C. Foley, THE LEGACY OF STRIFE,

London: Penguin, 1964,p. 185, and-op.cit. Panteli,p.364.
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settlement.23°

It would appear that-Senator Fulbrighi was rather
ill-suited for fact-fihding‘in tﬁe eastern Mediéerranean.
His poljtica] temperament and partiélity were called into
quéstion, mos t noticab}y by the Turkish press, during his
jvjsit.zé‘ Senator Fulbright was by political temperament a
global strategist, interested in the 'big picture’ and apt
to see regibnal conflicts within the context of \
§oviet;Ameripan global rivalry, rather than a regional
pragmatist sympathetic to local values and aspirations, and
aware of the political}xeconomic, cultural, and historic
.nuances and uniqueness of‘every region. As such he was apt
at coming across to his hosts as a man with a ’superiority
complex’, with little tolerance of what‘he considered to be
meager regional'disputeé. During his visit he rather
typically is Kndwn to have remarked that the U.S. had a
dozeniother problems such as Cyprus, implying that most of
(them were mofe imporfént.232,Again rather typically, he
bointed‘out to Turkish Premier Inonu on May 7 that the U.S.
had given about a billion dollars in .id since 1945 for thé

purpose of enhancing Western security, but there was a ]aék‘

230In February the Makarios Government had charged that the
U.S. was ' rivately’ seeking the partitioning of Cyprus - a
charge U.S. Ambassador to the UN Adlai Stevenson had to deny
in public. According to respected British journalist Charles
Foley, by early May the U.S. had begun considering the idea
of Enosis for ending the Cyprus .risis. :

231 For instance, I, Aslan,"Gercek Pesinde Sohbet:Zengin
Adamin Cilesi"( Fact finding through casual conversation:the
rich man’s burden), ULUS( Nation), May 10, 1964.

2325ee op.cit. Foley,p. 185.
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of gratitude for "it appears that our.friends and allies are’
seeing only their own problems, to the detriment of the

security of the Western world."?233 In Fu’Lright’s view,

\

then, Greece and Turkey were acting irresponsibly in
pursuing their national interésts to the detriment of
_fal]iance'interests’. In Fulbright’s view, one way in which
failiance interests’ could presumably be séfeguarded wou id
be the union of Cyprus with ék%ece, with sufficient
onmpensation fo Turkey. According to respected British
j.jéJrnalist Charles Foléy, from %ulbright’s talks came the

idea that the

-

Turkish Cypriot minority should be encouraged to the
Turkish mainland, with generous provision for
resettlement. The Turkish government would also
require compensation; perhaps it might be given in
the form of a few strategic Greek islands off the
Turkish coast or a rectification of the frontier in
Western Thrace in Turkey’s favour."?234%

During his visit to Athens and Ankara, Senator: , o
-Fplbright had giveﬁ the 'Premiers of Greece and Turkey
private mes;;§g§ from President Johnson, the gisf of which
were a call for restraint on the part of fhe allies since a
Greco-TuéKish war was unacceptabﬂgwto the U.S. Later that
month, on May 13, during a speébh at a NATO Minister's
cénference in the Netherlands, U.S. Secretary of State Rusk
reite;;ted the same point. Rusk stated that war bétweén
Greeée and Turkey was 'unthinkable’ and used the occasion to

233Gee the NE YORK TIMES, May 8,13964, p.9. :

234See op.cit. Foley,p.185. This idea never gained public
notoriety, but came up within the Johnson administration
later that summer as a possible solut on to the Cyprus
problem. : ‘
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expresé Amef?ca’s commitment to the UN by stating that "NATO
~is not getting into the Cyprus gquestion at all. It is for
the UN. ‘235 Thereafter, however, there was to be a-iemporary
lapse in the crisis management pattern that had e$érged ever
since the UN intervention in March; rather than play second
'fiddle to the UN, the U.S. was to provide a clearer
application of Aﬁérican diplomatic power by engaging in

Presidential peacemaking.

American "Heavily Involved Neutrality": President Johnson

Takes A Hand

On dJune 2 the ]ingerinanyprus crisis reached a
crescendo, when a critical més;age‘énribed;in_Washington
from U.S. Ambassador Raymond Haré in Ankara. The'message
informed the Johiison administeation that -the Turkish
Security Council had decided, the night before, on military
intervention on Cyprus. While on earlier occasions the
question as to whether the Tgpbs were bluffing or not
remains, this time all indjc;?gons were that the Turks were
all set to intervene. The acquisition of.the capability .
needed for a Cyprus landing and contingency planning had
been proceeding since early 1964. Tarkish Deputy Chief of
Staff Memduh Tagmac had been given command of the landing

force, whose objective was to secure a political and

235See the NEW YORK TIMES, May 14,p.5 and May 15,p.16.

2
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‘'mi litary beachhead’ ép the %sland. The Turks hoped this
would give'them a bargaihing chip in the negotiations that
were expected to fo]]bw immediately after the landing.?236
Ambassador Hare's meséage was relayed to the State
Department’s Seventh floor to George Ball, who was acting as
Secretary of State in Rusk's absence?3?. Before departing
fof Paris on June 4, where he was scheduled to meet with
French Président De Gaulle, George Ball advised Presideﬁt
Johnson that only a strong personal appeal by him (i.e
Johnson) would forestall a-TurK%sh intervention on Cyprus.
Fresident Johnson decided tb heed Ball’'s counsel, and when
_ecretary of State Rusk arrived back in Washington he
immediately began working on the draft of a letter for
President Johnson's signature. Secretary'RusK, working with
Assistant Secretary of StatevHarlan4C1eVelénd and his depuiy'
Joseph Sisco, produced what Eﬁll referred to as "the
dwplomatlc equivalent of an atomic bomb".238 Before leavfng
for France on the even1ng of dJune 4, hav1ng read the draft
produced, Ball expressed to Rusk that it went f4» beyond his
advice for a strong appeal by‘commenting: tfhis is the most
brutal letter I have ever seen.'239
| On June 5 Washington dispatéhed to Ankara what has come
to be known as the 'dJohnson letter’' . The letter, which from
the Turkish perspéctive was a ultimatum, stated,

236See more on TurK1sh preperatvons see. op. cit. Weintal and
Bartlett. v

237Dean Rusk was on hls way back from Nehru’'s funeral via
Saigon and Honolulu. _

'2385ee op.cit. Ball,' p.350. - &

239]bid. e
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I wish to emphasise in fullest friendship and
frankness that I do not consider such course of
“action (a Cyprus invasion) by Turkey, fraught with
far-reaching consequences, as consistent with the
commitment of your government to consult fully in

advance with us...... It is [not] appropriate for
your government, in effect, to present a unilateral .
decision of such consequences to an ally.....I must,

therefore, urge you to accept the responsibility for
complete consultation with the United States before
any such action is taken.240

‘The letter, then, repeatedly impressed upon the Turks fhe
unenviable responsibility for the 'consequences’ of an
intervention in C}prus, in an attempt to Joad the cost side
of the Tufks’ cost-benefit éaicu]Qs. In continuatioh, the
letter made explicit whaf'Washington'yicwed a Turkish
military iﬁtervention as leading to: a Greca:TurKisthar;
uproar at the UN; the col]abse of the UN role 1n=Cypru5; and
the slaughtering of thousands of Turkish Cypriots on - the |

island. Further, the letter continued,

I hope you will understand that your NATO allies
have not had a chance to consider whether they have
~ an obligation to protect Turkey against the Soviet
Union if Turkey takes a step which results in Soviet
intervention, without the full consent and
understanding of its NATO allies. C o
And unless | can have your assurance that you
will not -take such action without further and ‘
fullest consultation, I cannot accept your
injunction to Ambassador Hare for secrecy, and I
must immediately ask for emergency meetings of the
NATO Council and the UN Security Council. ..... 241

Despite tHe harsh tone that was deemed necessafy to
forestall a Turkish_ intervention, Rusk and his co-drafters,
. Cleveland and Sisco, were also well aware that the proud and

I T

240The text of this letter and also Turkish Premier Inonu’s
reply are in the ‘MIDDLE EAST JOURNAL, Summer 1366,pp.386-83.
241]bid. ‘ : :
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sensitive Turks might react negatively to excessive American
pressure. Therefore, they attempted to cushion the blow
through yaglamak'.“2 After citing the esteem in which Turkey
_is held in the U.S., by talking of Turko-American

"solidarity" in resisting Communist expansionism’and how
. J
Turkey is considered as a "great ally" whose security and

prosperity are of "deep concern” to Americans, the  letter
began to wind down with a general definition of American

policy toward Cyprus.

You may consider that what I have just said is much
too severe and that we are disregardful of TurKish
interests in the Cyprus situation. 1 should like to=
assure you that this is not the case. We have

* exerted ourselves privately and publicly to assure

the safety of the Turkish Cypriots and insist that a

, fine ' solution of the Cyprus problem should rest on
the ccnsent of the parties most directly concerned.
It is nossible you feel in Ankara the United States
ras ~ot been sufficiently active in your behalf. But
surely you know that our policy has caused the
liveliest resentment in Athens, and has led to a
basic alienation between the United States and
Makarios. 243

The letter concluded by inviting Turkish Prime Minister
Inonu to Washington for a discussion of the Cyprus issue.
The Johnson letter was a watershed in Turko-American
relatiéns. It led to bitter resentment and a sense of
betrayal in Turkey,?** hence, creating a sharp divide

between the two allies. America’s questioning of NATO

242Tyrkish expression literally meaning ‘greasing’ - for an

attempt by one that is very visibly and very much evident to’

the other, to bolster the others ego.

2430p.cit. MIDDLE EAST JOURNAL.

244pg George Harris, TROUBLED ALLIANCE, | U.S.:AET, 1972
jpp.115-116, points out, to make matters worse, distorted

gfrsions of the Johnson letter leaked into the Turkish press
Imost immediately, generating profeund popular reaction.
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support if a Turkish interven}ion,should lead to a Soviet
attack against Turkey was'particulan1y difficult for the
Turks to come to terms with. TurKish Premier Inonu was

ompelled to conclude that "there are as between us wide

divergence of views as to the nature of the bas1c principles
of the North Atlantic Alliance."?245 Subsequently, there
began in Turkey an extensive reevaluation of Turkey's role

in the Western Alliance, and a move toward a more E .

independent and diverse policy from and beyond NATO “-a
fore1gn ‘policy with a personallty L 246 A 1ead1ng TurKish’

fore1gn,affa1rs spec1a115t has ‘expressed the view regardlng

<

Turkey's change in its foreign policy orientation that the

"first awakening began with the commencement of the CyprUs-:A

conflict."247 Esmer attributes this awakening to one | .1%.
B
incident: "President Johnson’'s letter wr1tten in bad taste ;ﬁ

and form to P.M Inonu and h1s threaLen1ng of Turkey w1th the

possibility of Soviet retal1at1on has compelled Turkey to&.vh
e .
revise its foreign policy or1entat10n' S1m1larly, Ferenc )

Vali in his BRIDGE ACRDSS THE BOSPHORUS (probably the - most .5%

G. Dy
Ty oo s 5

renowned English language text on Turkish |Ore1gn pol1cy)
R4

has argued that President Johnson's und1plonat1c and ‘;

“unwise" letter to Inonu moved the Turkish,leaders_tOw i
“search for a new orientation".248

2455%ee Ibid. p.115. T oy
246This included a rapproachment with the Sov1et Union in -
the mid-60's.See H. Ulman and R.H Dekmejian, "Changing |
Pgt;erns In Turkish Foreign Policy, 1959-1967", ORBIS, Fall}y
1967.

247 Ahmet Esmer quoted in M. Tamkoc, THE WARRIOR DIPLDMATS,
U.S.:University of Utah Press, 1976, p.283. I
248 ]bid. ‘

ﬁv-ig
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While Ankara was simmering over the Johnson letter, on
June 9, Undersecretary Ball, who was in Geneva for an
UNCTAD248 conference, received a telephone call from

Secretary of State Rusk tel]ing.hjm_”ihe President is

wdrried abdut Cyprus and wants more abtion there" . 250 Rusk, s
shortly thereafter, instructed Ball to abbrtjhis plan of

flying back to Washington, and instead proceed to Athens and
Ankara. Ball’s mission was to once again remind the allies

that the U.S. would Aot permit a war between them and to

bring them around to a summit meeting on the Cyprus issue;

one that did not involve MaKarios. Above all, Ball;s mos t
immgdjate objective.was to be the securing of an acceptance

on the part of the allied Premiers to visit Washington later
that month for a discussion of therCyprus issue.

Undersecretary Ball arrived in Athens on June 10 for
talks withlﬁreek P.M George Papandreou. For Ball, and hence
from the perspgctive of American interests, Papandééou
turned out to be a dissapointment. Ball regarded Papandreou,
agéak77,‘as "old, tired, and incapable of facing
reality...,tob feebte to grasb a fresh idea" and above all
Aaf "lacking the force to make hard decisions”251, which led
© Ball té conclude that he wouldn’t be -of chh help in solving
 the Cyprus probl%m. Papandreou told Ball that Greece wanted
a solution in Cyprus based on Enosis; Ball rejected this as

- "total fantasy". Then, Papandreou attributed the turbulence

. Development. . |
 2505ee op.cit. Weintal and Bartlett,p.25.
23 15ee Op.cig,gﬁall, THE PAST HAS ANOTHER PATTERN, p.353.

I
Kodd
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in Cyprus to the threats of Turkish! intervention, an .
argument again rejected by Ball as being "a sfmplistic
explanation of afcomp]ex problem of causality".2%2 The GreeK
P.M's position ondtne Cyprus issue led Ball to‘definel |
Greece’'s policy as one of. pursuing Enosis, while counting on
the U.S. to/averf a Turkish intervention. Hence, Ball toid
Papandreou that a Turkish intervention had most recently
been averted only as a result of President Johnson's strong
personal appeal to Turkey, something'the U.S. was no longer
in a position to do. Papandreou did not fake the warning too
seriously. Evidenﬁly, the 1eéson the Greeks learned from the
repeatedly aborted furkish intervention plans when faced
with U.S. pressure was what President Johnson was telling
them all along: the U.S. woula not permit a war4between
Greece and Turkey, and by implication would not permit a
Turkish intervention in Cyprus. Just as the Turks :ad done
after the dohnsonkletter, Papandreou reacted to Ball's
warning by gquestioning what the nature of the Western
Alliance was if "the U.S. [would] sit backwandllet a NATO
member, - armed and financed by NATO, attack a NATO ally". 253
,Despite that the meeting highlighted a number of
disagreements between the Greek and American positions on
the Cyprus issue: 3all came away from Athens with one -
poeitive note, The Greek Premier had agreed to Q}sit
Washington later that month for a discussion of the Cyprus
problem. Papandreou, however,'Was'Very careful not to

252 1bid. .
253See op.cit. Papandreou, DEMOCRACY AT GUNPOINT, p.133.
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underqyt Makarios. and hence insisted that he would visit
'Washinéton on the condition that his visit would not be
interpreted'fhat he would be wil}ing to meet Inonu and
bypas: the UN. He was afra1d that direct talks with lnonu
would suggest that the Cyprus issue was a Greco- Turk1sh
affair. and his mget1ng with President Johnson could be.m'
interpreted to mean that Cyprus was a NATO problem. |

a o
The next da -. on June 11, Undersecretary Ball arrived

in)AnKara for a mzeting wjth Turkish Premier Inonu. Ball,
arrived in Ankara with considerable aﬁxiety over what éffect
the Johnson letter had oh thé Turkish psyche. Ball's fears
were not put to rest when, during a br}efing, Ambaséador
Hare relayed to him the remarks of a senior Turkish

diplomat: "we understand why it may have been necessary to.

administer such a bitter pill, what Qe don’ t understand is

'5;spjte the Johnson letter however, which resulted in
Inonu’ s cooler reception toward him than their previous

E;Encounter in Febﬁuaryw Bé]l once again found the Turks
easier to work with. At that point, there was at least some

~symmetry in TurKish and American policy. Both wanted the
Ciprus problem to be settled‘jmmediate1y and definitively.’
Greece, by contrast, could afford to let time take its toll
since it did not share the TuRKi sh anxiety of havigg its
compatriots being‘fepressed (viz. Turkey's concern for the

Turkish Cypriots). Turkey, of course, wanted a solution that

254Quoted in op.cit. Weintal and Bartlett, FACING THE
BRINK,p.27. :
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vsafsguarded its strategic interests and the well-being of
.tHe TurKish Cypript community in Cyprus and was aware of the
ppwer ppTitica1 reality in the éastern Mediterranean, 255
that any solution to the Cyprus problem had to Fake,into ‘
account Tur&ish interests. Unlike Pépandreou, Inonu accep{ed

a Greco-Turkish summ1t for the purpose of discussing the
P &

visit Wash1ngton wrkﬁ@ui ka§ast1ngron assurances that his
visit wouldnﬂt be m1s1nterpreted When Ball returned to
Washington the next day,?2°® he was taken directly to the
White House whsre tpe dates of the Greek and Turkish
' Premiers’ visits were confirmed: Inonu was fo visit
Washington on the 22nd and Papandreou on the 24th of June.
nce, as the headlines of one reputable‘newspapsr went, &

President Johnson's muph sought ' Cyprus showdown’ was all

set. 757 L

Why was the dohnsop letter issued and th the
subsequent efforts to get a Presidential peacemaKing process
underway? The Johnson adm1n1trat1on presumably had g1ven up
on both NATO and the UN as forums for a Cyprus se-tlement.

The u.sS. seemed°to want to revive interest in the tripartite
255 j.e The reality of the regional ba]ance of power.
Cyprus, the third largest island in the Mediterranean, was
strateqgically located 40 miles south of Turkey. Turkey had
defined it as a 'do or die’ matter of vital interest that
Cyprus would Hdever be allowed to become a Greek island;- and
if that appeared to be the case, Turkey could easily project
its military power into the Cyprus scenario while the more
dist Greece would not Be able to do so:

256Rgder the same day, since due to time d1fference it was
st111%aune 11 in Washington.

257See ;the CHRISTIAN SCIENCE MONITOR, dJune 18,p.1, "dohnson
Seeks Cyprus Showdown"
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guarantor machinery, with the U.s. added to Britain (and.”6ne
- might add, in effect.tsubstituting flor Britaih), Greece. and

Turkey.?2%8 In the words of prebt Bpunn of the CHRISTIAN

SCIENCE MONITOR, - '-‘ N

4

- The Americans decided that ‘the time had come to move
in fast and .deep if things in Cyprus were not to
deteriorate aga1n What the American policymaKers
had seen againvwas that the UN-has many masters. At
this juncture a c1earer application of .power was
seen as the need....So Pres1dent Johnson is deep in
an intricate but open maneuver, bringing the Greek
and TurKish Premiers to the sanctum of unrelent1ng
persuasion. 253 ,

— s
By that point in tj e'the\U.S. policy of "heavily
involved neutrality’ bedan to take its.toll on America’s
relations with its eagtern Mediterranean allies. The U.5. in

trying ‘to be -impartia for'fear of being perceived by either
[

ally as tilting toward one to the-detriment of the other,
was in fact being rebuked by both. The Greeks, generally,
looked upon the U.S. as pureging a pro-Turkish policy since
it was c]aiming the Validity’ot the t959 Zurich-London
treaties apd tpereby not suppopting self-determination for
the Greek Cypript_majority. The Turks,'generally, looked
upon the U. S> as pursuing-a pro-GreeK po]icy since it was
not’ taK1ng a strong stand on the matter, thus al]ow1ng the

Greeks to inch toward control over Cyprus, and pressuring:

Lo |

Turkey~to_refpa1n from arTed 1ntervent1on in Cyprus. Now,

bpth allies had questioned the nature and basic principles

258This is the view expressed by op.cit. Stoddard, Interview
with Author and unpub. manuscript.

253See R. Brunn, "dJohnson—Seeks Cyprus Showdown", CHRISTIAN
SCIENCE MONITOR, June 18, p.1. Emphasis added. '
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of the Western Alliance in reactfon to Americanapressube.
The U.S. was d1scover1ng, what holds true to th1s day, that
when it came to the issue of Cyprus 1% was 1in the unenviable
‘position of Odysseus sailing ‘between Charybdis and
Scylla:280 Despite that, the two allies were perplexed by ~
America’e "heavily 1nvdlved neutra]ity’} because the dJohnson
adm1n1strat1on p]anned nothing beyond that for the
Pnesident1a1 talks with the Premiers. The U.S. was to offer
novformu]a_for‘a%eblution, nor commitment to either s1def
The U.S. goal waé’kglarrange a §geco-TurKish summi t, wifhout
) the‘involvementrofrmabarios, 1n}order that fhe Cyprus crisis
would be ended quickly, ) o

| It has been d1scussed how it was the'threat of a
Greco Turkish war wh1ch prov ded the 1mmed1ate impetus for
the American 1nvolvement in tne Cypfus,crjs1s, while the.
threat of Cyprus becoming a 'Russian Mediterranean
satellite’ was a relatively longer—tern appﬁehensipn; With
regard to the'latter, despite the factvthat the Cyprus
cr{sis had deveioped‘cold war dverfdnes'fn early February
with Khruschev s support- for Makarios and warnlng to Western
leaders to keep hands off Cyprus, hlS had sub31ded with the
UN's intervention in March. After all, it was the very
essence Qf the UN's doctrine Of\preventive~djpldmacy, as
conceived and-developed by Dag Hammarskjold, to contain the

2601n Greek mythology. Charybdis and Scylla are two sea
monsters who dwelt in caves opposite one another; hence, the
analogy to neighbours Greece and Turkey antagon1z1ng over

- Cyprus. Odysseus, the héero of Homer’s ODYSSEY, had an
~anxious time whenever his ship sa11ed between Charybd1s and
Scylla.
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cold war rivalry among theltwo superpo&ers from‘sptl]iﬁé T
intQ so-calted peripheral areas. Indeed, the UN was able to
p]ayvthe role that it did in Cyerus) only because the
superpowers decided that®it was in‘their Self-fhterest ta
Timit the1r involvement 1n a dispute that might escalate.
'Nevertheless, as has been argued, the UN d1d not prove to be
"as effective as. the parties involved, part1cu]arly the _
Turks, expected it to be. Thus, by mid-June Turkish P.M - f.
- Inonu was able to declare that the UN’ihtervention had
achieved "no actjve-results“.fﬁ" ‘

Duriag May the UN mediator,'Sakari Tuomioja, had met
Makaries and on June 10 Turkieh,Cypriot leader Kuchuk to
receiye ampriefiné on their respective positiohs.AIn a
nutshett, the respective pefitions on‘the Cyprus iseue
presented were that, Makarios denounced ‘the 1959
Zurich-London treaties and expressed h's desire for a
unitary state based on majority rule. Kuchuk, on the other
hand, regardtng a ;nitary state as being tantamount to
Enosis, .and proceeding from the binding‘effects of the 1959
Zurich-London treaties, favoured a federel solutiom with the
two communities separated physically but -with a central

s

administration. UN_med1ator Tuomioja came away from the

e

meetings dishearted, reporting to U Thant tha;;}he two

positions were "wholly 1rreconc11ab1e ' _and did not even

provide a basis for discussion.262 On June 15, UN

Secretary-General U Thant presented the first detailed '

261 See the NEW YORK TIMES, June 19, 1964,p.3.
2625ee op.cit. Bailey, HOW WARS END,p.686. o

o



130

report of the UN’é operation in Cyprhs since its
intervention in March.‘ln overall terms, he presented a
"gloomy picture” 263 theré‘were recurrent QthEéaKs of
hostilities and a political soldtion was not in sight.264 I¢-
was clear to Amer{can'policymakers, therefore, thét ghe UN
wés not sufficient]y'dampening down the Cyprus érﬁsjs and,

as its corollary, was not fu]filling effectively its
preventive diplomacy role of containing thé ppssibility of
Superpower (viz. Soviet)vintrusion into the coqf]ict. As
 1oné>as the‘Cyprué crisis festered, American po]icymakers
Tearedllhat with Makarios and AKEl on the 1oca1 scene a
sudden turn of events might lead to the 'Cubanization’ of

Cyprus.265 As Robert Brunn of the CHRISTIAN\SCIENCE MONITOR

reported on June 18,

U.S. policy for Cyprus is to be sure that no - Cuba’
is suddenly plunked into the middle of the .
Mediterranean.... Dropping all diplomatic trappings
the Americans sav the Soviets see the Cyprio~ |
political maze =5 'made to order for a Communist-
takeover’ . 266 '

Y

264UN Doc. S/5764. .

265 American policymakers exhibited what is one of the
defining characteristics of crisis behaviour: a sense and
fear of losing control over the course of events. )

266 See op.cit. Brunn,"Johnson Seeks Cyprus- Showdown". The
American policymakers’ fear of the 'Cubanization’ of Cyprus
was confirmed to the Author by Tk mas Adams during a .
telephone interview. Adams is the American author with the
greatést number of publications on the Cyprus issue and was
the Dept. of Defense’'s foremost expert on the 1963-64 Cyprus
crisis. His publications include, CYPRUS- AN AREA HANDBOOK,
prepared by the Pentagon in 1964; CYPRUS- BETWEEN EAST AND
WEST, 1968; AKEL IN CYPRUS, 1972; and several articles in
periodicals.
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Johnsonian‘Diglomggy And The Return Of The Cyprus Deadlock
Io The UN

.On June 22,-TurK§eh_P.MflnonU met with President
dohneon. The talks between the two leaders have been
describedvas "straightﬁbrward".267 His\meeting with the
Turkish P.M was not the show: wn that President Johnson had

'been seeking. The Turks had already i~ Jicated that they were

w1111ng fo, part1c1pate (in a summit me**1ng with the Greeks <

élz
#or the purpose of d1scussrng Cyprus, thus Inonu was not

Cypnus knot' that Pres1dent dohnson had to

1oosen 268 It wac Papandreou who would not agree to d1rect
talks with Inonu, and therefore to whom préssure<and all the
trappings of Presidential persuaslon had to ‘be app11edt At
the end of the~d0hneon-IMOnu‘meeting a joint communique was
issued which stated that;the talkéfhad proceeded Tfrom;the
[resent b1nd1ng effects of. ex1st1ng treat1es L2689 Froﬁ the'
Greek perspectlve the statement manifested a clear]y

pro Turk1sh line of policy, since MaKar1os and Papandreou
had been arguing that the 1859 Zurwch London tFeaties were
no longer valid. This resulted in an uproar by the Greeks'’
and set the tone for the June 24th dohnson Papandreou |
meet1ng which was expected to be be tough Dn June 24,
Pres1dent dohnson opened the ta]Ks by stat1ng Amerlca B
pos1tlon : .

267Sge op.cit. Ball, THE PAST HAS ANOTHER PATTERN,p.355.
2685ee the CHRISTIAN SCIENCE MONITOR,- June. 28, 1964, p.3.
269 The communique 1is prtnted in op. cit.U.S. State Dept .,
AMERLCAN FOREIGN POLICY..., 13964 as Doc IV 123,
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It was faced by the possibility of a confrontation
between two allies. It could not take the side. of
either, and it could not afford to stop Turkey once
more from intervening.... It had done so already on
a number of occasions. He did not have a formula for
the solution of the problem. Such a formula could be
found, though, by direct talks between the two
interes'ted parties Greece and Turkey. Inonu was
still.in -the U.S. Would George Papandreou be ready
to meet him?2790 '
This was all but a reiteration of what Ball had told
Papandreou earlier that month in Athens. Again,’jn order not
to undercut Makarios, Papandreou declined the American
suggestion for a Greco-Turkish summit. Faced with
“apandreou’ s obduracy, the American diplomatic machinery
shifted into high gear. On June 25, Secretary Rusk visited
Papandreou. In a cool and business-1ike manner, Pusk urged
Papandreou to.follow President dohnson’é prescription and
acéebt a Greco-Turkish summit. The next evening, during a
dinnef. at the residence of the Greek Ambassador, Secretary
of Defence McNamara brought up the military angle of the
matter by reminding Papandreou that Turkey had a powerful
air force and if a confrontation were to take place between
Greece and Turkey, the TurKish planes would literally
burn-up the Greek countryside. Also present. at the dinner
was former Secretary of State Dean Acheson. Acheson was
somewhat of a legendari*#igure in Greece and Turkey because
of his role in the formulation of the Truman Ddctbﬁﬁe; and
I

-the Johnson administration felt thaf‘bringingmﬁfhebéol%'“

warrior’ himself intb the picture might be useful under the

270See op.cit. Papandreou, DEMOCRACY AT GUNPOINT,p. +34.
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deadlocked cfrcumstances.?7‘ Acheson made no. open gambit to
Papandreou, but instead allowed his ﬂsélf-cénfident
presence’ to makelits own impact. 272 The gty?e of American
diplomacy, as exemplified by tHe Rﬁék and McNaﬁara
apphoaches, did not govdown wefkhwiththe GreekKs. Theylcame
to regard the whole American diplomatfc effbrt as a . .
"brainwashing operation” and an exércise in ”sledge-hammer
style” of diplomacy.2f3 Papandreou publicly accused the U.S.

e

df—trying to arrange a Gr ish summit through the

deliverance of ultimatums to Gregce.?27*
\On_dﬁne 26, in an attempt to circumvent Papandreou’ s
objection that there was to be no direct Greco-Turkish
talks, the seasonable Ball prbpéséd that a Greek
represeptative meet, separately"ffom the Turkisq;%}
representative,'with Dean Acheédn at Camp David.‘éabgndrebu,
again, dec]ineﬁ_shéh an arrangeméﬁk‘since it bybasged ther

UN: but implied that he might égree'io such a pattern of

27 1The Truman doctrine is of course best kKnown for having

- heralded the start of America’s pelicy of containment, but

" it essentially began with a declaration of American
commitment to defend Greece and Turkey against perceived
Soviet 'expansionism. Truman proceeded to announce an
open-ended commitment to defend all free peoples of the

wor ld against communism.. The term "cold warrior’ is used by
American authors te -drive home the'point that Dean Acheson
was the architectaﬁgf’America’s'co]d war policy.

272[n his memoirs, op.cit. DEMOCRACY_AT GUNPOINT, p.135.,
Andreas Papandreou regards Acheson as beirg confident to the
point of narcissism,They met for the first time on June 25
on the President’s yaéht, when L4cheson was asdempanied by
McNamara. ‘ :

273See Ibid. ,pp.134-36 . i '

274 For excerpils from the public stenographic¢ record of
talks between Papandreou and Rusk, where Papandreou accused
the U.S. of delivering ultimatums to Greece, see John
Katris, EYE WITNESS IN GREECE, U.S.:New Critics,1971,p. 149,

DR o
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negotiations sHou]d the UN be willing to supervisg them. In
other words, Papandreou would agree to Greek and Turkish
représentatives meeting separately wiéh UN mediator
Tuomioja. The same day, Ball flew to New York to secure U
Thané’s ;cceptance of UN supervision for such a pattern of
negotiafions. 1gth the expectation that Acheson would be on
hand during the negotiations. U Tharit decided that Geneva
~would be a better site for such taiks than Camp David, and
objected to Acheson’é gresence during the negotiations for
fear that.it might imply that the U.S. was taking the
diplomatic initiative away from the UN. The
Secretary-Genefal was anticipating Soviet charges fhat the
Geneva negotiations were 'made in America’ and that Thomioja
was being bossed around by Acheson. U Thant told Ball that
Acheson could set himself up in ‘' the next Eoom or next
building’, so to speak, and act as an observer and
consultant rather than an associaté mediatof. Despite
balking over Acheson’'s relegation to the wings,’Bail
repérted_to President Johnson that Gemeva with UN mediation
was better-fhan nothing, since official American mediation
was not accepted, and that Acheson, even if in the Wings,
"~ould make Himself felt at Geneva. By June 27, while both
Inonu and Papandreou were still in New York, Ball’s plan had
been submitted, discussed, .moulded, énd accepted by the UN |
Secretary;General and, subsequentlf{'by Greece and Turkey.
With the road set for Geneva, a new and very

significant development was taking place on Cyprus itself.
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That summer the legendary George Grivas, head of- the EOKA
guerilila organization which spearheaded the stnggle for
Enosis in the fifties, had refurned to the island from
Greece for the purpose of O:Qanizihg the armed Greek
ir*régulars. Grivas, as the symbol of the Greek sfruggle‘%or
Enosis was a very powerful figure;in Cyprus and_had brought
with him a plan for the attainment of Enosis. The Grivas
plan sought the union of’Cyprus“Qith Greece, while providing
protection for TurKish'CybriotS'rehaining on the island and
compensation for those wishing to leave. Further, the |
British bases on the island were to be turned over to
Turkey. Most importantly, the"Grivas plan implicitly
provided for the ouster of Mak§rios_who was opposed to any
foreign bases on Cyprus. Since the Grivasvplan appeafed to
parallel American interests.witﬁ its features of ending
Greco-Turkish Aiscord and the ouster of Makarios, that
summer the U.S. established an underground contact with
Grivas' chief liutenant Socrates I[liades.27> Hence dur&ng
July, while the U.s. was publicly supporting the UN
mediation effort in Geneva and the now famous Acheson.Plan
was takinglshape, the 1963-64 crisis also featured a
clandestine venture by the U.S. into fhe personal
relationship (@iz. hostility) of the two Cypriot legends:
Makarios and Grivas. . |

With Grivas added téyfhe Cypriot political terrain as a

third force, in addition to the Makarios government and the
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Turkish Cypriot community, on the eve of the Geneva
negotiations set to begin on July 8 the NEW YORK TIMES put
the Cyprus criéis into perspective, excellently summarising

most of what had to be said regarding the matter at that

juncture.

It is seven months since the present Cyprus crisis
started and it is getting worse not better...Turks
see no way of stopping Makariaos if he insists on
ignoring his obligations under the Zurich-London
pacts, except by landing troops on Cyprus, as
provided under those pacts....Inony feels he cannot
permit a situation so disadvantageous to Turkey to
continue indefinitely...Athens is now stowly but
immutably taking over power in Cyprus. It has sent
Grivas to create a Cypriot armed force...Grivas is
not a great friend of Makarios and is clearly
responsible to Athens alone. As each day passes,
while the UN debates the problem, the GreeKks inch
toward ultimate control of Cyprus.2?27§

The Acheson Plan

\
On July 8 the Geneva negotiations began. In Cyprus,
Makarios was seething over American diplomatic involvement
in the Cyprus dispute and his expulsion from Geneva; he
charged that the U.S. was ‘trying to impose a settiement on
the Cyprus government. It is a matter of semantics to argue
whethef the U.S. was trying to 'impose’ or 'effect’ a
settlemént. but theylatter was certainly the American
objective. Earlier, in late June, the CHRISTIAN SCIENCE
MONITOR carried an editorial pondering the question as to

" 276The NEW YORK TIMES,"Cyprus- The Margin Narrows", July
4,1964 ,p.12. _ ' :
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whether there was a "Drastic Solution For Cyprus{?]" in the
making. Déscribing how dib}omatgwfelt é éenSe of futility
when considering the Cyﬁrqs probiém, Mario Rossi went on to’;'
point out tha£ tHere waé é>feeling in Washington t 4. nless
something drastic was done fghe UR may end up stayin; on the
island for an indefinite period..h. A éo]ution can be
enforced b& an outside partyfcapable of bringing the
necdssary pressure fo bear. .. gashington could be such a
party".277 Hence, the reason why Undersecretary Ball told U
" Thant én June 26, when U Thant objected to Acheson’ s
 présence’at Geneva, that if a settlement was to be effected
‘then there was thefﬁéed*forM’Amgrican authority’ . Indeed,
such appeared to be the case in mid to late duly.’By that

time the now famous Acheson P]anmhad 1acht? ié‘a‘Q:s%th

o

Greece and Turkey had initially accehiedsltLa:
. . . : s 'a- o
further discussion (though they later retracted). The *
Acheson Plan, in summary, called for the union of Cyprus
with Greece in return for the cession of the sm.il Aegean
\—'&r
island of Kastellorizon to Turkey, resettlement and

compensation for Turkish Cypriots wishing to emigrate, two

enclaves op Cyprus for Turkish Cypriots who wished to

remain, ,and the establishment of a Turkish military base.?27?®
277Mario Rossi,"Drastic Solution For Cyprus?” , CHRISTIAN
SCIENCE MONITOR, June 24,1964,p.2.

2787t should be noted that there are different versions of
the Acheson Plan printed for it evolved over July and August
in a piecemeal manner. Notwithstanding the distorted
versions that appeared in the local-regional press, there
are basically two versions: an original/initial one and a
revised one. The version summarised here is the original one
as printed in op.cit. Ball, THE PAST HAS ANOTHER PATTERN;
Weintal and Bartlett, FACING THE BRINK; and Adams and '
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In Acheson’s own words, the plan essentially was to give

Greece its desired Enosis but also to provide for Turkey,

E%g military presence unhampered by the need-for

tr1part1te consent at every turn. A sequestered base
for ground, air, and sea forces not only could be a

defenge for Cyprus but prevent its bBeing used
hostilely against Turkey, could defend the sea
approaches to the south Turkish seaports, and be a -
constant reminder on the island of Turkish presence
and interest.278

Makar1os saw the Acheson P]an for what it was: not
Enos1s, as presented to the Greek public at large, but

®ather ‘double Enosis’ (partition), an arrangement whereby

.Greek Cypriots would all be resettled in one part of the”

island and..Jurkish Cypriots in another (albeit on a less ¢

4$izeable territory), while each would come under the

; . g . .
sovereignty of its respective me%ropo]itan‘poWer.zeO

Makar ios was shrewd enough to read between the lines and

grasp the implications of the Acheson Plan; the end of an

independent, nonaligned Cyprus and,,consequentiy, his reign

“in power. Therefore, the Makarios government began to fear

that so strong were Greece's alliance interests that it
might come to some arrangement with Turkey, under American
pressure, to deceive the Greek Cyprioté into abandoning .
their statehood. To add to the apprehension and confusion
among Greek Cypriot ranks, during August when the MaKarios

government was pressing for the interruption of the Geneva
278(cont’'d) Cottrell, CYPRUS - BETWEEN EAST AND WEST.
Earlier A. Cottrell had not been indicated as co-author with
Adams .

279Dean Acheson’s address to the Chicago Bar Association,
March 24,1965. Quoted. in op.cit. Adams and Cottrell.

280 ’Double Enosis’ as defined by U.S. Undersecretary Ball.
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talks, there were rumours which found theirgway into
néwspapers that the Greeklforces in Cyprus wZu]d conduct a
cQup‘and proclaim Enosis on the basis of the Acheson -
Plan. 281 In August a senior Greek Cypriot politician.athe
Fhen President of the House of Representatives, expounded
the unacceptability of schemes along the lines of the

Acheson Plan by stating'that.

s

e

If union with Greece is to take place first and then
Greece is to negotiate with Turkey what the‘rights
of the Turkish community in Cyprus are going to be
and whether there will be a TurKish or NAH~pase in
Cyprus, then this is an unacceptable
proposition...[For it woudd amount to] an attempt to
force the solution of thef Cyprus problem within the
Western Alliance and to deprive Cyprus of the
support of countrigs outside the alliance.?282

Makafiggf; fimself, at this juncture was drawing a
distiﬁcggén between the unconditional union of Cyprué with
Greece, or 'genuine Enosis’ (which he statedly welcomed), and
the various forms of condominium of Greece and Turkey over
Cyprus whiéh were being presented as EnoSis_(viz. the
Acheson Plan/’'Double Enosis’).283 The local communist party
AKEL' s reaction to the Acheson “l.n was identical to and
adopted from Makarios: ’genuﬁne Enosis’ versus ’doub]é
Enosis’ . AKEL's General-Secretary Andreas Ziartides pointed

out that,

. wearing the mask of the Enosist, the
Anglo-Americans and their agents try to conceal
2815ee the WASHINGTON POST, August 27,1964., and M. ‘
Attaliades, CYPRUS: NATIONALISM AND INTERNATIONAL PBLITICS,
Edinburgh:Q Press, 1978, p.69. '
282The WASHINGTON PQOST, August 24,1964.
283The WASHINGTON POST, August 27,1964.
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their real policy which is the partition and ;
enslavement of Cyprus to NATO.... Whgt we want is

national liberation and in Cyprus th¥ means Enosis
- but we want genuine Enosis and not the Kind
proposed by Acheson. 284 .

It is clear, then, that U.S. dip]omacy'at Geneva was
ﬁot aimed at ‘the coopfation of Makarios, for the Americans
knew that any form of Tgrkish (i.e that of Turkéy) presence
on Cyprus was anathema to Makarios and that he was working
to disrupt thé Genéva talks, but rather towafd Greece and
.Turkéy. There was a wide]y held view in Washington that
Turkey’?“wésg?bging responsive to American peacemal;}e'ng 3
overtures but that Greece was not.28% Thus, jp thé Amer ican

scheme of things, at the Geneva juncture, Greece was the Key

e

vqfiable. The U.S. wés looking to Greece for two things: fop
Greece to accept the Acheson Plan and having done so to
somehow deliver Makarios. Hence, throughout July and August
U.S. pressure was, once again, brougnt tg beér on Greece. By
wayvofIWarming up to Geneva, on dulyv2 ngsident’dohﬁson
sent Papandreou a very strong letter Qrg{ng“him to come to.

terms with Turkey. Th6ugh this letter Was not of the same

2847jartides quoted in op. cit. Attaliades,p.115, and
op.cit. Adams and Cottrell,p.22. Needless to-'say, as one can
infer from AKEL's position, the Soviet Union was also
negatively disposed to the Acheson Plan.

285The WASHINGTON POST, July 16,1964. This is also the
impression one gets on reading George Ball’'s memoirs,
op.cit. THE PAST HAS ANOTHER PATTERN, where he hardly
complained about Turkish policy in this regard, talKking of
the straightforwardness and likeability of Premier Inonu and
how the Turks. "could see the problem in its larger global -
context". By contrast, he regarded Papandreou as being
"incapable of facing reality” and seemingly “incapable of
comprehending the larger issues" ; that "if the GreeK leader
had shown anything )ike the same understanding.[ as Inonu ],
serious progress could have been made".

;
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/ R )
calibre as the 'dJohnson letter’ delivered to Turkey earlier,

Papandreou was enraged and.called;it an ultimatum. For the—
GreeK'Premier‘it was "more of Ihelsame"lthat he had heard
from Undersecretary Ball in Athens and President Johnson in
Washington in June.286 Later in July when the Gehevé A
negotiations got underwayJ Aodreag Papanoreou (son of the
Greek Premier and a Minister in his cahinet) described "the
American phessure on us toAaccepI the Acheson Plan Was

- unbearaple”.287 The U.S. Ambassador to Athens, Henry
Labouisse, and the U.S:.Charge D" Affair, Norbert Anschuetz,
were visiting Papandreou on a dai]y basis and pouring over
mape of Cyprus. Also, at.that point, the U.S. decided to
pressure Greece by pinn{ng the blame for a deterioration of
“the situation in Cyprus on the Greeks. During a NATO Counci |
meeting in Paris on July t4,'the‘U;S.‘represeotative 5£
NATO, Thomas Finletter, told the NATO nations of Greek N
aggression inqzyprus; neme}y,'that the GrEeKs'were'fuefling
an arms race and e*acerbatﬁng the crisis by. pursuing a
mifitary build-up in Cyprus 268 At the same time, UN
Secretary General U Thant was publqcly condoning the
Makar1os regime for 1nterfer1ng with UN troop movement on

the island. 28?9

2860p.cit. Weintal and Bartlett,p. 30

287 QOp.cit. Papandreou,p.137.

288The WASHINGTON' POST, July 16.

289UN S.C Resolution 186 .of March had stipulated
"non-interference by the protagonists. The Makarios regime
had sealed off the port of Limassol, hence not allowing UN
troops into the vicinity, becduse troops and weaponry from
Greece were being- d1sembarked
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Was U.S. preseure on Greece bearing fruit, in the light
‘of the U.S: objective to first secure Greece's comp]tance to
the Acheson Plan and secoﬁd\foruGreece to deliver Makarios?'
That Greece would be wil]ing to pay some ’pricg; to Turkey'

in exchange for the union of Cyprus with Greece appeared forf”

e

a wht]e to be a poss1b111ty Compared to Makarios, at 1ea_
‘Papandreou was taKing a more sangu1nerv1ew‘oflsuch‘a»
poss1b111ty Writing to Dean‘ﬁcheson and referringlt;éfﬁl',
Acheson’ s warn1ngs of the threat of commun1st takeove// n

Cyprus, he said , A 3ﬁ<

3

I agree with your view that this threat creates a

common interest between Greece and Turkey which is

greater than the exact 11nes we draw on a map [i.e

on Cyprus] 290
As for the U.S. looking to Greece to deliver MaKar1os, any
hopes entertained thereto were qu1ck1y d1spe11ed. Papandreou
was aware that he did not control Makarios, and duly pointed
this out to Acheson in the mentioned letter. he told Acheson
that the Greek Defence Minister had just retbrned from -—
Nicosia and all he had‘SUcceeded in doing was the_.
postponement of the projected visits of the Cypriot Foreign
,Mlntster to Moscow and of MaKar1os to Ca1ro Further, he
pointed out to Acheson Makar1os had told the Greek Deferce
M1n1ster that he not only opposed the estab]tshment of a
Turkish base in Cyprus (as env1saged in the Acheson Plan)
but would also work for the aho]1t1on_of the erst1ng
British baees~on the'island; which were provided under. the

290Greek Premier G. Papandreou quoted in op.cit.
Attaltades pp.66-7.
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1960 constitution..lh any case, in early August tue.Geueva
negotiations were abruptly interrubted, having been |
overtaken by events on Cypfus. With the pglitical atmosphere
on the island maKing-the Eeeourse to military Foree'more
'acceptab1e~to the protagonlsts. the Cyprus crisis was to
deepen further and flare- up into its most exp]os1ve form

"its worst in Cyprus’'s recent history”.29!

-
-

The .Turkish "Gulf Of Tonkinf And The End Of The Crisis

As of'ear]y August, then, neither Greece or Turkey had
yet outright reJected the Acheson Plan. The GreeK Cypr1ots
ever fearfu] that a Greco- Turk1sh understandlng may be
reached. in Geneva, began on August 5 a series of land and
‘sea assau]ts on TurKish Cypfiot stronnholds gn the northern
coastal area of ngkina-ManSOura; The GreeK:Cypriots‘were
claiming to be retaliating for the captivtty by the Turkish
Cyp;tots of 3AGreeK Cypriots in Nicosia. However, apart from
want1ng to d1srupt the Geneva negotiations, in NATO circTes
m111tary op1n1on was that the Greek Cypriots moved aga1nst
the northerly coasta1 str1p contro]led by the Turkish |
Gypr1ots, beceuse it was the only area through which Turkey
could pass men and arms from the main]and‘40 miles away..lhe

, area, then, was essential‘to Turkey if the Turkish Cypriots

were to be supplied. Hence, the Greek Cypriot agsaults were

291The NEW YORK TIMES August g, 1964
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an attempt to cut-off the, TurK1sh Cypriots’ _tlife support
system’ . 292 Within a couple of days the Turk1sh Cypr1ot
villages of Ayios Theodoros, Mansoura, and Alevga fell to
‘)the stronger Greek Cypriot forces. With the;jurkish Cypriotls
outnumbered and running low on morale and military hardware,
jon August 7 Turkey.sent 4 jet.fighterS‘over Cyprus.as a
warning to thé Greek Cypriots to desist from further
advance. With*the TurkKish warninos unheeded-by~the Greek
Cypribts,‘TurKey carried out waves of aerial bombardment on
August 8 and 9. On:August 8 Turkey sent 30vjétsi and the
neXt,dayl 64 jets to bombard Greek Cypriot targets. The
second wave of oombardment was very decisive and devestated ‘
the Greek éyprjot forces, inflicting high casualties and

: paraTysing thermobile units. Thus, a new element had been
injected into the Cyprus crisis: for the first time; Turkey
: hadvdirectlfﬁused military.forCe against the Greek Cypriots.
Having §uetained-heavy casua]t%es, in'an emotionat oratory
on 1oca1 radﬁo,.Mahar1os exhorted the Greek Cypriots to |

’f]ght tiln death’ {

4
No sooner had the turatsh air str1Kes begun than the
1nternat1ona1 1nst1tut1ona1 d1ptomat1c mach1nery was
activated. The UN Securlty Counc11 and the NATO Permanent
Counc11 both went 1nto an emergency sess1on on August 8 to
d1scuss the most recent developments 1n Cyprus Both Turkey

and the Makar1os reg1me had asked for a meet1ng of the UN

: Securrty Counc11. the Greek Cypr1ots requested that the

_.—-.__.........._-____.._1

292The NEW YORK TIMES, August 9, 1964.
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Security Council meet to cons%der the7TurKish air raids on
Cyprus and the Turks requested the con51deration of the
Greek Cypriot assaults on the Turkish Cypriots 293 The UN
Security Council, predictably, became a forum for a war of
words between the protagonists, with each side accusing the
other of hav1ng committed an act of aggreSSion A e
tit-for- tat developed between the Greek and Greek Cypriot
representatives Bitsios and Rossides, on the one hand,, d,
the Turkish representative EraIp, on the other Amidst the
emotional debates, the mos® s»nSibIe apr oich came ; from U 6

'representative Adlai Steve zon who argued that the Security

Y

hil

.COUHCII-ShOUId not fiddi= or qu1bb1e whiie Cyprus :
burns...The danger is interrational war" .294 The American

desire to 'dampen the who - thing down’ was as true at that

stage of the crisis as it_had been‘ever,since inteécpmmunai
_confiict began in December‘1963.'Therefore, the,ﬁtrst‘order}
of business for the U.S. at tnat‘point'was to secure a |
-CSecurity CounCiI resolution caiiing for an immediate

' ce'f*-fire. The Cyprus criSis” however, twas taKing ona - e

i

paradoxical nature. As forcéfuIvaconveyed_by Stevenson,

Archbishop Makarios says that unless TurKey stops
its air- attacks by 12 noon  he will launch a ,
full-scale a ack,on the Turkish community and -
rorces. The Government of- Turkey says that until the
Greeks in Cyprus stop attacking the Turks, the air
strikes will, continue..., in these circumstances
until all hostilities stop, none will stop, ang’;
perhaps in a matter of Hours we will be over the , o
brink 'and in the abyss.. .The situation demands ‘
~swift action. An-appeal for a cease fire 1s the
293YN Doc. S/5861 and 5/58589, respectively
294The CHRISTIAN SCIENCE MONITOR August 11, 1964 o
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ewiftest action the Council can take. 29
Dn August g the Security Council duly adopted a resolution,
with Sov1et and Czech- abstent1ons, calling for an- 1mmed1ate
cease-fire on the island.2%¢ In the same tone, Pres1dent o
dohnson sent 1etters to Greece, Turkey, and Cyprus ask1ng
all parties to cease atl m1l1tary operat1ons on the island.
»Meanwhile, at the U.S. ‘State Department a 24-Hour
Cyprus command post wasgestabl1shed with Undersecretary
. Ball at its helm ThekU S. was reported to be mon1tor1ng the
events in Cyprus unfo]d with grave concern . A U.S. State
Department spokesman pub11cly p1nned the blame for the
August flare-up on the Makar1os regime,
The U.S. is of the opinion that the crisis leading
to the Turkish air-strikes was ignited-hy the
evident intentiom.éf the Makarios regime to capture
the strateg}g he1ghts in the region and coastal
- villages.?8®
'Further\ the U S refra1ned from be1ng overt]y critical of
égghe Turkish acf1on by observ1ng that "TurKey apparently
1cons1dered the attacks necessary in a situation grown
desper;te for fﬁe TUPK\Sh Cyprtot “community" . 298 It was not
.only the TurK1sh Cypr1ots who had faced desperatlon at that
stage but also tbe1t a d1fferent kKind, the political
leadership in Greece Greece had pledged to defend the Greek
» Cypr1ots should TurKey ever attack them, but when a Turkish
attack actually mater1al1sed Greece felt unready to fight
‘~?£;Dpjcitj—D_D’_Gtate Dept. AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY, Doc
2961b1d Doc IV-126.

- 2377he 'NEW YQRK TIMES, August 9,1964.
298 bid. | :
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Turkey. Rather than resorting to military means, Greece
began press1ng the u. S to intervene in the.matter and @as
content to threaten that should Amerlca ,:ﬁotgdo,
something about . the worsening Cyprus s1tuatton,‘Greece wou ld
be forced to intervene..., pecause our patience ts wearing
thin".2¢¢ In Cyprus, on the other hand, Makarios was Known
to have reguested Soviet intervention on his behalf. The
prospect of epch intervention led Undersecretary Bat] to
observe: "I am certain that the Soviet Union would recognise
the\seriousneesqof any involvement on its part.” 399 Having
sald th1s, however, he §hded durtng a TV program thatbany
f]ght1ng there could esca]ate into a w1der conf11ct is
a]ways present ot It was this perception of the threat of
escalation that had moved the Pentagon to put the U.S. Sixth
fleet on crisis alert and dep]oyed in "the general area of
the igland". It was stated that the 50 ship, 25,000 men
strong fleet was "prepared for any eventuality if war
started over Cyprus". Further, a Pentagon spoKesman'stated
that "its aims are entirely(friendty,‘but it is always
battle-ready - capable of waging any Kind of warfare,'hot or
co]d “1imited or general, atoﬁ?o&pr conventional".”2 Beyond
the obv1ous ut1]1ty of the Sixth fleet as a deterrent ‘
5.[v1z 1ts aims are ent1re1y fr1end1y I ~a§%em1nder to the
Greeks g@d Turks, and Sov1ets, of America's stake in
prevent1ng the Cyprus conf11ct from esca]at1ng and thereby

299The NEW YORK TIMES, August 10 1964.
300The NEW YORK TIMES August g, 1964
301]bid.
$302]bid.

?
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threatgning NATO's stability, it has never been made clear
exactly what the Sixth fleet would do if Greece and Turkey
did actually go to war. In what manner {against its‘
allies!), if at a]l wou]d the impressive Amer1can
capabi]ity beiemployed?

Ironically enough, U.S. officials who were preoccupied,
at the;bégihning of the week, with air strikes against North
Vietnamese bases in the Gulf of Tonkin, ended the week
trying to halt a TurkKish air strike aga1nst GreeKk Cypriot

forcest1n Cyprus. Turk1sh off1c1a]s had commented at the o
R 5
time of the Gulf of Tonkin incident that. the U. S was doing-

what it had.pressed Turkey not to do over Cyprus. ~ ,

Apparently, then, in undertaking retaliatory air\sfrikeé
_ S “ e .
sagainst Greek E?briei\jgzgas ‘Turkey took its cue from the

—

Amer1can reta]1atory air str1Kes aga1nst the North

V1etnames§ a few days earller Indeed 1f dﬁe sub§t1tut9§

the eastern Med1terranean theatgr and act@r5afbr the Sdﬁ% o
East Asian theater andl1ts actors, one sees thev Yesh1lch§§
syndrome’ 393 in evidence. On August 6, two days before the :
Turkish air'atriKes, the NEW YORK TIMES repohted in‘an

anticipatory tone that .

,.
I . ¢

7"--4 ----------- b= . A Y .;il‘b(;.
30310 Turkish;' Yeshilcham’ literally means Greenpine’ and is
the name of Turkey’s equivalent to Hollywood - the centre of
the film-making industry. The term, as used here, describes
how adept the Turks are in turning things "made in America’
to appear as uniquely 'made in Turkey’'. The expression
originates from the fact that, espec1a1]y in the 60's and
“70's a sizeable number of.TurK1sh films were actually
Hollywood films re-made with local actors, locale, and
flavour; a fact that one would not know, had one not seen
the original Hollywood version. :
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the attacks on U.S. vessels in international waters
anad the swift American reply were followed by Turks
as c{pse]y as they couid without taking their eyes
off “our own crisis in Cyprus”...The Turks contend
that President Makarios is an 'aggressor’ because he
seeks to abrogate the 1960 treaty through which
Turkey, with Britain and Greece, are guarantors of
the rights of the two hostile groups....Turkey
"understood" the U.S. action and considered it
justified because "there was open aggression against
he U.S.".30¢4 : :

Henge, by implication, IurKey.woqu expecf the U.S: to
;wm;rstand any ’Eeta]iatory preventive air stpikés’3°5 in
Cyprus‘again;t an aggﬁessor (viz. the Makarios negfme).
Further, in observing the American reaction in the Gulf of
Tonkin,"TurKey could. not have fai{éd to notice the obvious
restraint Moscow exercised after the Amer ican reaction”.3°¢
The high point Stage of the crisis began to phase out
beginning AugUst 10. Faced wigﬁ Turkish retaliatioh and
deprived of the support of Greece and the Soviet Union,
Makérios backed down. Thereafter, there Qas to be a general
calm on the island, with Makarios eas%%g the economic
blockade that had been imposed on the Turkiéh Cypriots and,
in‘general, ceasing hostilities against them. The Cyprus '%@
situation was to be stabilised'at a very 10? level of o
conflict; the tension and division between the two )
communiti%giremainihg, theré.being occasional casualties,

yet no longer systematic .clashes. Thereby, the 1963-64

o

Cyprus crisis can be said to have ended in the aftermath of

.

304An August 6 report from the NEW YORK TIMES' Ankara '
correspondent,. as printed in the NEW YORK TIMES on pugust 8.
305Both. the U.S., . in the Gulf of Tonkin, and Turkey, in g
Cyprus, described their action as such. ‘
+306The CHRISTIAN SCIENCE MONITOR, August 11,1964,
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the August 8-9 flare-upt From the point of view of
.Weshington at 1ast after several menths of the perceived
threats of a Greco Turk1sh war/and Sov1et exploitation of a
local conflict to its advanteé "the 51tuat1on had been

' dampened down’ . 397 Why, specifdcatly} had the dampening
down come about at that ttme? Evidently, Makarios drew some
important conclusions from the whole affatr. In the world o
Realpolitik two basic facts (' the lessons og history’ which
did not escape Makartosk{Were madetc\ear by the events of

3

August 8-9.

LA Turkey proved by what it termed ‘preventive air
strikes’ that it would risk open war for the
embattled Turkish Cypriots. Greece and the Soviet
Union, at opposite ends of the political spectrum,
showed that they were not yet ready to do so for - -
President Makarios' Greek Cypriot government. 308 '

Greek Premier Papandreou, enraged at Makarios for having
. ) o
Oundertaken the series of land and sea assaults on the

Turkish Cypriots without consulting Athens, instead of

committing Greece in Makarios’ defence wrote to him: "In

accordance with=our eommpngagreement I appeal to you for
peace. Hostilities must end immediately. A solution on
Cyprus will be pursued by other means L3049 K. ‘Schev“ for

h1s part, ‘did.not live up: to hls ear11er sabreP@§¢11ngﬁﬁln ‘a. -

ndib to Makarios he only went as. far as tend1n his

ey

sympath1es to the Cypr1ot people and. to]d Makaftos that an .

)

307Recall op.cit. Stoddard’s remark as to the overall U.S.
objective regarding the Cyprus crisis: simply 'to dampen the
whole thing down'. ’ ' N~
308The CHRISTIAN SCIENCE MONITOR, August 11,13964. [
309The WASHINGTON POST, August 9,1964. . ‘

¥
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end to the bloodshed on the island would be "an important
contribution to the normalization of the situation”.310
Hence, the 1963-64 crisis ended because in addition to
hq1ding the balance of power in the region (no party to the
dispute doubted this), Turkey demonstrated that it held the-
balance of resolve as well - the ability to run rishs; to
demonstrate that éne has more of a stake ih an issUe{ﬂhah‘
others do; to have the political will to make good on its
word.

Final]y;AitVShculd,beﬂnoted that the Geneva
ﬁégotiations which were interrupted by the eyents of. the
ear]y'part of—Aqgust resumed later that month. However, when
the té]Ks reconvéned, Greece and Turkey found themselves to
be farther apart than ever on the Cyprus issue. Turkéy,had
objgcted to Acheson’s original plan, wanting a more sizeable
presence than"a military.base of only, presumably, a few
percént of thg island’'s territory. Therefére, in a last
effort to produce a settlement, Acheson presented a final
version of his plan on August ?O which had been revised so
as to circumvent the Turkish objéction.?The Key prdvisions
of the‘final version were that,

1. Cyprus was to be united with Greece, in return

for a 30-to-50 year lease of a military base to

Turkey.. The Turks would have sovereigniy over the

base, whose size wdas to be approximately equal to
“ne fifth of the island...Casteklorizon, a small

island on the Aegean, was altso to be ceded to ‘
Turkey. v _ '
2. Cyprus would be cantonized..., divided into eight

*  districts and the administrator® of two of those
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il

districts always were to be iurkish.Cypriots. An
appreciable number of the:officials of the districts

were. also to be TurKish Cypriots. . _
3. A joint military command for Turkey. would be set

up. ~ . ,
4. Compensation would be paid to all Turkish
Cypriots who wished to leave the island. 3'!

In reaction, Tuﬁkey strongly rejected any leasing
arrangement, while Greece found it difficult to continue the
talks without MaKarios’ approval ard expressed unwillingness
to enforce any settlement on the GreeK-Cypriots. Greek
Premier Papaqéreou reportedly remarked to Achegon that,

It's okay for youy to-work- up a bri]lianf plan. What

you are saying is that I have to tell my people to

-shed Greek blood. You want me to whip Makarios and’

the Greek Cypriots into shape. I've got the army to

shoot them with. You may be ready to do it, but I'm

not.312 ‘
Hence, the.g!;al version o?ithé Acheson Plan was not
dcceptable to eitheE Greece or Turkey and ‘the Acheson
mission was liquidated at the end of August. In the
aftermath of the hegotiations, Acheson vented his annoyance
for having failed to produce a settlement at Geneva by
resefving his bitter remarks for_ghe\GreeK p?litiCal actors
to the Cyﬁrus drama. He‘talked-éghMakarios aéﬁ;}fpolitical
priest with Eamsiderable gifts. of demagogy and ruth]essnéés“
and explained 'Géneva’' in a nutshell by pointing out that

a“the Archbishos did not go out of his way to be helpful. He‘

l%‘ ) ‘ .
threw a monkey wrench into the whole machinery”.3'3 Further,

3t1See op.cit. Panteli,p.365 and op.cit. Salih,p.49. _

312 papandreow quoted in Laurence Stérn, THE WRONG HORSE : THE
POLITICS OF INTERVENTION AND THE FAILURE OF AMERICAN
DIPLOMACY, New York: Times Books,1977,p.32.

313Acheson quoted in op.cit. Salih,p.50.
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he des;ribed the Papandreou§f£¥he Pfemier George Papandreou
and his son Andﬁéas P%ﬁ%hdreou, who as his father’'s adviser
hand1y ever‘Téft his side) as "the old fool afid the‘yogng
rascal”.3'4 .. ’ |
'Hence{ in the final analysis, the U.S. had failed‘in
gggnflict'reéolution but succeéded in crisis management:
%ﬁgither had there beenfa Greco-Turkish war nor the

b R N - . v
“Cubanization of .Cyprus. With .the crisis managed and having
A : . 2

endeq,‘th the Cyprus conflict still unresolved, however,
eastern‘Mediterranean politids remained f]hid.

L
e

9




, V1. The 1974 Cyprus Crisis

L s

" The Pre-crisis Period _ ' , ' v \

After the 1963-64 crisis thejcyprus conflict waé
stabilised at a very low level of intehsity.'Except for a
fﬁajor round of hostilities in late 1967, which prompted U.S.
mediation by President Johnson's Special Envoy Cyrus Vahce,
the period of late 1964 to 1974 was one of an 1ntercommuna]
co]d war rather than actual conf11ct Hav1ng rece1ved no :
ext}rnal support in the face of Turkish aerialrattacks in
Aug@st 1964, Makarios had subsequently changed his po1icies‘
J-toward the Turkish Cyprfots. Outright roscilities had
ceased, the economic blockade that had been imposed by the
Greek Cypriots was modified. and TurKish Cypr%ots were able .
to move beyond their defensive enclaves. By 1968, in sharp |
contra{t to the 1963-64 crisis state of affairs, James
Stegenga was able to declare that |

the ]evel of violence has declined appreciably; a
semblance of order and stability in the Republic has
been established; fear and anxiety have
correspondingly diminished;Aand many aspects of
daily life have returned to near normal.3'5
In the late sixties, 1ntercommunal q1alogue wgs estab11shed
N

andbcoqlinqed until 1974. Supported by the UN and 8. maJor .

external powers, the per1od1cally held intercommunal talks

-~

3155ee J. Stegenga, THE UN FORCE IN CYPRUS Ohio: Oh1o
“Unjversity Press, 1968, p. 149. .
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came to be regarded as thefonly aVanue for the effectuat1on

@z‘@nd institutionalised
'was extremely

v unsat1sfactory for Turkey and theuﬁ@ekieh Cypriots since -the

. @
Turkish Cypriots were not enjoying the rights -that was their
due under the 1360 constitution. Namely, Makarios' Greek

L]

Cypriot goyernmedt ruled the country without a'’ ‘wihg
TurKish Cypriof particidation)a
.During the inieﬁ-crisis era, then, the most sa]fent

aspect‘ef Cypfiot politics was not intercommunal’ grmed
conf]icf‘but rather an intercommudal cold war charact;rised
by poht@cal d1v1s1on and ethm"c polamsatlon With the ;
ntercommunal conflict frozen at a low level of. 1ntens1ty,
conflict among the ‘Greeks themselves began to emerge as the
most salient aspect of Cypriot politics. The beginnings uf.
intra-Greek (here 'Greek’ refers to the Greeks in Cyprus add
Greece in toto) conflict has its rodts in the comirg te‘
power of the military regime and the death of democracy in
Greece in 1967.10Ver the years the veheﬁent1y anti-communist
and4fanatica1iy pro-Enosist military c]ique in Athens and
extreie right-wing factions in CYprus, foundlMaKarios not te
.be-as ardenf an Enosist as they would have liked. In faet, |
byothe latter Part of the sixties, despife public
pronouncements of devotion to Enosis, Makarios was more
interested in preserving the stafus-quo id CyDFQS since

Makarios whs well aware that his power base lay ih the-

continued independence of Cyprus rather than Enosis. 1t was

'-
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really a panadox of Greek Cypriot poTJ ical tife that Enosis
was still an emotion-laden slogan, one w 1ch no sens1ble
Greek Cypriot leader could outr1ght reJert yet 1t made no
~real ‘sense for Cvprus - w1th a much h1gher standard of,
l1v1ng than Greece and w*th a large group of GreeK Cypriots
_(espec1ally the commerce- bus1ness class) hav1ng a d1st1nct
‘Cypr1ot 1dent1ty and a vested interest in the 1ndependent
status of Cyprus - to become a prov1nck§1 ouLpost of Greece.
Above all, it made no real sense for MaKar1os persona]ly to
Keal1ze En®s1s, since in that eventua11ty the most he cou]d'
poiitically hope for would ber some sort o~ provincial
governorshiphof'a GreeK -island. |

- The intra-GreeK confltot in Cyprus took the form of an |
outright'tefrohist-insu;gencymovement and became -
institutionalized in 197thith the'retubn to Cyprus of the
legendary Enosist 1eadeh_Grivas and the formatton of
EOKA-B.316 EOKA#B was ftnanced‘and‘controlled from Athens
and beeame'the Junta’s insthument in Cyprus for overthrowing
Makartos,'who rejected subordination to Athens..fhe period
of 1970 to 1974 was one punctuated by EOKA-B”sabotage
agaﬁnstvgovernment institutions and attempte to unseat
-Makanios. | |

- As Laurence Stern contends,

in an important sense the tragedv in Cyprus was a
by-product of. the seven-year- long U.S. relationship
with the ashamedly repress1ve reg1me of the colonels
- 318 The revised Enosis movement founded by Grivas in 1971 as
a successor to h1s or1g1na] organ1zat1on EOKA, founded in
the fifties. :
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in Athens, 2 marriage in which two American
administrations tolerated the extinction of
constitutional- government in Athens in exchange for-. //‘
supposedly. stable U.S. m111tary base r1ghts 37
Therefore it would appear that what the ' Cont1nu1ty
theorists‘bave'been te]ling ong all along, that the U.S. is
responsibte for the events of 1874 in Cyprus has'valﬁdity.
Even if the U.S. did not directly engineer the events of
t974 indCyprus, in this view, it is st€11 responsible for
mthem s1nce it supported “he repress1ve m111tary regime in
Athens. By inference, -~ this view, the U.S. also supported
the Junta’'s efforts to neutralize Makarios{ The rea]ity of
the matter ﬁs more complicated ‘and requires a brief analysis.
of.GreeK politics and'U.S. foreignbpolicy toward‘Greece n
ﬁthe 1nter-crisis era (1964?1974).f5UCh an analysis wt]l
suffice to nulliry what are rathér,over-archﬁng corttndity’
premises as to the nature of Greek poﬁitics and t1e
U.S.-dJunta relationship. First, in the light of tha military
dictatorShip that ruled Creecexfor Seven years, an
1mpress1on has been g1ven that: the Colonels "Killed"
democracy in Greece by tak1ngfover a nation Wthh enJoyed
democrat1Cfstab111ty, and that the»dunta‘was extremelyk_
_ repress1ve all a]ong In‘reality, the’Colonels seized pbwer
"on April 21, 1967, agalnst a background of po]1t1ca1 and
economio turmotT and were;actua]]y weloomed by many Greeks.
. Further, George Papadopou1Q§% who " headed tne‘dunta until
November 1973, mas basically a mild dictator with ,f‘ |

317See. L. Stern, "Bltter Lessons How We Failed In Cyprus” .
FOREIg@ POLICY, Summer 1975, #19, p.40.
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fega]1tar1an 1deas and a des1re to see Greece returned to
c1v111an par]1amentary rule. It uas only after the
: countercoup of November. 1973 when the extnem1st and much

feared head of the m111tary pol1cy, D1m1fr¢s Ioann1des,

replaced Papadopoulos that the dunta*became an unrepentent

tﬁ:g

fd1ctat0rship Second the U S. has* been 1mp]1cated in the

"Greek &otonets 1967 coup, and. the- 1mpress1on has been g1ven

1;thar the U S. whole heartedly supported the Junta in a “warm

f{and cprﬁupt ‘relationship. In rea]1ty, there has been no

am’e\/‘tdence to link the u.s. to the Colonels’ coup, even though
the U S ‘at the time had“xts fa1r share of 1nterference in

;Iand mah1pulat1on of Greek po]1t1cs' Further, U.S. policy
after the coup Qsc11]ated between to]erance of the Co]onels
and qua11f1ed support fpr them but never was one of

1(,

i unqua11f1ed support. v, |
't. wwth the February 1964 e]ect1ons in Greece, George
Papandreou as Jeader of the Center Un1on party, ‘became
ﬁrem1er As such Papandreou had been one of the key players
i of the 1963 64 Cyprus cr1s1s, and had-emerged from that
crasts'as a supporter of(Makarios’ policy of a non- allgned
x;ﬁhd tndependent Cyprus'(hence; the fa11ure of the Acheson =
Plan which would have subsumedeyprUs to Greece and‘TurKey,
a]beit primarily to the former ). Subsequentty,uPapandreou‘
_-came under attack frod fervent ly nationalist right?wihg
elements‘in Greek poljttcs for his;handlingvof the Cyprus

crisis (viz. succumbihg.to Makarios). Beyond the Cyprus

imbroglio, in more general terms, Papandreou came, under

.

o
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attack for 1ncreas1ngly moving toward the left’ under the
1nf1uence“of his radical son, Andreas Papandreou, who ‘was a
minister in his‘cabtnet By late 1964 1arge1y thanKs to the
Cyprus crisis which pushed public opinion 1nto h1s hands
Andreas had become the prophet’ of the- left w1ng and a one -,
- man force in Greek politics. In August 1964, when the U. S
fa11ed‘to taKe the Greek s1de unequ1vocal]y aga1nst Turkey,
who had carr1ed out aer1al bombardment in Cyprus. pub11c
sentiment in Greece turned aga1nst,the Americans. The Greek°:'
: peoptg found a ready 1 to]diyou so’' . sympathizer in Andreas,
hwho had been advocat1ng that Greece should not beldhg to :
: NATD and be within the Amer1can sphere of 1nf1uence A
Thereafter, the fate of democracy in Greece was sealed as
the emboldened Andreas in effect the George Papandreou
government began to advocate liberal reforms in the
'traditiona]]y'right-wing and royalist Greek mil]tary;3“@
Thus, the Papandreou government was set on a cotljsion |
) course with both the military and’the Crown, as the\ang;
looked upon advocated. liberal reforms as 3 chatlenge to his
person and as a prelude to depos1ng him. i o ‘;

In the spring of 1965, the Center Union felr@ﬁgﬁo open
disfavourgwith the military when Premier Papaﬁdreou
disclosed\the so-ca]]ed Pertctes plan which implicated the

highest-ranking m111tary off1cers in an a]leged 1961

election-rigging scheme which brought to power he r1ghttst

__________________

'3‘8Unt1l 1973, Greece was a Monarchy, rather than a
Republic, and the m111tary was regarded as the propr1ety of
the K1ng .
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“Naticnal;RadicaT'Union'tﬁ.R,E) partyt By the summer of 1965,
the. ’Asptda affair' exploded on the GreeKlpolitical‘scene.
eTh]S t1me. ]n Juxtap051t1on to the Per1cles disclosures,
Andreas Papandreou was implicated 1n a p]ot of- left-leaning
’ off1cers to subvert the army and taKe over w1th Andreas at
the head Whether-or-not the Asptda affa1r was ‘a trumped~up
- chargefof the right designed to overthrcw'the gdvernhent of
‘_George .Papandreou, it becatne "a cause celebre .-‘}a
.'confrontation between George Papandreou and the King;
nationa]istIOfficers against liberats ones the army of the
K1ng aga1nst the army of Andreas "319 The crux of the

matter then, is that at the t1me the Key questton '
confronting Greece was whether or not the army was

apo]itica1 (by def1n1t1on;'royal1st-nat10nal1st). In ddty
.|1965 things came to a head when, on the<advice of Andreas,
Premier Papandreou decided to effect changeS»in the military
and found that he was opposed by Defence M1n1ster I
lGaroufo]1as When Prem1er Papandreou took his case to the |
King and asked him to dismiss the Defence M1n1ster, King
Constantine chose to dismiss Papandreou instead -- thereby
prec1p1tat1ng a const1tut1ona1 crisis. After the July 1965
‘cr1s1s in Greek po]1t1cs, the next couple of years, marked a
per1od of caretaker governments, powerbroK1ng and nat1ona1
,turm01l “strikes, chaos, anarchy, 1?§1a§1ap, slanderous

attacKs upon institutions, the squaqﬂeﬁﬂ%b of pub11c funds,-

o

3187, Theodoracopoulos, THE GREEK UPHEAVAL U K.:Stacey
International, 1976, p. 147
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and the breaKdOWh of .all, sense of hierarbhy."32° The state
of. affairs in Greek politics during this period was
succintly expressed by Sulzberger of THE NEW YORK TIMES,

whose column "Conspirators and Kings" appeared on 5 October
1966'. ' . !

Greece's political situation is..., polarized
dangerously toward Left and Right. The amorphous
center is being impelled to choose between leaders
“who wish closer relations with the communist world,
neutralism and withdrawal-*from NATO, and those ready
~ to go to extremes in support of conservatism and the
monarchy. 32! -

" Oon 3 April 1967, with the understanding of the King and
the Center Union leader George Papandfeou, the leader of the
caretaKef E.R.E govérnmenf, Kannepouios, proclaimed
e1ec£jons for 28 May 1967. On 21 April 13967, a group of
Acolonelslled by thé DepUty Direétor‘of.the operétions braﬁch
of thexérmy Génera] Staff, Géorge'Papadopoulbs. caFried out -
a military putsch and seized power. Only six days,bgfdre the
coup, on Abri] 15{ the NEW‘YD§KJT1MES was reporting 6n the

Greek political situation, that

‘many of those close to the King - army leaders, some
extremist members of the National Radical Union and’

other court advisers - believe that this is in fact
what the Center Union wouyld do [i.e depose the Kingl
if it won the elections, as seems likely.... What
widely feared here is that the King may become $§:>
convinced by his advisers that there is no other way
to preserve the monarchy except to prevent a Center
Union victory. This argument, in effect, becomes a
plea for-suspending the constitution and ’

_3201pid. p.160. - | o
3215tephen Rousseas, THE DEATH OF A DEMOCRACY: GREECE AND
"THE AMERICAN CONSCIENCE,: New YorK:GroveuPress; 1967, p.118.
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.establishing a dictatoréhip 322
“In the l1ght of such report1ng of the Greek . pol1t1ca1
situation prior to ‘the coup, -an 1mpress1on has been g1ven

. that the coup was -a royal coup sanctioned. by the King--

-

hence, the 1mp11cat1on of the U. S which was very c]ose to
Kinngonstant1ne This is not the case. In this regard
Stephen Rousseas’ distinction”between a Big Junta and a

-Little junta.is appropriatet The Littte junta<was oomprised

L]

of the colonels, while the Big junta was comprised of the
King, the Generals; and some conservative politicians.

Apparent ly, the Bio junta had alscheme}of their own, but
. were beaten tozit by the colooels,bAocording.to Rousseas:’

had ‘the Big junta taken action

~their kind of dictatorship would have been more

- cleverly done - less in the Gestapo-Nazi style, with
more democratic looking officers, and with

established conservative politicians in the
government. They would have hoped to keep the .
moderates of both the Right and Center Union parties
with them, arguing immediately for social reform and
an.eventual return to democracy. The U.S. was a part
of the Big junta, if only because it Knew of its
plans and went along with them.323

At a top-secret inter-departmental meettng.which had been
'convened in Wash1ngton to assess the Greek pol1t1ca1
‘situation, "CIA reports had left no doubt that a m1l1tary
coup [a Generals coup, not a colonels “one) was in the
maK1ng w1th the Knowledge,,lf not . the sanct1on of K1ng

-Constantine. "324The ‘meeting had concluded on the note that

e

322]hid. p.131.
. 323]bid. p.63-64.
3241bid. p.64.
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action [by the U.S.]_was feasible", and

N

&
& 2
(AP

rity Adviser Walt Rostow réported]y closed the

meeting with'these words: "1 hope you understand géntlemen,

'[thét] what we have concluded'here.'or rather failed to

concYlde, makes the future course of events in Greece

Accepting the .above explanation leads one to the

. conclusion that both the King’and the U.S. were truly

surprised by the April 21 coup, even though the King had to
accept the colonels’ fait accompli once it took place and

the colonels found it politically téctfu];to declare ‘that

‘they were acting under royal pro&laimation.325 The Américan

reaction to the colonels’ coup was expressed fn a special
news report from Waéhfngton in the NEW YORK TIMEé on April
23. According to-the TIMES, U.S. officials were said to
maintain
that there is no question of breaking diplomatic
relations with the new [military] government since
King Constantine has remained as the constitutional
chief of state: the military takeover is thus a .
matter of domestic, rather than interpational
politics. 3?27
Thus, as long as there was still a King, it seemed to be of
littie import to the U.S. whether the general elections in®
Gbeece, Which were scheduled for 28 May 1967, took place or

325]bid.
326That the:U.S. was surprised by the coup was confirmed to

the author by Philip Stoddard whg was the State Department’s

Near ‘East bureau chief at the time, during an interview in

- May 1986. in Washington D.C.
3271hid. p.116. '
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indefinite period.328

The official American attitude was that the U.S.-was

* in no way involved in a coup which had been the
result of Greek internal politics and poor
administration; that NATO needed Greece and €hat the
U.S. was, therefore, in no position to intervene
against the Colonels; that Papadopoulos was a
moderate and a shrewd political personality;
strongly attached to the idea of a return to
democracy; that a withdrawal of America’s moral
support and the complete cutting off of military aid
‘could jeopardize his position and bring to power
extremists like Ladas and loannides; therefore, to
sum up, American support for, and good relations
with, the regime were only way to bring about a

" retyrn to parliamentary government:. 329 ‘

t

The only'sanction the U.S. app]ied to the Papadopoulos
regime was to initia]ly impose a selective arms embargo,
whiéh basiéa]1y Hég'the effebt of slowing the pace ofvarms
déliveryAto‘Greece.‘When the N{xdn adminiﬁtration took |
office in 1969} even this mild sanction was discontinued. By
1973, Papadopoulos had lived up to fhe expectationé of the
U.Sffwhichjﬁad extended its provisionéi support to him: a
‘number of social’ reforms had been effected, the Gréék
economy had beén stabilised, and Gree;e had been_éet‘on the
path bécb to par1iamentafy rule. As such, relative to
dictatorships elsewheré, ’Papadocbacyﬂ had turned out to be
not all that bad.‘Papadopoulos*‘Vépy success in setting
Greece on a more liberal coursg Qés to result in his
downfall. ‘ | | o

* While it may have been correct to talK of a gbod,

U.S.-Greek junta relationship until late 1973, this was to

3285ee Ibid. p.116. - -
3290p.cit. Theodoracopoulos, THE GREEK UPHEAVAL, p.197.
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change thereafter. In November 1973. the relatively mild
dictatdr Papadopoulc$ Qas ousted by the extremist repressive
head of the military police, D1m1tr1s Ioannides, on the
pretext that Greece was not ready to return to civilian
rule. Under loannides, the junta became so decadent and
corruththat Greece, in effect, became a political no-man’s

| land. According to Laurence Stern df.the WASHINGTON POST,
'for the first t1me in his memory[!], senior Pentagon
off1c1als were heard to complain about the repress1venese of
the regime in Athens and political analysts in the u.s.
Embassy in Athens remarked on the continuing erosion of
government performance Even U.S. Ambassador Henry Tasca,
who according to Stern had been a ’cheerleader’ for
Papadopoulos; regime, was becoming increasing1y disenchanted
with the Unrepentent dictatorship of loannides.33% Also, to
a much greaterbextent than his predecessor,'loannides was
thementTy opposed -to MaKarios‘ While Papadopoulds had been
able. to ma1nta1n some semb]ance~of agrelat1onsh1p with
Makar1os, desp1te c1andest1ne1y working to neutralize h1m
under loannides the MaKkarios- junta antégon1sm came to a head

L3 "»U

and became a matter of public record E

The analysis of the Greek po]1t1cq§ 1tuat1on and

Greco- Amer1can relat1ons during the inte 4@rjs1s era of

.1964 74, thus far, suffices to estab11sh iﬁ Y

~there was no

330See L Stern, THE WRONG HORSE: THE POLITICS Of ‘
INTERVENTION AND FAILURE OF AMERICAN DIPLOMACY, New York:
Times Books, 1977. : .
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dem - racy in Gx:'“e‘(1967 coup), and that it did not
bsequently ¢tand o ’puppet-maéter' to the Athens junta.
For, if one were to ac ept such a premise, one'would not be
ah e tc take into acco. "t a number of important regional
stosy=temic variables .t play. First, one wouldvnbt be,able
to take nto accoun® the indgpendentinational dynamics prior
ic the coup in Gre = (viz. thé July 1965 crisis and fhe7
ersui g pc it o turmoil); second, the fact that, despite
‘ over-g '~ ._ing by talking of ‘the "junta’, there wa§,a
Papadopo! los regime and a more repressive Ioannides r%gime -
that under the latter, U.S,-Athens relations détefié?ated;

third, and perhaps most imbortantjy, the timing of the 1974

anti-MaKérios coup in Cyprus (viz. the part%cular form the
Athens junta-Makarios hé]ationship'téok; the explanation of
-wh{ch.is still pending)..Having established that ‘the prémise
which serves aé a "continuity’ pre-tneory for tﬁe inference
that the U.S. supported the junta’s efforts to neutra]ize :
Makarjos is unfoUnded,féne can -now proceed to a closer
analysis of the U.S. attitude toward the junta’s efféfté,fn
this regard. _

The U.S. Ambassador‘io Athens from 1969 to 1974, Henry
Tasca, describes U.S. policy during his tenure as one of
support for MaKaridsland the sovereignty and independspeé’of
Cyprus and opposition to changes in the Cypriot '
status-quo.33' A similar descr1pt1on of U.S. po]1cy toward

331 Jestimony by Henry Tasca., U.S. Congress. House.
Intelligence Agencies and Act1v1t1es Committee
Proceedings. Select Committee On Intell1gence 94th
“Congress, 1st Sess1on 1975
. _ @
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Cyprus is provided byéhtchae] Belcher.,the U.S. Ambassador’
to NlCOSla during the '1964- 1969 pe'ré?ioéhh Respondtng to

. al]egat1ons that the U S. 'had sought to neutraltzeoﬁakar1os
and thus, suppor ted the Junta s ouster of Makar1os Belcher

testtfted before Congress that,

S
R v

I not be]ieye that our sins in this .instance were
sins of commission but rather sins of omission. I do
not suscri to the theory which 1 have heard
expressedgfhat there was a conscious effort on our
part toffing about the downfall of Makarios.332

Ongebruar£}14 when Makarios’ security forces discovered an
Athens-EQKA-B plan to overthrow him, the Speaker of the
 House Glafkos Clerides rushed to see the U S Ambassador- to
Nicosia David Popper and asked him what he Knew about the
p]anned scoup. Although Popper’'s reply was a cryptic, "I am
not authorized to tell you anything”,33% the very same day
U.S.,Ambggsador to Athens,,Tasoa, issued the -junta leader
Papadopoulos a warning to refrain froh any violence in

Cyprus "1 warned him against any violehce or héavy

,.ia#f” 334 The reason why the Greek Cypr1ot off1c1a]s rushed
toithe American Embassy on discovering the ptan for an
anti-MaRarios coup was because earlier in 1970 the Americans
 seemed well 1nformed about Operation Hermes which came _
within a hairsbreadth of success when terror1sts

mach1ned gunned Makar1os—~he11copter out of the sk The
Archb1shop wa]ked away from the downed he11copter unscathed.
In that case, 17 days before the incident took place

332Test1mony by Michael Belcher in Ibid.
333]bid. p.45:
334]1bid.
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Ambassador Popper had warnegwﬂgkarios that there would be an
attempt on h1s 11fe w1th1n*§heé§ext«f1fteen days As it

turns out, Popper mtssed fhe ,mark.-by- a'couple of days'335 1In.
1973 yet another plan, Operat1on Apol]o was fo11ed by
Makarios’ secur1ty forces ﬁur1ng a ra1d on one of EOKA-B's
h1deouts That the Amerlcan supported Athens Junta attempted
to neutra]tze Makartos durtng the ear]y sevent1es is not 1n
doubt However, Amertcan support for the colone]s 1n égder
that Amertcan m1]1tary base r1ghts in Greece’be safeguarded,
‘does not necessarilyvmean»that the U:S. sudported the‘. Jﬁé
.coloné]s' repeated.efforts-to unseat Makartost Pending -

fur ther analys1s in this regard, 1t can be sa]d that the-;;;
description of" u.s. policy by Ambassadors Tasca and Bélcher,‘
as they v1ewed it from Athens and N1costa respect1va]y, and
the Amerrcan warnings to Makarios of 1mpend1ng attempts by

Athens to neutra11ze him, certainly do not square with the

: ’Conttnuity’ thesis.

From The Anti Makar1os Qoup To Turk1sh M111tary

Intervention: du]v 15- du]v 20 ' f
- !

Against this baokground'of repeated’attempts by Athens

to neutralize Makarios, throughout the eadrly part of 1974
335 Ambassador Popper’s warning to Makarios followed an
~earlier warning by an American Embassy official in Nairobi
in January, ‘while Makarios was on a State visit to Kenya,
that the Archbishop would be assassinated- at Nicosia airport
on returning to Cyprus. The January pred1ct10n turned out to
be unfounded, but Popper’s February predxct1on was not.

-

\ ' ..
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thefe was a eense of deja'vU as ruUmoOUrs ejrcule{eé in
Cypriot(circles‘of an impending coﬁp against Makarios. On |
July 15, Athens put into effect Operation Aphrodite and .
finally sucéeeded in overthrowjng Makarios, thereby |
triggeriné_the 1974‘Cypfus crisis. Despite.announcements in
the immediate aftermath of ‘the coup that he ‘had been Killed,
Makarios managed to escape from the Presjdential palace
whicH had. been sieged by the Greek Natiohal'Guard commanded
by Greek mainland officers. Athens installed its pubpet
Nikos Sahpson es-Presideht of the Republic. | |
The U.s. administbation has been_bitterly criticised

both from within and without, for'failing {o try to
forestall the ceup against the Makarios goyernment. ’étate
Depar tment’ anq *Continuity’ theohists~have used the fact
that the UgS. Qes not abie to forestall the coup to argue
two Qery d{fferent points of view. The '6ontinuity’
theorists see the failure to forestall the.coup as evidence
of an anti-Makarios, pro-coup stance by the U.Si since it
'?s, in tﬁis view, fathervunbelievable thet the CIA;‘which
had played a very influentia1 he1e in Greece since it Wwas .
"first established there during the post-WWIl Greek Civil
war, hdd no foreknowledge of the impending cdup. The’reei _7
clincher 1ﬁ the 'Continuﬁty“§argumeht'ie that,lleaving asiee
the CIA and also U.S. diplomatic presence in Athens, the
junta’s plans were outlined in Cyprio¥ newspapers and
reiterated by THE TIMES (of London) a fortnight before the

coup, The ’'State Department’ theorists,” on the other hand,
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'argoe that the U.S. shoold have anticipated the‘coupu(as
i opposed to denying foreknowledge) and acted decisively to
'forestal] it. At a press conference on July 22 Secretary of
_iState K1551nger himself den1ed that the State Department had
-’any pr1or Know]edge of "the Greek junt ’s plans For a coup
aga1nst Makar1os since "the 1rformat1on concern1ng an |
:‘impending coup*was'not'exactly ]y1ng around on.the
streets."336 Despite what Kissinger said, however; there was
;ampte evidence that atcoup'was being contemp]ated. As ear ly
as March 1974 the Cypriot Ambassador to Washington, 'NiKos -
D1m1tr1ou, 1nformed the then Ass1stant Secretary of State |
For Near Eastern ‘Affairs Rodger’ Dayﬁes and the State
Department’s Cyprus Desk officer Thomas Boyatt that he had
“reliable 1nte111gence est1mates that a ser1ous effort would
Be made to assassinate Makar1os before GreeK Easter:"337

Even before March, and through the pTr1od until the coup,
Thomas Boyatt had attempted to alert 'his super1ors in the
State Department that Genera1 Ioann1des was determined to
remove Makar.os from powel‘ Boyatt s warn1ngs were ignored
by ‘the State Department’o seventh f]oor and u. S Ambassador
to Athens Henry Tasca s1nce Boyatt came to be regarded as a
mother hen about Cyprus, needﬂessly apprehend1ng Wash1ngton
and Athens with d1re pred1ct1ons \Over the course of 1974 it
became. an established adage in Foggy Bottom that the Cypr1ot

__________________

336U.S. State Depa"tment Press Conference by The Honorable:
Henry A. Kissinger, Secretary of State, du1y722 18974. Press
rele@se” #309, 1874, p.14. ~

3375ge Laurence Stern, THE WRONG: HORSE THE POLITICS OF
INTERVENTION AND FAIYURE OF AMERICAN DIPLOMACY, New

York: Tlmes ‘Books, 1977 p. 94 : S h

S
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spec1a11sts had ”pred1cted 300 of the las$n2 coup attempts
aga1nst Makarios."338 Although Boyatt’s many warn1ngs were
ignored, the seventh floor could not discount loannides’ - own
statemeht to a CiA operative on QUne 20 that he wéS'plannihg'
to neutralize Makarios.?3¢ The“very same dayhthe CIA station
in Athens sent Washington a—message‘uroently hofing the |
threat Makarios faced. In Washington there was disagreemenf

Ly

over the exact. thrustgof Ioannides’ intent. 1t was
interpreted variously as a clear declaration of .his
plan to move against Makarios, as a feeler to |
determine Washington's att1tude toward such a move,
or as a request for a green light."34¢

Despite this lack of clar1ty as to Ioann{des’ exact intent

' jnbspeculating'about'wh;t he might do in Cyofus to
néutra]ize.MaKarios}»KissjngeR and his Undersecretary dJoseph
Sisco:directed‘Ambassador‘Tasca to warn Ioahnides against
vio}ent action agaihst Makarios. Ambassador Tasca,.however
refused to see loannides persona]iy, botjinstead_sent the
Administration’s wo?dvto loannides through officials in the
GheeK Foreign M1n1stry. the top Greek military commanders,
vand=a—#H€kHee1eve1 CIA ‘1iason off1cer As Tasca later told
NEWSWEEK, he did not percéﬁve it as his role as Ambassador
to "make dfp]omatfc demarchos'to a coo {Loanhides had been -
and.sti11 retained tho title of - the chief of military
police),"34' What Tasca was afraid'of was beino criticised
for having too close a relat1onsh1p w1th the repress1ve

e i

338 See Op. cit. otern, B1tter Lessons 2 p.47.
339Gee QOp.cit. U.S. Congress, Select Committee on
Intelligence, p.1301. : '
3408ee-op. cit. Stern, "Bitter Lessons...", pp.49-50.
3410p.cit. Stern,”Bitter Lessons...", p.49. ‘

!
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military regime %n‘Athensi hénce,'ﬁe preferred to minimise
his contacts with loannides. In any pase,'iddnnides had: let
it be .known that he preferred~to’dea1 with ihe CIA rather
than the Américan diplomatic mission in 'A'_ther'\s. At that
‘fime;,then, U.S. foreign po]fcy in Gbeece was conducted
 ~thPOUgh thﬁCIA‘rathef'fhan normal diplomatic chénnelsﬁ42 |
Later in,?gﬂaﬁ?ﬁhen asked, while testifying before Congress,
- as to why he dkd not personally see Ioannﬁdes given a
telegram from'deatt urging him to personally admonish /

- loannides, Tasca replied:

I did not see his assessment of a tactical warning
because he had nothing... there is no information I
had in anything that Boyatt had drafted that said
' loannides is about to move tomorrow and our-
information says he is going-to do it and so do
this.’” A1l we got from the Boyatt telegram was the
kind of thing we have been getting for a long time
from Boyatt...'gee, it’'s terrible...do something
about it.’ In other words, the level of decibels of
the Boyatt position on Greece and Cyprus was not
much higher at the time of the crisis than it was
_before.343 - ( '

Giver Tasca's refusal to admonish loannides directly,

Kissinger and Sisco did not pursue the matter fUrther,'since

they were assured by Tasca that the word had gotten through
<

ﬂtoAIoannjdes¢ Neither did Kissinger or Sisco undertake any

S
5.

initiativeé of thé%f %mmlto register their disappréva] df
the Greek junta’s plans. ‘As a high-ranking Greek Foreign

a

342]n 1975 while testifying before Congress’, - when asked some
key questions regarding the American role in the junta’'s
coup, Tasca himself admitted it was conceivable-that the CI/
might have kept him in the dark at the time.

3435ee op.cit. U.S. Congress, Select Com. on Intelligence,
INTRLLIGENCE AGENCIES AND ACTIVITIES,  p.1540." '
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A'.

If Kissinger had called in our Ambassador.in
Washington, it would have been a valuable weapoh in
our hands. We could have gone screaming to the -
generals saying,’ Look what we arg;belng told in
Wash1ngton 1344

CIf Ioann1des motive in‘speculatiﬁg to the CIA Operat;ve’Oﬁ‘
June 20 as to what he might do in Cyprus to neutralize |
Makarios was indeed to get a feelen for what the ﬂmer1ean>"

~vet}itdde wou ld be, it is quite comprehensibTe,that”he

“considered the warnings from Tasca as window-dressidg’and

n

not as seciods‘Amerjcan objections to a‘coup."3‘{
Further, on July 1,_Ioannidesﬁ plan to oust MaKaries
prompted the resignetion df the GreekJForeign Minister
.Spyros(Tetenes and two other senior.Foheign Ministry '
officials who were opposed to the codp‘and who until then
had no Knowledge of Athens’ funding of EOKA-B. 346’Ihstead

of regarding this deyelopment as a warning that the bridges

between Athens and Nicosia were about to blow, the State

Depar tment dismissed them as "routine retﬁrements."347 Two
days efter the resignations,:on'duly 3, the contents of a
1ettersffem MaKkarios, to Pregkdent Gizikis of Greece, sent
n_ear1y in duﬁe were made pdb]ic This was unm1staKab1e
eV1dence made publ1c, that the junta-Makarios feud had
reached the ‘zero hour’ . Makarios told G121K1s It is with

profound grief that [ have to set out to you certain

3440p., c1t Stern, THE WRONG HORSE, p.101.

31550 P. Watanabe, ETHNIC GROUPS, CONGRESS, AND AMERICAN
FOREIGN POLICY:THE POLITICS OF THE TURKISH ARMS EMBARGO
EXPERIENCE, U.S.:Greenwood Press, 1984, p.88 and op.cit.
Stern, THE WRONG HORSE, p.10f.

346THE TIMES, {London), July 7&8, 1974. ny ,
3470p.cit. Stern, THE WRONG HORSE D. 101

S
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1nadm1ssab1e situations and events in Cyprus for wh1ch I
regard the Greek government as respons1b1e "348 ln
continuation, Makarios outl1ned the machinations of the .

‘junta and its- agents (EOKA B the branch of. the Greek CIA in

5

Cyprus, and the Greek General Staff office)) in Cyprus and

public}y indicted the junta by declar1ng,

-1 have more than once so far felt, and in-some cases

I have almost touched, a hand 1nv1s1b1y extending

from Athens and seeking to liquidate my human

existence." 349,
The locus of the letter was Makarios’' reguest that the 650
GreeK mainland-officers commandingethe.Cyprtot National |
Guard under L1utenant General Denissis be)feca]]ed to |
Athens Pub11c1y chal]eng1ng the junta's author1ty and
embarass1ng them by brand1ng them as consp1rators was not a
‘pol1t1ca11y sound act by Makarios, since he hammered a nail
into his own coffin (go ﬁb speak) through this act. A couple
of days after the letter: was made public, the junta sent
Makdrlos~1ts ply - a stern )no’. Thus, the lines of battle
_were clearly drawn, prompting THE SUNDAY TIMES' (London)

Nicosia eorrespondent M1chael Manning to headline on du]y 7,

that there were»"Growtng Civil War Fears in Cyprus.“359

348The full text of the MaKar1os letter is pr1nted in the
Appendix of op.cit. U.S. Congress, I(ITELLIGENCE AGENCIES AND -
ACTIVITIES. : “

349]bid.

3I50THE SUNDAY TIMES, July 7 1974 Ofcouse, Mann1ng was
extremely prophet1c, since the period from July 15 to July
20 was dhe of a civil war, with pro- Makarios Greeks
(Cypriotémainland) as one of a civil war, with pro- Makar ios
Greeks (Cypriotématnland) Killing anti- Makarios Greeks
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Secretary 6f State Kissinger's comment, that the
"information concerhing an impending coup was not exactly -
lying around on the*stfeets",351Pnot@ithstanding.wnews of
Operation Aphrodite was literally available on tﬁe stfeetsl

‘of Nicosia‘on July 5. The pro-MaKar{os daily APOGEVMATINI
reported that, . B v S

t

the conspiratorial brains are planning a broad -
coupist action to take place in the next few days
supported ty certain military circles in cooperation
with units of the national guard and EOKA-B groups
for the purpose of seizing power. If the plan
succeeds, the government will be taken over by a
certain person who has already been chosen and who,
in substance, will be the puppet for a transitional
period. Naturally it is understood that the
partition of Cyprus will be achieved through the ..
coup plan with the understanding that the Turks have
their plans prepared for such a golden .
oppor tunity."352 :

-

'Over the next few days, tﬁére were . additional néwspaper
reports revea1ing the junta’s plans and indicating fhat_the
- junta-Makarios feud.was approaching its 'zerd hour’ . The
AtHens junta, which had no éEruples in using violence in
Cyprus to neutralize Makarios, was on the verge of
undertaking é decisive putsch against MaKaFios. Thewﬂibosia
‘newspaper ELEFTHERIA“and THE TIMES (London! carried‘aktictes
to this effect. Mario Madiano, THE TIMES' Athens [
corrésbondent , argued fhét Ioannides énd his inner circle
had decided to assaésihaféMaKar{Qsthrbugh.the nationai
guéranih'C¥pnus. Repgr}equ; IoanniaeS'assured his officers‘

"as -to the consefuend

B S s e

assassinﬁtion: “Don’ t worry.

3510p.Cit, U.S, Btate
352APOGEVMATINDY July-
in-the Cyprus"crisisilq

A0

K Press Réféaée:#30§, 19%4. |
1974., as quoted from'extensively
Q&ﬁaturé.‘ » o .
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W

_There will be no—consequences if the job is done quickly andv:

-

neatly."353 . |
| Evidently then, the case of the critics of the U.S.
‘adminisfration, targeted at Secretary of Statelﬁissinger,
seems to be well founded. GiVen all the above political .
nndicators, the U.S. should have beenvabie_to anticipate and
forestall the coup. Yet, accepting this, it'is a dffferent
”matter to indict -the U.S. for be1ng behind the coup a]l
along, since once again ‘reality 1${rather more comp11catec
than as presented by ’ Cont1nu1ty theOrists It is one th1ng
for an ana]yst with the benefit of h1nd51ght @o p1ece
together the 'evidence” that it is unbe11evable for
: _K1ss1nger not toﬁQave known of the impending coup, and it is
_'another to be a U S. ‘Secretary of State who had Watergate,
U.S.-Soviet summ1try and the Middle East, among other things
competing for his a%tention, to have giVen sufficient
attention to*fhe Cg?rus'si{uation.'fhe truth of the matter
is;las Laurence Stern tells, that "Cyprus, from the lofty
heights of the seventh floor inwFong Bottom, was a far-off
blip on Kissinger’'s storm charts."35% Further, there was
merit in the adage hegrd on thessevenih;f1oor that the
Cypr1ot spec1a11sts had predlcted 300 of the last two coup’
attempts in Cyprus As Kissinger was fond of telling his
subordinates, the U;S. foreign policy machinery s like a

car sitting in neutral at traffic-]fghts wait?ng'fon the

353See op. cit. Watanabe, ETHNIC GROUPS..., p.89 and
Steen, "Bitter Lessons...",p.55.
354D, cit. Stern, "B1tter.Lessons‘..", p.57.



B

177

. .- LB : :
green light.3?55 The ’‘car’ could not go into motion in the

;absence~of the green light (hard éyfdehce): the U.S. could

not act on eyéry dire predictidn‘regarding Cyprus.‘The‘U.S.'
knew that jhé}etwas ﬁglh'o? a coUb.fth'that was hardly
nove]_.Of'céubsé, the pd]itica]vsjgﬁslwere sfrohgrepough to
move Kissinger-td direct Tasca thatfhe-reg%§ter hiég&

disapproval of the coup plans'to Ioannideg.}Yet, apparénf]y

~ the signs were not strong enough for Kissinger to purdue the

matter’further'when‘Taséa'refused“to admohish!}oannides

v

»personél]y.’The CIA which hadhstirred-up Washingtoh in June

with the urgent note of the threat Makarios faced

':subsequently downgraded its assessment of the threat. In

. fact, the National Intelligence Bulletin for du]y.15 which

.

© was distributed within the U.S.iNafional Security apparatus

' was.plainly embarassing. On the morning that the U.S.

Secretary of Defence might have been reading that "General

Ioannides takes moderate 1ihq while playing for time in

dispute with‘MaKéribs",‘Ioannides.was'not_taking a moderate

~line but was +in fact overthrowing Makarios.356

Hence, the truth of the matter is that it is not the

case that Kissinger did not know anything about Ioannides’ '

desire to ouster Makarios (viz. the talk), but that when. he

claimed to have been taken by surprise he in-all probability

e .,«L‘.."---- . -

355Kissingef’s analogy was conveyed td-the author by Philip

Stoddard - formerly the State Department’s Chief of The Near

East Office, then Deputy Director and Director of
Intelligence and Research. -

3560p.cit. U.S. Congress, INTELLIGENCE AGENCIES AND
ACTIVITIES, p.1291. - T |

A
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meant the timing,357 and the fact that it was actually

carried out in the face of American warnings, weak as they
were, for loannides to refrain from such act10n.358

The second major line of criticism-directed against the

v

U.S., in the person of Secretary of State Kissinger during

‘the£1974~cqisis; is that afterbtne coup tne u.s: government
| diatnet.condemn it'endfinstead tilted Yoward the |
1]1e§itima;e Sampson regime. The U.S; was fhe only majqr
power in the world that did not denounce théﬁééup. Guarantor

powers TurKey and Br1ta1n all other NATO allies (except of

‘vcourse Greece) the Eastern b]oc and the nonaligned were
. all unanimous in the1r denquncement of - the coup.. and ca]]ed

t

for the re1nsta]1at1on of.. the Mdkar1os government .

On July 15, after the coug had just taken place?'
.Secretery of State“Kissﬁnger met with the—Cypr%ot Ambassader
to Washington Nikos Dimifniou, who had unsuccessfully

requested many times prior to July 15 to meet with Kissinger

ol

to try and prevent the 1mpending coup. At the time of the
meetwng even though MaKar1os ‘was rumoured to have been

_assassinated, Kissinger did not“even mention Makar1os or -

357At a July 22 press conference Secretafy Kissinger pointed
out that the man most immediately 1nvo1ved Makar1os, «did
not expect a coup that very day.

358Apar f from Ambassador Tasca, the CIA a]so attepted to
stop loannides through the Greek-American CIA operative
Peter Koromalis, who was confidant and adviser to loannides.
See L. Paine, IHE CIA AT WORK,-U.K.:Robert Hale, 1977,

p.141, Also, according to op.cit. Stern "Bitter Lessons

the CIA station chief in Athens Stacy Hulse was v1rtualli$
thrown out of loannides’ office when he visited the Gener:

a few days before the coup. To Stern this suggests that &
' Hulse made loannide$ angry- by advocating restra1nt '

Y

¥
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exbress his condolences. In fact, Kissinger’'s manner was &
diStuEbing]y Iigﬁt;heanted - be was constantly laughing and‘
joking."359vThe firstvétatément that came out of tHé State
6épartment after the coup'waSwsufficiént1y elastic to
reflect Kissinger's pos%tion which wés simply, "We will wait
and see" ;369 it could have easily been 1ssued even in the

absence of a coup, as a statement of general U.S. po11cy

.

toward Cyprus. The statement read as follows

~

The U.S. has long been on record as opposed to any
resart to violence on the island. Our policy remains
that of supporting the territorial integrity and
independence. of. Cyprus and 1ts constitutional

o arrangements. 361

Absent were any exp11c1t words of condemnat1on of the Greek
junta's act1on and any words of regret about, the attempt to

assassinate Makar1os. Ne1ther was‘thereyany call for the

——— —n

reinstallation of the Makarios governmeat. }here is now
sufficient evfdence to suggest that there was a split within
the Stafe Depar tment regarding the quéstidn as to whether
the U.S. should denounce{the junta’s violent ihtervention-in
‘Cyprus. Commenting specifically on the split thét existed
'prior-to the coup, as to whether the U.S. should”give Athens
a stern warﬁing.to refrain from vioience in Cyprus, but

essentially describing the sp]it'thaf exited at all stages
. I
of the crisis, the S&ate Department’s Country Director for

359 Andres N1col1ades Counselor, Embassyfbf Cyprus.
Interviewed by Paul Watanabe,*op.cit. ETHNIC GROUPS.
p:90. : v

3G°ThewNEw YORK TIMES, dJuly 16, 1974.
361y .%. Congress, House Comm1ttee on Fore1gn Affairs,
CYPRUS-1974, p.53.

Pl
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Cyprus in 1975-76 James Morton points out that

~

There was a split. There were some people at lower
levels who recommended certain courses. of action
which were contrary to the.policy that was followed
or implicated. That is very evident from the files,
which are of course still c]assified.352

Working-level officers in the State Department, such as the
_then Cyprus country director Boyatt, urged the Secretary of
Stéte to denounce the junta’s action but he refused to do

TR Thus, it is not the case as subsequent Cohgr&ssiona]

hearings concluded that there was "'system breakdown’. ...,

‘what happens is that recommendatiaﬁé_éf lower levels of
inte]ligencé never get passed on.. They don’t get
delivered."3¢? Rather, the truth of the matter is.not that
recommendations did not reach the seventh floor, but in this
éase at least, simply were not heeded” The only top-level
executive member to sﬁgge§t a course of action simi]af to
“that of the State Department’s working-]eyé] offfcers was
 Secretafy of Defence James Schiesinger.3¢4 Kissinger,
however, .as he told the Washington Speciél‘Actipn Group
(WSAG) which met to;aiscuss the Cyprus crisis, 363 dTa—nSTf “
want fo risk sanctions against the junta for fear of - .
jeopardising U.S.lmﬁlitary base rights in Greece. Aé Danax,"

Schmidt of the CHRISTIAN SCIENCE MONITOR reported on dJuly
o P

362 James Morton, country director for Greece and former
country director for Cyprus (1975-76), Interviewed by Paul
Watanabe %n 1977. Printed in op.cit. Watanabe, p.89.
363Chairman Otis PlKe, op.cit..U.§. Congress,. INTELLIGENCE
. AGENCIES AND ACTIVITIES, p.741. .

364See tHlenry Kissinger, YEARS OF UPHEAVAL,
Boston:Little,Brown, 1982, p.1190.

365]bid. _

¢
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¢
18, the overriding-consideration in Kissinger's policy ofni

extreme restraint was . ‘ .

to avoid risking the safety of American military

"interests in Greece. These are 'home-port’ ‘

arrangements for a part of the U.S. Sixth

~Fleet-Pyraeus base rights. for ‘the Navy and Air Force

at Suda Bay on Crete. Without these positions in

Greece, the Sixth Fleet would find it d1ff1cu1t to

operate in the eastern Mediterranean.366
Further, as Schmidt puts it, Kissinger intended to presenvé
U.S. interests in the region "even at_ihé,expense of
Archbishop Makarios."387, Later, in His'memoirs THE YEARS OF.
UPHEAVAL, Kissinger argued that his inaction/extreme -
restraint on this matter was due to;his belief that
condoning Athens would be an invitation for the Turks to
militarily intervene in Cyprus. That is, the Turks would say
"gee, you see, even Washingtoh denounces the junta’s action,

and by implication would understand if we were to exercise

our right of intervention under.thé 1960 Treaty of

73“ﬁe will never Know whether this is simply ex

A 1.
post factw'[face saving) rationalisation on the part of

K1sslnger‘®r the truth In any case, as will be argued

shartly, it was preC1sely his inaction that invited Turkish
L%, ‘ :
§$ﬁﬁﬁtary 1ntervent1on in Cyprus.

On July 16, a day after the coup, much to the dismay of .
the Turks and very mu@h out of step.w1th world-w1d¢ reaction
to the installation of Sampson as President, the U.S.

estéb]ished'informai contact with the Sampson regime. The
366Dana Schmidt, "Kissinger Insists On U.S. Caution On
Cyprus”, CHRISTIAN SCIENCE @QNITOR July 19 1974,

3671bid. i,

PESRN
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'U.S,‘Ambassador to Nicosia Rodger Davies haa'inforﬁal talks

with Sampson’s representatives. The same day, State

Department spokesman Robert Ander son was asked, "Is the
Makarios government the government of Cyprus at fhe_moment

as far as we are concerned?"368 He replied: "I would rather

‘—BUst ;btvcomment on it at all."36% On dJuly 17, this time in
reeponse to a questien as to whether in the view of the U.S.
government there had been external ieterVention:against

Makar ios, Anderson replied (contradicfing the preeeding/"”///
‘three Qeeks of furieus ceb]e traffic between Foggy Bottom

and the U.S. Embassy in Athenss7°J;1nd, in our view, there
‘has be .n no outside interventienﬂ“37‘,A? the time, MaKarios,
‘who was being hosted in London, Qas scheduled to visit the

U S. upon the invitation of the Cha1rman of the Senate

Foreign Relations Comm1ttee W111§ﬂm Fulbright. 372 During his

visit to the U.S., Makarios was scheduled to address the UN

General Assembly and to meet with Kissinger in Washington.
Robert Anderson was asked whether Secretary Kissinger wou]d

be meeting with Makarios as Presmdent or.'as a pr1vate

—c1t1zen. He replied very tactfu]]y that K1ss1nger was

meeting w1th'Archb1shog Makarios. Aga1n, when asKed on July
3680p.cit. Stern, THE WRONG HORSE, p.112.

369]bid. ' )

370See op.cit. Stern, "Bitter Lessons...", p.60.

3710p.cit. U.S. Congress, CYPRUS-1874. p 60.

372 That Makarios, still recognized internationally as the
legitimate leader of Cyprus, was to visit the U.S. upon the
invitation of a Senator rather than the U.S. administration
remains an unintelligible piece of historical data for
observers of U.S. foreigrvpolicy during-that era. Critics of
the U.S. administration regard it as evidence of K1ss1nger S
‘coolness’ toward Makarios and consigtent with Kissinger’'s
failure to denounce the junta for ousting Makarios.
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19 about a story in the NEW YORK TIMES which reported that |
"high Amer icar officials ind{cated that the Nixon |
-administration was leaning more toward Sampson... than
toward Archbishop Makarios", 373 Anderson did not deny the
NEW YORK TIMES' statement.374 Also, on du#y 19, when by then
there was no doubt that Athens had'carried out the coup and
that it Was not an internal Cypriot af*ajr as the State.
Department had stated earlier, Anderson inciicated that the
U.S. deplored Greek intervention "to the extent it may have
occured in this case."375 -
"U.S. policy from July 15 to July 19 reflected a view
shared by maﬁy-obsérveré of the Cyprus iséue that the
anti-MéKarios coup and~subsquent instaIlétion‘of Sampson as
President weré not entirely unwelcomed Sy Kissihger and the
senior State Depé;tment'officials. As Paul Watanébé
contends,.
the first private reaction from inside the State
Department to the news that Makarios had been ousted
was one of relief that [the U.S. was] finally rid of
‘the Castro of the Mediterranean’ .375%
Indeed, when it was heérd’1ate on Monday {duﬁy 15) tha?u ”
Makarios was not- dead, as had been reportéd by Sampson’s:
peoble, one State Department.official reportedly snapped:

ar
) . . u . . . . L . .
"How inconvenient."377 Kissinger, like earlier Cyprus crisis

__________________ ' ’ . “~
373The NEW YORK TIMES, July 18, 1974. _

374 See op.cit. Watanabe, ETHNIC GROUPS...., p.92.
'3750p.cit. U.S. Congress, CYPRUS-1974, p.74.

3760p.cit. Watanube , ETHNIC GROUPS...., p.90-91. See also,

Tad Szulc, THE ILLUSHN OF PEACE:FOREIGN POLICY IN'THE NIXDN%
YEARS., Viking Press!U.S., 1978, p.795. :

3770p.cit. Stern,"Bitter Lessons...”, p:57 N

FS
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fReson, disdained Makarios for his

managers ¥ 1Y
recalcitran - h1s'¥ﬁrn1ng to the Soviet Unﬁon for

support at every turn George Ball's und1p1omat1c bashlng of

the noncompliant Makarios 1n‘5964 using h1s ceremon1al

title of address,"God damn it your'Beatltude... » had become

an'established anectode in the State Departmenf and
: . ) ' ) ’ .
reflected the view of® Makarios.shared by senior officials in

’

thg.State Department.\ﬁﬁssinger, for his‘part, told a group 

of'Greek-American’Teaders shortly afteﬁ the 1974 crisis that
he considered Makafios as "much tOO'bfg of a man for such a
S%alluislandr"37§ Not surprising1y then, during~the 1974 '
~crisis the U.S. was not among the boﬁeré cellingffor.the
reinstallation_of the MaKarios'government. KiSsinger;swview
was that Mékarios was finished politically. Thus, when |
Assistant Secretary of State for European'AffairS’Arthur
Hartman, Kiséingerzs troubieshoorfr in the 1atfer phase of
" the crisis, visited Athens in AUgust 1874, mugh to the |
bewi Tderment of ‘the newly installéd civilian democratic:
government of Konstantin Karamanlis he told the Greeks that

1t is 1mportant in the 1ntereste of the future settlement

of Cyprus that Archblshop Makarios not return to Cyprus

379

3785 relayed by Peter Bell, Chairman of the Justice for
Cyprus committee of the Amer1can Hellenic Education and
Progressive Association, to Paul Watanabe. See op.cit.
‘Watanabe, p.S1. v

3790p.cit. U.S. Tongress, INTELLIGENCE_AGENCIES AND
ACTIVITIES, p.1294.
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UQS.‘Failure To Forestall Turkish Mllitany'{nterventiOn‘ln

:Cygrﬂgﬁwh‘ | v/ ,. C E )

L3

‘For analytic purposes the 1974-crlsis can be
conceptuallsed as, be1ng compr1sed of three phases After the
‘prec1p1tant event of the ant1 Makarios coup, there was the
flrst phase of the crtsls_from duly 15 to July 19. With the
Tuhhish hilltary intervention in Cyphus on duly 20, begah'
the second phase of the CPlSlS, which after a l1m1ted
TUPKlSh military operat1on was followed by two rounds of _A'

7

talks in Geneva between Greece and Turkey under Br1t1sh

ausplces With the collapse of the second Geneva talks on
‘August 13, came the third phase of the cr ns;when on August.
l4vthe Turhs-ls#nched a major offensive and w1thin'a feu
days gained control‘of 37 per:cent of the island. It has
already been discussed how the U.S. has been cr1t1c1sed for

‘not belng aple to preventythe anti-Makarios coup and
subsequently for tilting toward the Sampson reglme for tear
of risking'sanctions against the Athens junta. The TurKish
armed 1ntervent1on Wthh brought on the second phase of the
cr1sls led to a third maJor line of cr1t1c1sm of U.S.

.poltcy: that, the U.S., in effect, invited Turkish m1litary
intervention in prrus. Because of Kissinger’s‘policy‘of
‘wait and see’ inaction the U.S. was unable to }orestall the .
Tuﬁklsh‘action and subsequently was seen to tilt, this time,

toward Tuhkey. Just as he was not able fo risk sanctions

against ‘the junta, Kissinger was not, according to his own
. §
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statement, able fo risk sanctions against Turkey. During a -~

du]y 21'Washin§ton Special Action Group (WSAG) meeting,
K1SS1nger exp1a1ned to h1s co]]eagues that the only way
?Urkey could have been stopped was by taking U S. m111tary
a¢t1on, which, 1in h1s v1ew, was out of the questlon.35{
Kiseinger’s argument eired durtng the'WSAG meeting was
essentially a-face-saving onev In fact, the U'%' inebiTity
to prevent Turk1sh action- was pred1cated on U.S. policy
‘during the f1rst phase)bf the crisis (viz. tilt toward the
Sampson regime). As a Congressional critic of Kissinger’s
policy summarily puts 1t dur1ng the ouly 15-18 initial
g?ase of the cr1s1s the U.S. government 'indicated a
willingness to/work w]th Mr.Sampson. h]S was consistent
with oor support of the Greeh junta which initiated these
actions."381' The true import of this American position, in
so far as it contributed to the materialization of the
Turkish armed intervention in Cypnus is brought\to-light by
former Cyprus troubleshooters George Ball and Cyrus Vance.
Wh11e testifying before Congress Ball and Vance criticised
‘K1ss1nger s fa11ure to denounce the junta’'s anti-Makarios
x'coup and the Sampson regime, and his failure to Foreﬁ all
Turklsh action. Vance and Ball both argued ‘that- there were
' other diplomatic options available to K1ss1nger that: ooold
have prevented the Turkish armed 3htervent1on In the-wérds

380Henry A. Kissinger, YEARS OF UPHEAVAL,
Boston:Little,Brown, 1382, p.1190.

381 Donald Fraser before the U.S. Congress. House. Committee
on International Rekations. SUSPENSION OF PROHIBITIONS
AGAINST MILITARY ASSISTANCE TO TURKEY. 94th Congress, Ist
session, July 10, 1975, p.16-17. :
o . ' : . {
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of Cyrus Vance: _ et \-

It seemed to me that once the legitimate = - T
constitutional government qf Cyprus was overthrown:.
by a coup that tHe first clear~step that the U.S, v
should have taken was to denounce that action. and to
state very clearly that it expected the
constitutional governménty-to be restored. This would -
have been in conformity with what Great. Britain. had
'publicly stated.and what our NATO ‘allies had said.
[f this had been done theh I think it would be clear
to the people of Greece and to.the peop]e of -Turkey
‘where we stood....With respect to Turkey, it would
~appear to them that we were either supporting or
~willing to stand aside and let come to power
- somebody who was commifted to Enosis. Under those. -
circumstances I think it was to be expected that
Turkey would move. So with the lack of clarity that
was caused by a failure to state our position, it is
not surprising that Turkey moved.38% -

The etatement made by a senior TurKish ForeignnMinistry "
_official bears out the Qandity of-Yanoe’s criticism of ‘
K1ss1nger s inaction. In tne'words of a senior Turkish
d1p19mat, "1f we delayed our 1ntervent1on America was going
to reoognjse Sampson. We head the statements by Rcbert
Anderson. I told my governmen$ that'the Uu.s. wfl] reoognise
Sampson - if we don’t,moYe now."383 Kissinger's policy, then,
ref]eéts‘very little empathy on hi's part #%r the Twrkish
position in the initial phase of thevcrisis. The Turks
- immedjately interpreted the coup as de\$acto Enosis;
especially 1n‘the light of Sampson being installed as
Pregident. It is curicous that had the-junta looked for
omebody more unacceptable and loathsome tnan SaﬁbSon, from
\the Turkish po1nt of view, there would be nobody . Apart from
" Grivas, Sampson was the most renowned advocate of Enosis and

362ibid. p.bo1. ' o
383As reported in op. cit. Stern, THE WRONG HORSE, p.115.
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a reputed Killer of TurKs and Br1t1sh dur1ng EOKA’s En051s -
campa1gn in the’ f1ft1es During h1s meet ing w1th K1551nder h

on July 15 Makarios’ Ambassador to Washington Nikos

Dimitriou, when asked'who Sampson was, refered to Saipson as

) Y
a paranotd and egoman1ac v o S

Former Cyprus cr1s1s manager George Ball's v1gy is

51m11ar to Vance s, but Ball provides a more elaborate
—_ 3
assessment and critique of K1ss1nger S handl1ng of the 1974

K

Cyprus crisis. Dur1ng Congres51ona1 testlmony, when the
p1vota1 quest1on of American 1everage over Greece and Turkey
was brought up (under_Klss1nger it appearedgthat_there was

no 1evérage), Ball contended that

there was but one basis for the exercise of American '~
leverage at the time. That was firs* to move against
~the junta. To say to. the junta: "You are finished as
far as the U.S. is concerned unless you reyerse the
coup, unless you reinstall the legitimate™ . ,.
government the constitutional government, of
Cyprus.” On that basis we would have had levwerage
with Turkey That would have been very “different
from going to'the Turks and saying, e are ot
.going to do anything about - thls s1tuat10n but we
‘want;lyou not to invade......" "I think instead of
denounc1ng the junta’s action, the impresgion was
given, rightly or wrongly, that the U.S. might be
'prepared to live with the Sampson: government . .
once this impression was given, our leverage w1th
the Turks became almost nonexistent because the only
basis we could even 1eg1t1mately ask the Turks-not
to move was that the.,U.S.. was going to mobilize not
only its strength but the’ strength of other
interested major powers t& put such pressure on the
junta that they would have to reverse the effects of
this coup.38¢ . ..

v : & . .
George Ball's analysis of how Kissinger's inaction deprived

the U.S. of much needed 1everage notwithstanding, it appears
3846eorge Ball in test1mony Op.cit. u. S Congress, House:,
CYPRUS- 1974 P. 39 : :
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‘that desp1te h1s Junta Sampson pol1cy, wh1ch was anathema to.
the TurKs, K1ss1nger Believed that he-. m1ght be able to |
prevent a Turk1sh armed 1ntervent1on For thls purpose on 1”
duly 17 he dispatched Undersecretary of State doseph’§1sco tﬂ

on an eastern Med1terranean dlp]omat1c m1ss1on fh1s |

d]plomat1c venture of. Stsco’s has.been descrlbed as a

"mission 1mpOSS1ble “385 In the words of George Bat] S}scoﬁ?

- was sent h - SN

there w1th an empty bag I think he m1ght have
: been effective had he been 1n a p051t1on to say to
- the Ecevit government,'The U.S. is taking véry
strong measures to bring about the reversal of th1s
-coup, so please hold off while we do it."386

-?F06thefv_83]1 coatends that;the U.S. should have empathisédﬁy
with the Turks by conveyinggéo'them how the U.S, uﬁdék;taéaff
that the Sampson government constituted a menace for th¢"} o

- Turkish Cypriot popdlation. 'Thu_s} because of his.super‘i.'for‘.% s

reluctance to’risk highhandedness by threatening eitherhiw'x

Greece or Turkey 51sco was, of course, unable to stop.. the -

‘ TurKs

"Kissinger, himself, in accounting for the refusal to

@

threaten the Turks by raiéing the possibility of the

ceSSatioh pf milttary aid shoqu-they intervene, contended
"it was considered that such an act1on would be . .ineffective,

and would not irevent the threaten1ng eventuality." 387 By

#tak1ng this position K*ss1nger was paying homqpe to the
38‘{See op.cit. Stern, THE WRONG HORSE, p.116.

386Q0p.cit. U.S. Congress, House, CYPRUS- 1974, p.39.

387U.5. Department of State, Bureau of ‘Public Affairs,
Office of Media Services, News Release: Press Conference by
Secretary of State Henry Kissinger, August 19, 1874, p.3.



180

'TuhKish government’'s public admonitionﬂthat it would never
1agatn'succumb‘to Aherican pressure on the Cyprus iSsue'(viz.

: as in- the sixties). As Arthur Hartman, the Ass1stant |
Secretary of State for Eurdpean Affa1rs at the tlme put 1t‘

,"'Short oﬁ‘the‘use by the U. S of force we do not

. believe that there was any way{to stop the.armed

~ . intervention by Turkey.: .Before -we stepbed Turkey :

~'h- 0 [1964 and 18671 from its intervention right which it

-+ felt it had under the Zurich and<lopmdon agreements. -

© "1 was told ih Ankarpa- thal would nat” bappen“again. .

irthat, they were [ndt] QOTng”to 1lsten to-that adv1ce
from the . S We accepted that ponclusion 388

_fTUnkishhbdmééfié Politics and The Decision To_Intervene

Though the Turk1sh m1l1tary 1ntervent1on of July 20 is

4>/.

to be seen as a react1on to Athen s actlon .on duly 15 and

: the Amer1can restra1nt with no c%earlgnd forthright
pos1tlon 1t 1s neverthe]ess a Turk1sh domestic p011t1ca1

; resuttant - not an. 1nteTnat1dﬁa1 event commtss1oned by the -

U S a Cont1nu1ty theorists would argue In this regard,
{

as w111 be analysed shortly, one must a]so cons1der the

}'1mportant role played by Great Brlta1n who as: guarantor

et

power played the frontal %h1rd party 1ntermed1ary role

On hear1ng the news of an anti- Makar1os coup in Cyprus

u

the director of the Greco Turklsh relat1ons off1ce of the
Turkish- Fore1gn Mtntstry Ecme1 Barutcu 1mmed1ate1y

interpreted the sxtuat1on a$ de facto Enosis He made the
__________________ "n \ Sy ﬁ\ _1-,”" 'ﬂ Co : r

38s0p.cit, U.S. Congr‘ec" CYPRUS; 1974, 5’;-4:;‘

R
)
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3 . R
case for an immediate Turkish military intervention

,Cyprues Prime Minister Ecev1t shared the same perce t1on as
Barutcu and, thus, he 1mmed1ate1y asked the milit ry ch1efs s
to beg%n'preperat1ons for a Turkish 1and1ng_on Cyprus.
_Ecevit, nevertheless, wented to try other options #{rst,
"especially that of persuadihg Britain to participate in a
joiht Anglo-Turkish intervention. On the evening ofldu1y 15,

-the TurKish National Security Council met-to'discuss the

Cyprus situation.. The M1n1ster of the Treasury Deniz Bayka]
a-firm advocate of armed intervention, played the leadin

role during the meeting. Baykal spent considerable tim
o o _ : :
.explaining why Turkey could not let the fait accompli on

Cyerus to go unchecked. He made the argument that /

tNe international relaxation of tensions which has
resulted from the nuclear par1ty among the .
‘superpowers, has changed nationdl reactions to
“international crises. We are now in an era where
rather than direct intervention and seeking crisis
termination, rather than the seeking out of the just
and unjust, we have the managenment of regional
crises. As a result the state that precipitates the
crisis is always at an advantage [since it gains the
~initiative and places the burden of choosing whether
to react or not to the other side, while third party
«crisis managers act to stall the s1de which is at a
disadvantagel....Hitherto, the Greeks have taken
large strides. by using this tactic of crisis »
initiation. The coup undertaken by the Athens junta

. .is the latest example of this. We have two options.

" . We either acqu1esce and accept the fait accompli on
Cyprus, confining ‘ourselves to 'verbal d1plomacy
which brings no results or we respond to a crisis
with a crisis....The real significance of - the coup
is not that the Killer of Turks and the British
Sampson has been installed as President, but that
Greece is now in a position to extend. 1ts cohtrol to
our southern shores 389 :

383Translation of Deniz Baykal s statement during the -
Turkish National Security Council meeting of July 15, 1974.
N L . R . ) . \ ! .
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In continuation, Bafkal explained that the new-found Turkish
foreign pd]gcy under Ecevit was ore of Realpo]itik rather

- than one of verbal u'n an y, which rad in fhe past doomed

3 Turkéy tovallowung o s pass it by and being unable
to.safeguérd i's naticna! interc3 s, No sooner had -the coup
taken place, {en tner- was ir ~nKara e strong belief that
Tubkey would heve to act il L;f'ly tc redress_the sifuation
in Cyprus. Although interwatl,na‘_ﬂir.omatfc reaction to the
coup was what Turkey wanted tc se~ when Turkish offic{als
asked themselves the Key yur i1on as to who would physicall@
change the Sampson regime, the answer seeméd to bg no power
but Turkey.

~

On July 17, Turkish Premier Ecevit flew to London to
meet British Premiér Harold Wilson. Before undertaking
unilateral action, Ecevit considered it necessary to éonsult
with Britain, as a guarantor power, and a?K the British to
joiﬁ Turkey in restoring the cqnétitutiqnalﬂarder in Cyprus.~
Much to his chagrin, Ecevit found that the British had no
interest in a joint Ang]o-TQrkish‘intervention with Turkey
~and tried to pacify Ecevit. While the British were carrying
the Cyprus ball, as far as Western all¥ed intergsts were
concerned, 299 Secretary of Statg:Kissinger was pursuing his
favourite two-tragk di;Tgahcy - %:mited and restr.  d
public Stateménts to save everyone’é face, plus bu-tl ng

3¢9 cont’d) Printed in) M. Birand, OTUZ SICAK GUN (THE
THIRTY HOT DAYS), Istanbul:Milliyet, 1975. Emphasis added in
bold. |

39070 paraphrase a NEW YORK TIMES headline on dJuly 18, 1974.
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role.3%1 Even as Wilson was meeting with EceviQﬂat 10
Downing Street, Kissinger was almost constantly being
*xﬁfiefed by British Foreign Minister James Cal]aghan on the
‘lpﬁone'and was urging the British to pacify the Turks. . \\
f On July 18, Ecevit met wjth Sisco who had"%rnived in »
London‘the same day as Ecevit. Sisco brought wi : him a
letter from Kissinger stating that "the U.S. is opposedQO a
Turkish intervention'in’Cyprus to redrese the'coup. We |
“believe this would'Tead to war among the two NATO members
[Greece and Turkeyl."2°? In his meeting with Ecevit, Sisco
basiea1ly reiterated fhe theme of U,S. apprehension over the
possibility &f a Greco-TurKish wap, and told Ecec}tvthat the
Saviet Union was likely to react to a TurKkish armed -
in%erventioo. Whaf Eoewit heard from Sisco on July 18 ,was
what he had heard from Wilson and Ca]laghao the prevjousa
day.ffhese were the same'arguments that earlier American
cfisis}managers,‘as well as the British, had made to Turkey
in the sixties. Ecevit was not moved by.the spectre of Greek
reo}isa1s, nor was he worried aboutithe Soviet threat, since
the Soviets' had takenﬁa forthri -t profTurKieh position on

July 16. The Soviet Ambassador to Ankara Grubyakov delivered

a message to the Turkish government stating that "the coup

has been organized by exter!w' ‘ ces. The Sov1et government

is behind those who ¢ oppose ff’

3915ee Leslie Gelb, ”In51deftyp¥u§ Can1s How U $. Policy

Appeared To Change Course - the NEW YORK TIMES, Sept. 9,

1974.

3820p.cit. Birand, THE THIRTY HOT DAYS, p.48.

393 “Ibid. p.30. Also information gathered from the archives

of the TurKish Cypriot Diplomatic Office.in Washington D.C,
P

-rf%ﬁsts "393 At the UN,
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meanwhile, "the Soviet de]egat*onéwas decliring thaﬁ “Greece

is swallowing Cyprus” 384 Ec%i?t knew that the ouster of

Makarios was most distur??ng to the Soviet Uh?bn. since the ”
. ¢ .

: : Lo i I
Sovie%& saw Makarios as a guaréiiygw;;;?kgt the NATOization

o}_Cyprus. The Soviets had never\sUpponted\Ezsgiy. since

through Enosi% Cyprus would become & part of Greece and
Y _ 4

hence arﬁATO bastion. Thus, furkey could countron Soviet

\

' constiiutional
- *

nist Grfeek junta
\ !

support in undertaking a move to regtore‘t

order/deSEroyed by the vehemently antisc

.whiéh was loathed~by'MOSCow. Rather curiously, Ecevit was
. \ _ | E- )
more skeptical of the\poégzhon of 1its seniorjif\y[ the UsS.,

which had taken no forihrﬁght posﬁtién and, as meﬁtiQned,
) .

appeared to acquiesce in the face of devgidpments‘on Cyprus.

An American diplomat who accompénieqiﬁfngijj)LondOn
pointé!Out that = ' ' |

e ) \ o~
Ay
) .

. »
the argument$ made by Ecevit and his determined.
stand changed Sisco’s, hence Kissinger’s, policy
toward Turkey. If that meeting hadn't taken placeg,
there could have been very dangerous
congequences...: Ecevit told us clearly that if the
U.9. tried to deter Turkey by twisting its arm, U.S.

interests in Turkey would suffer greatlyg in fact,
he told this in an almost threateni manner . " 395

«

Hence, the reason why Kissinger was relgctant.to threaten
the TurKks in an attempt to de/

Qﬁfter'his meeting with Ecevit, Sisco went on to Athens,
b ( SR .
taking with him the demands of the Turkish government for a

diplomatic solution to the Cyprus crisii: Ecevit’.s minimum
N .

- vl e = == - - - = -

393 (cont’d) May 1986.
394]bid. | .
3951bid. pp.48-49,

i
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. : .
demands were the 1mmed1ate removal of Sampson thhdrawa] of

the 650 GreeK off1cers wh1ch cminanded the Cypriot nat1ona1 Y
guard; and 1ronc]ad pggdges‘that the 1s]and\you1d remain

. : - A

,1ndependent In Athens,“Sisco and U.S. Ambassador Tasca met
with loannides'on July 19. When warned by Sisco that,the

LY

- Turks would move should diplomacx'faj], loannides ~)
infuriatingly balked at the notion that the Turks wou 1d
“move. He rejected the Turkisﬁ demands and offereS\To v
replace, not withdraw, the 650 Gréek officers in Cypru;;7
- Sisco was astute enough to Know that for the Turks the -
proper va lue of thggGreeK concessioh was pracfﬁca]]y n11
‘Whjle Sisco was failing to make diplomatic headway 4%
‘A}hens, in Ankara the Turkish Defenge Miﬁister Hasan Esat
Isik, when asked if Turkey would act 6r not declared thgt
"everyfh ng depends on the answeé‘Sisco brings .from
Atheﬁs "39s - ) :
With the Turks q91sed to move should diplomacy fa:l, and
Athens reJect1ng the Turkﬁgg demands for the cessatlon of
the Cyprus crisis, Sisco relayed the latest situation in the
eastern'MediteHranean to Kissinger. At the timé, Ahbassaddr
Tasca suggested to Kissinger that the U.S. interpose the
Sixth Fleet between Turkey ard Cyprus ‘o stop the Turks.
Kissinger categorically rejected Tasca' s suggestion. Léter
the same evening (July 19), lisco arrived in Ankara to once‘“
agaiq‘ﬁxercise'pacification therapy on the Turks. Hévjng.

come from Athens empty-handed, his meeti®f with Ecevit took
| ~

- P

396See NEWSWEEK, July 22, 1974, p.48
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on a ch1lly atmosphere In a 1ast ditch ef?bréﬂgo stop~
TurKey. he asked Ece¥1t for 48 hours so that he- could br1ng

s
to Ankara an American formula: Ecevit, however, to]d S1sco

»

that-it was all too late! "We have tried it your way for 10
years, now we are go1ng to iry it our way . 2397 A few hourSN
after his meeting with S1sco had endedt Ecevi{\Went on ‘the
radio to thank the U.S. and“%h& UK for their efforts and

stated that the dlp]omat1c course had failed and the® Turk1sh
landing in ¥yprus had begun. e - , \ !
In summary then, in the pivotal 1n1t1a] phase of the

V

crisis, v, S. pol1Py was cha&gpter1sed by constructive

.J/

ambiguity’ 39¢8. Nhe U.S. took no forthr1ght pos1tvon and

while U.S. pokicy was espoused ]

neutral in practice theres

waffa tilt toward the Junta and . vmpsoa uU. S pol1cy, under

Kissinger, in this 1n1t1a1 vhase --and subsequent]y-- has

‘e

been widely described s one of Realpo]1t1k. The Cyprus

L4

crisis confronted the‘ S., rather‘typicallj) with the clash

" between principle (ethic ahd.pragmatism (the nationa];

interest). Though one junior U.S. diplomat exclaimed_"here
- is a golden opportunity to put mora&ity ahead of concern
about those Sixth Fleet bases and let Athens Know/jt simply

can’t get away with acting like an interna ionay/outiaw,“ in -
the Realpolitik view of Kissinger s#me ican military

_interests in Greece could not bé ehgangered for” the sake off

i

Makarios._Fog.Kisfinger the future of MaKarios,was of

-

secondary 1mportance Kissinger believed that it was

THE THIRTY HOT DAYS {_pp.64-65.
K, du]y 22, 1974, p.48. ‘
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virtually impossible to reinstall Makarios, Pnd believed
: }

that "Makarios is a loser."3%9% The U.S. Secretary of State,
guided by .the axioms of Realpolitik, appears to have been
willing to let the regional subsystemic course of events to
flow on their own accord so long as there was no danger of a
Greco-Turkish war. In Kissinger’'s own words: "It is not a
guéstion of what we wou 1d 1i$e to do, not primarily whether
we. like Makarios or don’t like Sampson. First of all, we
have the overriding objecttve of avpﬁding war between Greece
and Turkey."400 Kissipger’s extreme restraint and ambiguous
stance durtng,the initial phase of the crisis can be
explained, then, by Kissinger’'s belief that it was essential
to follow the middleman strategy and keep the U.S. in a
position (neutral) where it could mediate between its Greek
and Turkish allies in the latter stages of the crisis,
part1cular1y in the event of a showdown by the two allies.
As Leslie Gelb of the NEW YORK TIMES puts it,

‘Top State Department off1c1a]s expressed a sense of.
power lessness to alter basic decisions in Athens and
Ankara. Stiff pressures would not work, they judged,
and public statements condemhing d1ctatorships or
aggression would be mere posturing. A middleman
strategy, in which Washington would be acceptable to
both sides as a mediator was the only way to '
moderate the crisis, they concluded.*?’

Geib's contention as to the sense of powerlesshness to alter
basic decisions in Athene'and Ankara and~tHe account of
Turk1sh ‘policy under Ecevit run counterw1se to the
a99]pid. : | o

400 Ibid. ’ '

401 |eslie Gelb, "Inside Cyprus Crisis:How U.S. Policy
Appeared To Change Course”, NEW YORK TIMES Sept. 9, 1974.

14
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‘Continuity’ thesis. Rather than the Américan Goliath

controlling and commissioning political outcomes in the

region, it is the independent regional dynamics that bears

N

the brunt for the political outcomes in the region.

¥

The First Turkish Peace Operation And The Geneva Cyprus

Peace Talks |

¢
Withir _ hours of landing on Cypsz the Turkish army

attained a territor}al'foothold in the northern coa§ta1
region of Kyrenia. This was the Turks’ 1ong'sought ‘access
to the séa’ which Qou]d provide ;ntry-exit oppor tunity Hot
subject to Greeﬁ Cypriot control and allow the Turks to .
‘réadily intervene in béha]f of the Turkish Cypriots in
moments bf threai. No sooner had the Turkish armed .
intervention begun on-July 20 that the UN met to discuss_the
intervention. The UN’S&C&R{}E Council passed resolution 353,
“calling for an immediate cease-fire oh the island;
withdrawal of foreign troops, commehcement of negotiaf{ons;
and rasbect for the territorial ihtegrity and independence
- of Cvprus. Resolution 353 became the panadjgm:for subsequent
Anglo-American efforts to manage the crisis. ”TQ? U.S..
cqnce trated on Qetting the ceaée-fire; the U.K éonceﬁtrated
on gotting the negotiating process cterted after the |
cease-fire."402 o

402Hanry Kissinger, newsconference on Juiy 22, printed in
DEPT. OF STATE BULLETIN, Vol.71, July-December 13874,
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;Kiseinger had not stOped a TurKkish inteﬁvention, but he'was
determtned to pnevent 3 ecc Turkish war, which seemed
imminent with anjadve“turtu: ard unprediCtabte milftary
clique in Athens which = resisting‘stsco’s pressures. to
reétréin them. The first order of bUsiness for Kiesinger,
however was to prevent the further 1nternat1ona11zat1on ot
the conflict. In this regard after hav1ng spoKen to Sov1et
Fore1gn M1n1ster GromyKko and Soviet Ambassador to Wash1ngton
Dobrynin, Kissinger declared that there was no danger of
therevbeing a superpower conflict of interest in the region
at that juncture ‘As such .with anytapprehension over Soviet
meddling out of the way, K1ss1nger turned his efforts tg_the
secur1ng of a cease-fire by engaging ir a personal brand of
transatlant1c ’te]ephone diplomacy’ . He s reported to have
had about 20, telephone conversat+ensrdur1hg the crisis with
TurKish Premier Ecev;t alone, and was Known to be in.alnost
constant communication with British Foreign Secretary James .
Ca]]aghan. Also, he was a fneqUenthcaller on Kbnstantin
Karamanlis, the head of ""“e newly installed democratic .
government after the collapse’of‘the junta on July 22. While
;the'UN Security Council had adopted resolution 353 on July
‘20, it was Kissinger who was instrumental in arranging the
first cease??Tre}on,duty 22 and paving the way for
~negotiations between Greece and Turkey (with the Cypriot
communa | members present) in Geneva on July 25 - with James

Callaghan as mediator. A Turkish diplomat who was privy to

the Kissinger-Ecevit telephone exchanges ~.escribed Kissinger‘



A

as being”very,credible and persuasive because

He had exceptional grasp of military strategy. At
t1mes 1t peared that he~kmew what was happening on
Cyprus better than we did. His analyses were also
very accurate L, "803

- Apart from hlS " telephone diplomacy’ , immediately after the
Turkish tanding had begun on July 20, Kissinger got
President Nixonvto.iSSue a strongly worded letter to both
Athens and Ankara in which it was made clear to the two
allies "that no war would be fought bétween NATO allies with
an open American éupply line."jo4 |

On dJuly 3 the winds of amelioration were in the air.
With a cease-fire in_effect in Cyprus, in Athens the junta,
stepped<d5@n from power and after a seven year absence a
civilian democralic government was installed. In Cyprus,
Sampson abafgaigd and was replaced by a moderate poligical
figure, G]af&gs Clerides, who betcame Acting President of
Cyprus. With'thése deve lopments,

In Washington there was a .sense of relief at hav1ng

mudd led through another East Med1terranean crisis

with Kissinger's ' telephone d1plomacy ("rolling

negotlat1on a drafting exercise over transatlantic

telephone”, one American official ca]led it) and a

]1ttle bit of luck.495
There is no doubt that for a Greek observer of the Cyprus
debacle, the very fact that Turkey intervened‘in Cyprus
using American-made weaponry406 waa a sure sign of tHe

— e e e m e .- = - - -

“4030p.cit. Birand, THE THIRTY HOT DAYS p. 131,

404 Op.cit. DEPT. OF STATE BULLETIN.

. 4050p.cit. Stern,"Bitter Lessons. , p.71.

406 ater -as w111 be mentioned- th1s became a big issue
within the U.S. when the Executive branch clashed with
Congress over the questlon of a TurKish arms embargo.
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| failure of U.S. foreign policy. Viewing matters frpm
Washington according to the yardstick of American interesté,
.hdweven, until that point at least Kissinger’s ’constructhe
~ambiguity’ or ‘quiet diplomacy’ had worked. As respected
'_TUrkish journalist Mehmet Ali Birand declared, "Kissinger
*'was a winner." %97 In Athens, democracy had beén restored
and the pro-Western Karamanlfs had become Prime Minister;
the -recalcitrant Makar105*was replaced by" the -moderate
Cleridés: and Turkey had attained a beacﬁhead in Cyprus,:
which for the U.S. was ‘the best conceivable guaran%ee'thaf
Cyprus would notgdrift toward rival spheres of influence.*08
Clearly then, the .1874 Cyprus crisis not only confronted the
U.sS. with threqté, but also raised opportunities. It would
be giving Kissinger too mucﬁ credit to say“that he |
'cold-bloodedly hanaged the first two phases of the crisis‘-
‘with a view tq. such an ena, but from the Americagﬁ
perspective at the Geneva juncture there was a golden
Zwppportunity to finally effect a permanent Cypfus settliement
- in the light of the 'new realities’ favourable to U.S.
interests, particularly with Makarios‘out of the way. Ih
‘thié regard, the U.S. mecalcu]ated on two major accounts.
First, the U.S. did not have too much of a sense of the |
Turkish determination to press fhe\advantage that they had
gained.'On July 22, Turkish Premier Ecevit had declared that

~496(cont’d) Congressional critics argued that Turkey defied
" American law by using American-made weaponry supplied to it
on the condition that they not be used fri'non-NATO
purposes. .
4070p.cit. Birand, THE THIRTY HOT DAYS, p. 56.
408 1bid. '
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the Tuﬁkf&h presence on the island }irrereable'. Ecevit
'was‘y1111ng to settle for a restonéf?Z;‘ef ‘the status quo
ante prior'to July 20, but it would have been po]1t1ca11y
suicidal fdr him at home to settle fof‘the stafus quo ante
(which Turkey had deemed as being udfavourabie to the
Turkish Cypriots Sipce 1963, in‘thebfjrst place) after
‘hundreds of Turkish lives had been lost ahd m:WJions of
,dolfars had been expended.'Leaving aside the Question as to
whether the Turkish.bub1ic would stand for it, there was the
fact tbéi Turkey by tradition had a strong military power
elite which always looked over the shoulders of the civil
politicians. The mifitéry sinb]y would not have accepfed
having gone to all that trouble, merely to accept the~statds
quo ante in return. Second, the shadow Makerios cast over
the Cyprus issue loom;d so large that even in hie.absence
the Acting President df Cypfus Clerides who was in Geneva;
could not accept the Turk1sh proposal for a bizonal
federated state. Only Makar1os had the popularity and the
trust of theﬂ6EOp1e,to put his.signature on a Cyprus
settlement. Furthermore, the Archbishop had declared in
London that a federated Cyprus was unacceptable.

beSpite the fact fhat_the first Geneva negotiatidns got
underway 7against a banground of cease-fire violations on
Cyprus, the protagonists felt if was in their interests to
"see the first round of talks through. Since most of the
cease-fire violations,came in the form ef Turkiih'

)

encroachments, ‘this moved Kigsinger’'s man on the spot in
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Ay

Geneva, A551stant\5ecretary for Internat1ona1 Organ1zat1ons “
8111 Buf fum, to ponder the Turkish attitude: "We Know know
“that you'Want to improve the position of the TurKish
commun1ty on Cyprus and some movements to this end are
understandable. But how long will all this cont1nue° Where
dovyouvjntend to stop?"499 The first round of negot1at1ons

. that lasted from July 25 'to duly 30 was more of an agreement
to negotiate. than actual negotiation. The order of business
was for the three Foreign Ministers (Gunesh of Turkey;
Mavros of Greece, and Callaghan of Britain) to agree on~a’

joint,declaration revolving around UN resolution 353, and
then begin negotiating proper‘in a secodd round of ta]ks.‘On
July 29, the first Geneva talks were on thefverge of -
collapsing because or Turkish‘reluctance'to accept in the'

. joint declaration the UN resolution 353 clause calling for
the immediate withdrawa] ,f foreign troops from Cyprus. In
this regard,-suffibe to say that Kissinger saved the
negotiationS' when things started to fall apart he began to
tie them up together aga1n He basically went over the
contentious draft W1th Ecev1t on the phone, and together
they redrafted unt11 “a-draft satisfying Ecevit was worked
out. Kissinger repeated his performance in the second Geneva
talks which began on August 8. For the -segond round of talks

ﬁﬁhtl Bdfrom had been’ replaced by the Assistant Secretary for

European Affairs Arthur Hartman as Kissinger’'s man on the

sprot in Geneva. By August 11 the talks ran into a dead end,

409 Op.cit. Birand, THE THIRTY HOT DAYS, p.166.



S T ‘
PRI o 204
S AL -

since the Greeks were not}Wﬁ11ing to éccept a bizonal

federated stateuéf a solution. Kissinger, thquwwhile

w they

cou]dnff be satisfied with a mere beachhead in Cypru%g urged

_empathisina with the Turks, telling them that hé Wi

Ankara to seek a diplomatic solution. He requested that
Ankara draft a cantonal plan, which Clerides had hinted he
would consider. While Ankafa was busy drafting a cantonal
~plan, in Geneva Turkish Foreign Minister Gunesh was telling
Arthur Hartman thaf he was persona]ly’opposed to a cantonal
plan since he believed that it would not prove to be du%éble
in practice. His personal opinion notwithstanding, Gunesﬁ
offic{aily offered the GPSFKS a cantonal plan (one main
- Turkish canton to the north, and five other -smaller cantons
with access to the sea) . On August 13, State Department
spokesman Robert Anderson was expressing the U.S. position
at that juncture:
We recognize the position of the Turkish communi ty
on Cyprus requires considerable improvement and
protection. We have supported a greater degree of
autonomy for them. The parties are negotiating on
one or more Turkish autonomous areas. The avenues of
diplomacy have not been exhausted. And therefore the

U.S. would consider a resort to military action
unjustified. 419 .

Later that day, the Greek Foreign Minister Mavros and the
-Acting President of Cyprus Clerides asked the Tufks for 36 |
AK;ours to review the canthai plan. While British Fo?eign
ecretary Ca]léghan thougﬁt this was a legitimate réquest.

\\the Tu~ks took it as an irdicator of Greek delay tactics and

. +
4100p.cit. DEPT. OF STATE BULLETIN, July-August 1974.
e —
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del:vered the Greeks an u]timatﬁm - decide on the spot or
neve~. With the Greeks perbeiVing themselves as being
tnfeétened at gunpoint (viz. the superior Turkish mi]ifary
bresence in Cyprus), Fhe second Geneva Cyprus beace talks

collapsed.

~’

Turkish Peace Operation II And The End Of The Crisis

In the early mofning hours of August 14, Turkish armed
forces undertook a full-scale expangive'thrUst and within a
couple'of days gaihed‘control of 37 per cent of the island,
bhihging about the de facto partition of the island atong
the so-;a1led "Attila 1i%e’. With this move American
Conéressional opinion in particular and jnternational public
opinioq in general, which hga been favourable to Turkey
during the ear ly .phases of the cr%sis turngd tota]]y-against
it. Thefe was a general feeling that with the removal of the
GreeKk military junta in Athens, and the replécement of |
Sampson by Clerides in Cyprus on July 23, the problems that
had provided the rat{onale for Turkey's military action on:?
Cyprus had been rectified and its responsibilities as a
guarantor power fulgilled. Thus, outside Turkey, the further
Turkish expansion on August 14 was seen to be unjustified.
As U.S. Congressman Donald Riegle,>who was particu]ariy
disturbed by the disp]auwhent of a third gf the Cynriot .

population due to the de facto partition’ put it:
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To this point [after 'Peace Operation’ 1} the Turks
had achieved the BJeals intended by their military
intervention: they stopped the illegal coup on
Cyprus, restoring that islands’ legitimate
government. The intervention had also caused
indirectly, the fall of the'7 year Athens
dictatorship. Whether this first Turkish military
action was legal under American law is debatable
[the use by Turkey of U.S. made weaponry supplied to
it by the U.S. solely to be used for NATO.-purposes].
Turkey had a rignt under the London accords of 1959,
to intervene in Cyprus if the other guarantor powers °
{Greece and Britain) failed to act jointly but only
for the purpose of restoring the state of affairs
under the Treaty [of Guarantee]. If Turkey had moved
militarily for that purpose and had ended its
actions when such restoration had occured, the

y tragedy of Cyprus would not exist today.*'!

damesiba11aghan, whose mediaﬁion‘came to nought, emerged

N

from Geneva as é‘critic of the Turks. Returning to London:
fo]1ow1n9 the renewed TurKish militagty éction, he criticised
Turkey bitterly for mot wanting to negot®¥ate and charged
that they had decided to move even Before the confereﬁce had
collapsed. Callaghan lamented that "A great opportunity has
been thrown away. All.we néeded in Geneva was another 36
Hours'to work out a solution. All that has been thrown away
".412 The Sfate Department, meanwhile, issued its first
pubifb'criticism of Turkey, stating: "We deplore the Turkish
resort to the use of force."4'3 0On August 18, Secretary of
State Schiesinger, who during earlier WSAG meetings had been
the only senior official to advocate a more forceful
American diplomacy, warned Turkey aéainst using its military
strength to drive Greece into a corner.*'* Schlesinger

4:14.S. Congressman Donald Riegle, GREECE-TURKEY-CYPRUS
STATEMENT, dJuly 2 1975, pp.2-3.

4120p.cit. U.S. Congress, CYPRUS-1974. p.79.

413 Ibid. '

4141bid. p.57.
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expressed his disapproval of the Turks’kAugust 1§fo¥fensiVE‘;‘
A?hcghe fdllowing termms; "We've understood the desire of t-e
Turks gﬁ protect the Turkish Cypr1ot minority, but the
Turk1sh moves at th1s po1nt have gone beyond what any/Qf its-
friends or sympath1sers would have accepted. 415

On August 16, Turk1sh Premier Ecev1t declared a
‘unilateral cease-fire and the next day announced that
Turkish territorial objectives'had been attained and that
Turkey was willing to return to the negotiating tab]e What
the TurK1sh Premier had 1n m1nd was plain enough for -
everyone to see. With the barga1n1ng_power accruing from the
Turkish military presenee‘on_Cyprus and their control of a
sizeable chunk of territory, Eeevit sought to negotiate a

~

Cyprus settlement more favouhab]e‘to the Turkish Cypriots

s
than the status quo ante had been. The Turks would give up

territohy.they controlled on Cyprus in return for Turkish

-~

Cypriot political equality in a federal arrangement and
better safeguards for‘their-secgpity. v

In the U.S., "the long nightmare of Watergate’' (as
Gerald Ford referred to it) had just ended. During Geneva
I, Richard Nixon had resigned and Gerald Ford had decome
President. It has been arqued, regarding the first two
phases of‘the Cyprus cfisis, that the collapse-of the Nixon
administration at the time made ratio 1 U.S. policy
response difficult.*'6 While it 1s true that President

415U.S. Secretary of Defence James Schles1nger&hefore the
U.S. Senate, Committee on the Judiciary, CRISIS ON

CYPRUS: 1875, ONE YEAR AFTER THE INVASION, p. 44,

41 6Memo. drafted by a Congressional aide in May 1986; made
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Nixon, who was experiencing severe stress, did not get

involyed with the Cyprus issue, the argument is rather
mis]eading.ﬁThe explanation as to why U.S. policy took the

<ourse that it did.over Cyprus ‘lies in Secretary Kissinger's

lapsing and/or divided

Reelpo]itik' not that there was a
T e,Richard Nixon did not
the third phase of the

crisis became Pres1dent Ford’s f1rst foreign policy crisis.
«
As in the earlier phases of the crisis, however, K1ss1nger

was still firmly in control of U.S. foreign'policy where
N

Cyprus was concerned especially in the light of the fact -
'thet Gerald Ford came to the Presidenc¥ as!a "neophyte” in
'foreign affairs and had to be "tutored’ daily by
Kissinger.*'® On August 19, Kissinger ekpreesed hie
receptivity to Ecébit’sAstrateqy of negotieting from

strength by'annouheing that it was "imperative and urgent”

<

that. negotiations begin and that

in these negotiations....,it will be necessary for
Turkey, as the stronger power on thegground to
display flexibility and a concern for Greek
sensitivities, both in terms of territory and the

416 (cont’d) privy to the author by a Turk1sh Cypriot
diplomat in Washington.

4171t should be pointed out that despite h1s re]at1vely
autocratic style of decision-making, Kissinger did not act"
as a cor .ate virtuoso in the making of Cyprus policy. Other
members of the State Departments’ Cyprus policy team__
included: Undersecretary Joseph Sisco; Deputy Secretary
Robert Ingersoll; Deputy Asst. Secretary Wells Stabler
Asst. Secretary for European Affairs Arthur -Hartman;
Ambassador at Large -former Ambassador to Cyprus- Robart
McC]osKey, and Cyprus Ceuntry director Thomas Bayatt. Also,
Kigsinger's policy was endored by the WSAG group.

“8See TIME magazine, last two issues of August 1974.
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.
size of military forces on.the island.*19

K1ss1nger also annognced that the U.S. was w1111ng to ;
mediate the d1spute and 1nv1ted the Greek and TurKish
leadérs to Wash1ngton to m§é£(W1th Pres1dent Ford.’
o )gesp1te the Turko- Amer1can desire tmabr1ng the Cyprus
“issue to the negot1at1ng table, at the time, én

unprecedented wave of ant - Ameﬁ)%an1sm was sweeping Greece
~and the Greek Cypr1ot contro]]egipart of Cyprus. The U.S.
was blamed for the de facto partitioning of Cyprus‘bquuse
ef its allegedly pro-Turkish stance after July 20. In the ’
Greek view, the U.S. had.tacitly ehéperted what they deemed '
as Turkish aggression on Cyprusvand thus was responsible for
the ‘rape’ 'of Cyprus-and the resutting human tragEdy of alﬁ
third of the population (200,000) beeoming'refugees. Such
was the extent of Ahti-Amerieaniem thathn August 19, inx
Nicosia, the U.S. Ambassador ﬁodger DaC?es was shot to,death
by an angry groGp of demonstrators. Even in Lafa;;tte
Square, Washington D.C, Kiss:ngar was burnt in effigy'by
Greek-Americans. With a wave of anti-Americanish preya[ent
in.Greece, if for no other reeson out to fend oft phessyres
from the political left, Greek Premier Caramanlis refused
the offer of American‘mediation o: the dispute. While, then,
the.Turks wanted to translate their military victory into
political gain, the Greeks:who were sufferihg from a

j

‘national mourning’ syndrome were in no mood to negotiate

anything. As such, with the de facto partition of the

‘“9Op.cit. DEPT. OF ST'hMZZULLETIN, p.354.
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istand, t:g crisis endeg since "no one was foolish enough to
try anything.®320 - | ’
y anything.”*Z%, N\

As al uded & on a number of occasions, U.S. policy

&

during the second and third phases’of the criijs led to a

fourth, and most severe,; line of criticism directed ageinst
. o _

the U.S. From the TurRish armed intervention on dQly,QO
. _ .

.through the aftermath of the Turkigh offeneive‘of Kugust.14,
U.S. policy has been seen to ha; tilted toward Turkey.
There‘i;ka feeling, particularly mond the Greeks and the
Greek-American ethnic group in th U;S., that if the U.S.
had taken decisive action to restrdin the Turks, the Turks ..
could not have continued to'mi1itar51y-expandﬂﬁh Cyprus andg
gaﬁn contro1'of 37 per cent of the island's territory. It

has already been ment1oned that for Kissinger the reason" -
_ why the U.S. tooK no dec1s1ve actxon such ‘as the threaten1ng "
of the susbensipn of mi]itary aid washpeeause it was
considered that such an ection wou]d be ineffec er. and

wo -ttt not preVenk\the threatened evehtualfty.”;z‘ Evidence,
however, suggests that either Kissinger miecelculated the
potential effective;ess of pressueing the Turks or he wae §;
disinciined for reasons of Rea]po]ifik to issue threats such

4
°

as the’suSpension of military aid. The latter much more

42°Th1s is the remark made by Philip Stpddard -ex-State
Dept - official, who indicated that when Turkish ’'Peace
Operation’ I1 ended the Cyprus conflict had become
stalemated. The Turks would not move beyond the 'Attila
Linex;for they would become a pariah state in the .
international community and the Greeks would not do anything
given the reality. of superior TurKish military power not in
Cyprus alone, but in the region at large.

‘210p.cit. K1ss1nger THE YEARS OF UPHEAVAL.
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. I'ikely being the case, .ohe sees that there‘is indeed merit

in the argument that K1ss1nger refrained from not on]y
pressur1ng the Turks but also from outr1ght déhouncements of
the1r ac¢1ons. e
dh du1y122,'twe days after the Turkish landing,
e K{ssinger'devoted a preSS‘conference to diecussion of the
Cyprus situetion withdqt denouncing the Turkish action.*22
On duly-25, Kissinger egafn met with the‘press and when a
number of inquiries were made about the Cyprus situation he
once aga1n did not criticize TurKey 423 Even in the face of
ceasefire viplations by the Turks during Geneva I, Kissinger
expreSsed‘to the Turks, through his representative at Geﬁeva '
Bill Be%fum; his understanding of the eituation.424 During |
Geneva [1, with further Turkish military action on Cyprus
imminent, Thomas Boyatt sent a 'dissent channel’ memorandum.
to Kissinger indicating‘that if Turkey was not restrained it .
wou 1d take further m111tary action. As in the‘eaflier stages.
of the crisis, Boyatt was not heeded.*25 For Pau] Watanabe
a Professpr at The Un1vers1ty of Massachusetts and a critic
 of Kissingefﬂs Cyprus polidy,.what'was most'distufbihg wes .
the State Depehl;enf aneouncement-of August 13Aeipressihg
'support fof greater Turkisvaybrﬁot autonomy. Coming en the

eve of the TurKish eXpansive thrUSt of August'14

U

4220p . cit. DEPT. OF STATE, BULLETIN Vol 71, 1974.

423].S. Dept of State, Press Confepence by the Honourable
Henry\Kissinger, Grand Forks Air Force Base, -Grand Forks,
North Dakota. July 25, 1974. Press re]ease #318

f?‘Op cit. -Birand, p,156

¥250p.cit. U.S. Congress, INTELLIGENCE AGENCIES ANQ. x
ACTIVITIES,pp.1287-99. ‘ o :
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The tone and especially the timing of this s a.ement
-« aroused a batch of denunciations. Notably m ssing
from. the announcement was any word of conder nation
of the Turkish military presence in Cyprus anQ&any
call for Turkey to respect the political and
territorial integrity of Cyprus.- Coming after the
first invasion and during tr= delicate Geneva
discussions, some individuals surmised that .
Washington’s relatively conciliatory attitude may
have emboldened Ankara to launch its
more....decisive second strike against Cyprus th
very next day.4286 :
: ¢ .
Even-after the Turkish expansive thrust, although having

{

"deptored’ the-Turkish action on August’14, on August 16 the
State Departmenf spokesman stated after the Turks
unilaterally announced a ceasefire: JWe welcome the TurKish
(governmEnt’s announcement of a ceasefireband we want to make
it clear thét we could not understand any reSQmption”by
Turkey of military operations on Cyprus."*?7 To the foremost
critic of Kissiﬁger’s Cyprus poliqy, Greek-American
Congressman Péul Sarbanes, "this is incredibly mild
| diplomatjc }anguage and obviously suggests that the Sfate
Departmeﬁt %ou1d understand the Tufkjsh military operatjoné
~up to that point."*428 For most of the critics of Kissjngér’s
policy ti- c]éarest evidence thaththere was a perceptib]e
tilt by Kissinger in favour of Turkey is that the Turks
themselves looked favourably upon U.S; policy during the
crisis. On August 15, after having met %;th U.S. Ambassador
to Ankara William Macomber, Turkish Premier Ecevit told
reporters that he was very happy with the "frank:and openﬂ

4260p.cit. Watanabe, ETHNIC GROUPS..... , p.96. -
4270p.cit. U.S. Congress, CYPRUS-1974 , p.79.
428 Ibid. Ees SR

s
"

2
\_) \
3 2 .
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Ecev1t further elaborated the TurK1sh view of the American
role. He pointed out that he had frequent te]ephone

conversations with K1531nger and praised him for his Tole.

~

Acoordihg to Ecevit, Washington had been "less emotional”
and more objective than Britain, whose Foreign Secretary
James Callaghan had stern]y'denounced Turkey for its policy
at Geneva II.,The u.s., Ecevit said, had "evaluated the
problem dbjectively, refrained from takingrsides[ refrained
from pressures."‘zng'Congressiona] study misston‘which went
to the eastern Mediterranean shortly after’the crisis
reached the same conclusions as the critics'of Kissinger's

- policy, that indeed a ti]t toward Turkey seemed to
characterize Amer1can'bol1cy The Study Mission reported to

Congress, regard1ng th61P view of a tilted pol1cy that’

Noth1ng dramatizes this more. ..than the simple fact
that the Study Mission was to]d again, by Turkish
spokesmen in the field and in Washington, that they
,felt that u.s. poljcyﬁtoward Cyprus was’

‘right’ ,’equitable’ ,’ fair’, and 'good’. Needless to
say, the same kinds of feelings were not expressed
in Athens or in the Greek contro]]ed area of
Cyprus. 430 .

On August 14, K1sstnger s aide Robert McClosKey had stated
that the charges made against the U.s. for haVJng~t11ted in
favour of Turkey were pure "baloney "adt On Augus t 19 when

Kissinger h1mse1f was asked to .pass Judgement on McC]osKe, S
4290p.cit. U.S. Congress, CYPRUS-1974,.p.79.

430Senate Committee on the Judiciary CRISIS ON CYPRUS:1974.
A Study Report Prepared For The Use of the Subcom. To :
Investigate: Problems Connected with Refugees and Escapees of
the Com. on the Judiciary. 93rd Congress, 2nd session,

Oct. 14, 1974, p.45. " ' 3

4310p. c1t Dept of State Bull., Secretary Kissinger's
August 19 ress conference.

!
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statement, he supported h1s a1de and defended himself
aga1nst his critics by tactfully contending thlt
- The situation on Cyprus tilted toward Turkey not as
a result of American policy, but as a result of the
action of the previous Greek government which
destroyed the balance of forces as it had existed on
the island. 432
_Kissimger’s contention notwithstaddihg, there was in fact a
de facto tilt toward Tdfkey.vKissinger’s purported
neutfalﬁfy meant that in practice, the U.5. tilted .toward
thefgtrohgen party. A policy of neutrality in the face of
rapidly unfolding events inevitably amounts to tilting in
favour/ of the party which has the initiative on its side.
During- the initial phase of the crisis, this meant tthiﬁg
toward the junta and Sampson, and after the Turkish

intervention it meant tilting toward Turkey.

After the initial phase of the crisis,

L

K1551nger'had made a cold-blooded strategic decision
that Turkey was more important to U.S. national
security interests and to the NATO community than
the new and unpredictable Greek government and its
volatile electorate.43?

2}

'Dne U.sS. diplomat summed up the calcdrbs of American
interest at the time in the following 'terms:"Let’s sayﬁ—hat
Greece is Denmaek and Turkey is Germany. We may be fonder of
the Danes but we need the Germans more.”45“ This calculus in

Kissinger’'s Cyprus policy led to-yet another line of

criticism directed at his handling of the situation, which _

132]pid, |
433 Op.cit. Stern,"Bitter Lessons”, p.74.
4341bid. '
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was linked to his failure to take decisive action against

the Turks. Greeks, pro-GreeK groups and liberal critics,of
. e

A

Administration policy in the u.s. criticised Kissinger for :
fai]ihg to endorse strongly the Karaman1rs government {n
Greece. Although having phened Greek Forejgn Minister to-be
George Mavros when inforﬁed‘of the installment of the new
democratic reg{me on July 23 and having declar.+, "THat’s
swell. ..., Kissinger soon disappointed {the Greeks] by‘

refusing serious éttempts to restrain Turkey from further'

military encroachments on Cyprus... Kissinger appeared'io
have chosen .the stadi]ity of the Turks over the uncertainty
of the new regime in Greece."*3% According to Senator Lloyd

Bentsen}'a critic of Kissinger’'s Cyprus policy,

there was still another opportunity to correct our
course when the Greek junta collapsed and Karamanlis
emerged as a new leader. This was a golden
opportunity too for the U.S. to regain its stature
as a leader of the democratic free world....At that
point the Administration could have restored their
[the GreeK government’'s] self-confidence and
Ju9*1f1ed their steadfastness, but error compounded
error in the incredible m1shandl1ng of the Cyprus
situation , and the tilt toward Turkey now became
clear 436 &Y :

Moved by the axiom of Realpolitik that Turkey was more
important to U.S. national security interests than Greece

and wori}ng from the assumption tHat, after July 20, "the

Turkish generals would insist on clear-cut miljtary victory,

s \ ST {
that Premier Ecevit would have to go along and, indeed, that

4355ge op.cit. Stern, THE WRONG HORSE, p.126 and op.cit.
Watanabe, "ETHNIC GROUPS..... ", p.101.

4360p.cit. U.S. Congress, SUSPENSION OF PROHIBITIONS AGAINST
MILITARY ASSISTANCE TO TURKEY, p.147.

»



he would be strengthetied potitically”,437 it is not

surprising that Kissinger'did-not take decisive action

< .
“againstthe Turks after their armed intervention in Cyprus.

In the U.S. administration’s eyes - being the eastern anchor
of NATO and the pillar of the Near and Middle East - Turkey
&éould not be antagonized. In the final analysis, then, as
one high State Department official characterized U.S. policy
at the time: |
We were having trouble with Turkey over the opium
isste.....We were worried about increased Soviet
~fllence in Ankara and the Soviets were breathing
dowr our necks, so we had to take care of Turkey's
interests first - but mainly we were neutral.438
This policy of 'mainly being neutral’ , "which was dictated'by
Realpolitik, for liberal observers of the Cyprus issue all
strategic interests.

%)
"According to Harvard.University Professor Dennis Skiotis,

too readily submerged morality to

U.S. policy at every crucial stage of the Cyprus
crisis seems to have been one of hasty
"y improvisation, coldly calculated to minimize
disturbances within NATO. Not only it achieve t.e
, opposite results in the end, but most importantly,
"a in human terms it failed the defenceless people of
. Cyprus. *33

If one is un adherent of the ‘operational code’

“approach to thé study of foreign policy**° one can explain
4370p.cit. Gelb, "Inside Cyprus Crisis....
4380p.cit. Gelb, "Inside Cyprus Crisig..."
4390p.cit. U.S. Senate, HUMANITARIAN PROBLEMS.ON CYPRUS,

.- pp.6-7: 7 o
440A very popular theoretical construct in foreign policy
analysis, first introduced by Alexander George in the 1969
volume of INTERNATIONAL STUDIES QUARTERLY. Scholars using
this construct basically seek to demonstrate the correlation
between a policymakers belief system and his
decisions/actions. ' Ty
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U.S. foreign policy during the 1974 Cyprus crisis by looking
ét Kissfhger’s ’philosophy) (a Realpo]itiker; for whoh the
magic word is stability, fascinated by the policies of ﬁis
ido]l Metternich), regardiess of the specific nuances of
easterthediferranéan b&iifics in 1974. As Laurence Stern of
 the WASHINGTON POST very interestingly points out, in A
WORLD RESTORED (Kissinger's doctoral thesis at Harvard) .
Kissingér chronicles avsituation in the history of
nineteenth century_Eﬁrobe comparable to thé easterﬁ
Mediterranean situation in 1974. It was during fhe ‘Greek waf

of independence against the Ottoman Turks in 1871

The two conservators of the nineteenth. century
balance of power, Metternich and Castlereagh,
counseled the Czar against intervening in the
struggle notwithstanding the bloody Turkish
reprisals against the Greek independence forces

. [which appalled European liberals]. Both Metternich.
and Castlereagh agreed with regret that while the
Turkish excesses were deplorable, humanitarian.
considerations should be submerged in the interest
of maintaining the continental order of which they
were the principal architects.*4!

For Metternich and Castlereagh Russian involvement would
oély have been destabilising. From this one can'infer;.then;
that Kissinger preéumed high-handed American involvement
during ‘the 1974 Cyprus ériSis would only have been
destabilising. Alike Stern..Stan]ey,Karnow of THE NEW
REPUBLIC also seesfa hisforical parallel, pointing out that
~Kissinger’s handling of the 1374 Cyprus crisis (in effect,
an 'eastern Mediterranean crisis’ as Karnow refers to it),

4410p.cit. Stern, "Bitter Lessons..:", p.74.
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“bears striking resemblance”**2 to Metternich and
- Castlereagh’s handlihg of the 1821 situation.

To sum up and reiterate, then, "in response to)thé
byprus crisis, Kissinger felt that the nationai interest
demanded stability in the eastern Mediterranean, which.was
fefined in policy terms as taking care not to antagonize the
Turks."443 This conception of the national interest defined
in ferms,of the primaqy of strategic interests over morél
andllegaT considerations soon thereafter led "to the most
dramatic‘and importanf’congreséionai intervention in the
conduct of foreign policy in recent .years outside of
Indochin; -te -ut-off of aid to Turkey."*** Because of
\ Kissinger' - r”ﬂuctancevto take decisive action agqinst the
Turks, who were deemed by a majori.y of Congressmenvas
having violated {he terms of U.S.-military assistance laws
by using American-made weaponry to conduct their military
operations in Cyprus, an Executive-Congréssional~showdown
ensued - dubbed as ' the Turkish arms embargo’ case. The
.debatg/écer‘Whethel or not an arms embargo should be imposed
on Turkey became a textbook case of the showdown between an
executive upholding the strategic imperative and a Congress
upholding ihe legal-moral .mperative in the conduct of

foreign policy.

- — - = — -

442 Sf?nley Karnow, THE NEW REPUBLIC, Sept. 7.

443See Op.cit. Watanabe, ETHNIC GROUPS ..... , p.117 and
op.cit. Kissinger, THE YEARS OF UPHEAVAL, pp.1190 -92.
4440p.cit. Stern, "Bitter Lessons...", p.36.

R
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Among those who drew the lines for the battle over the
Turkish arms embargo was Senator Edward Kgnnedy. During
Senate hearings on the Cyprus crisis, Senator Kennedy
under 1ined what he saw as the failure of U.S. policy to take
into account the moral dimension involved in the Cyprus

situation:

If Cyprus is on the brink of new conflict and even
greater tragedy, our government’s po11cy bears a
special responsibility. For- the omissions in our
diplomacy over Cyprus, our suppOrt of the Turkish®
position, and the President’'s insistence on
maintaining a business-as-usual attitude toward
military shipments to Turkey, only encourages
Ankara's intransigence and feeds frustrations on
Cyprus and among our friends in neighbouring
Greece..... In too many quarters -including our own
government— the human dimensions of the Cyprus
crisis, and the plight of Cypriot civilians, has
taken second place to the po11t1cal and m111tary
issues at stake.*45

o

445 |J S, Congress, Senate, Committee on the Judiciary, :
CRISIS ON CYPRUS: 1874, A Study Mission Report prepared for;
the use of the Subcommittee to Investigate Problems )
Connected with Refugees and Escapees of the Com. on the
Judiciary. Oct. 14, 1974 and Senate Com. on the Judiciary,
CRISIS ON CYPRUS: 1975...... Senator Edward Kennedy's
'Preface’ before these hearings.



VII. Conclusion , AN

N
Have the sclutions developed in tﬁe case studfes.'to
the questions posed in Chabter two, answered the problem of
whether it is the Continuity or State Department theory
which better explains U.S. foreign policy toward Cyprus? In
other words, what have the case studies shown? Ih an S
important senée, both the 1963-64 and 1974 Cyprus grises had )
.+ their origins in the longstanding Greek and Turkish
'finationalist struggle for the mastery of Cyprus. In the last
" “decade of British colonial rule in Cyprus, in the fifties,
 §His struggle took on the form of demands by the Greeks for
Enosis (union with Greece) and demands by thé Turks for |
""Taks{m (partition). With the failure of the Republic of
CyprQS’ f960 coﬁﬁtitution to provide for a modus vivendi
among the Greek and\TurKish Cypriots, the central
| ;Qovernméhta] organs, of the Republic came to a virtual
.Jétandstill in 1963. After months~o% heightened tension, in
Nermbéf 1963, Prgsident.MaKarios proposed amendments to the

constitution which were perceived by the Turkish Cypriots as

" an attempt to relegate them to second class citizen status.

SRS E

3 'In Décembep, a year of heigtened‘tension climaxed in the

- =

3 ,'erubtion of intercommuna} conflict.
* ", Thé intercommunal conflict of December 1963, and the

. -ensuing civil .rifé that lasted for several months, was the

B

uocg’a»‘sﬁon for the ﬂf&ﬁ international crisis on Cyprus. Ffor

. Xy ,?_LI'A ’ ,
about eight months;lﬁéﬁriqan foreign policymakers faced the .
N e 8 | -
\‘Mv p .

220



291
hd

spectre of_é Turkish é?med 1ntervention'in Cyprus, which it
was presumed would be the prelude to a full-scale
Greek-Turkish war. Additionally, Americah policyhakers
feared Soviet penetration of the eastern Mediterranean -
through exploitation of the crisis. During this crisis thé
«U.S. l;rgely oscillated between a policy of .'passive
evenhandedness’ and a policy of ’act1ve evenhandedness’ -
that is between a close-in support role to fﬁ% UN and
attempts at direct American mediation.?%6 There was also
American ‘' highhandedness’, as the Americans came to regard
in dhne that only a strongly-worded letter from President
Johnson, in effect an ultimatum, would stop the flurks from
armed intervention in Cyprugermerica’s collaboration with
the British in late January which produced the NATO
peaceKeepinﬁ plan; Bail’s February mission to the eastern
Mediterranean to sell the plan; President dohnsoh’s
consultatidns with the Greek and TurKish Premiers in
Washington in June; and the Acheson mediation effort at
Geneva in July and August were reflective of American active
evenhandedness Therefore, American active evenhandedness
was typ1cal of U.S. policy during the early phase of_the
crisis, before UN intervention in March, and later in the
crisis, when by June, it became clear that the UN could not
sufficiently stabilise the situation. Despite Ball's failure
to persuad; Makarios to ag}ee to a NATO peacekeeping plan,

President Johnson's failure to persuade Greek Premier

446See introductory chapter for definitions of these terms.

[y
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Papandreou to cdnduct direct Greek-TurKish talks on Cyprus
without involving Makarlos, and the failure of the Acheson
plan, U S. crisis dlplomacy in 1964 must still be qualified
as a success in terms of U.S. objectives at the time. u.s.
policy during the 1964 crisis had been effective - success
in cr1s?s management, 2ven though it was a failure 1n
conflic{ resolution.

There had been Turkish aeria{ bombardment of Greek
Cygriot forces in August 1964, but American diplomaey had
staved off a Fu11sscaLe Turkish }anding on Cyprusxand, |

berhaps. a full-scale Greco-Turkish war. Also, by joining

Britain and Turkey in opposing the abrogation: [by Makarios]

of the 1960‘Treaty of Guarantee, American diplomacy

the matter and refused Britieﬁ overtures to commit itself to
tHe&é@prus issue, Moscew could have conceivably taken this
as a signal of American indifference over Cyprus and
encouraged Makarios to declare Cyprus a full-fledged neutral
state ng longer bound by the Treaty of Guarantee of 1960,
uhic?’*ays the Western allied imprint on Cyprus by giving
Britaﬁn, Turkey, and Greece the right to collective or
unilateral intervention in Cyprus. In the end, despite the
occasional. highhandedness during the affeir, the U.S.
managed to preserve its firm, if somewhat cooler, relations
with its eastern Mediterranean a111es Greece and TurKey;“7

447For a positive appraisal of U.S, diplomacy during the
1963-64 crisis see E. Weintal and C. Bartlett, FACING THE
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During the 1974 erisis, by contrast, U.S. policy was
Ineffective,‘as Cyprus ceased to be only a term of

geograppical reference and“became "a metaphor for American
o

oreign pollcy fa11ure under ghe leadership of Secretary of -
E%ate Kissinger ."448 It d1d g@t;staVexoff a TurKish armed
intervention in Cyprus and;%ws%ﬁﬁger s "quiet d1pIomacy of
extreme restralnt eroded u.sS. 1nfluence'1n the eastern
Mediterranean to a post-war low.%%% The common premise among
| Amer1can scholars and column1sts is that the 1974 Cyprus |
crisis was m1smanaged that there was a "foul- up", and
that Secretary Kissinger reacted to the crisis "cavalierly -
and haphazardly "4so0 |

| Within a coup]e of days of the August 14 TurKish
Mmilitary offensive in Cyprus, Greece, who blamed the U.S.
for no? stopping the TurKs,iwithdrew from the military

command of NATO. Unlike the 1964 case, which had no domestic

+47{cont’d) BRINK: AN INTIMATE STUDY OF CRISIS DIPLOMACY, New

York: Charles Scribner’s, 1967. ‘

448See L. Stern, THE WRONG HORSE:THE POLITICS OF

INTERVENTION AND FAILURE OF AMERICAN DIPLOMACY, New

York:Times BooKs, 1977, p.b6. '

449GSee L. Stern, "Bitter Lessons: How We Failed In Cyprus”,

FOREIGN POLICY, Summer 1975, #19.

450 Among others, see T. Szulc THE ILLUSION OF PEACE:

FOREIGN POLICY IN THE NIXON YEARS New YorK:Viking Press,
1978; J. Stoessinger, HENRY KISSINGER: THE ANGUISH OF POWER,

New York: Norton, 1976; S. Karnow,"Foul-up In The.

Mediterganean”, NEW REPUBLIC September 7, 1974; and HUMAN -

EVENTS, "Ho#¢K1ss1nger Droppeq Ball In Cyprus Crisis” :

b¥d  1974. Rather amusingly, the latter likens
Kissinger %@ a -star quarterback who dropped the bail:"the
international reputation he won for himself as a diplomatic

- broker throughh his handling of the Arab-Israeli negotiations
has been sgriously tarnished by his total 1nab111ty to br1ng
his d1plomat1c talents to bear in the Cyprus crisis. It is.
now obvious”that the Cyprus crisis has resulted in a
disastrous;diplomatic, political, and military defeat for
the U.S. ﬁnd NATO." . :

* September
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ramifications in the U.S, fhe 1974 case bééame domesticated
, és‘GreerAmerican activisté, togeth¢n with their aliies iq

Congress, mgbi]ized enough Congressfonal,clout to impose an
arms embargo on Turkey in December 1974. Turkey retaliated ‘
by announcing the suspéﬁéioh of cerfaiﬁ:Amerjcan'baSe rights

in Turkey and Turko-American'relatﬁﬁns«wépt into a demur.

" Judging from the vantage point of NATO’s\stability,jthen,

o

—
the 1874 U.S. crisis management effort was a failure - it
lea to the fmpairment of the/functioning of NATO's
so.utheastemv flank. It alsg left the U.S. with little or no
credibility .in the eastern Méditerranean. The Greeks
rejected Aﬁérican mediation after the Tur&ish military
of fensive of August 14 and after thé imposition of the arms
embargo on TurKey; the U.S. found jtself unable to’
facilitate progféss toward a Cyprdstéett1ement as the Turks
dia not want to'betseen to be succuhbing to American
pressure. As a resu]t,_the Turks played deaf as the
Americans called for TurKish flexibility.on Cyprus. The U.S.
~found itself in a %15 in the eastern Mediterranean. Greece,
the Greek Cyériots; and the Greek ethnic lbbby in the u.s.
pr;;sured the U.S. administratgon to persuade the Turks FQ
withdraw frbm Cyprusi while the U:S. administration found
itself unable to act as djblométic broK;r in the face of the
counterproduct ive effect ihé arms embgrgo’had on the Turks.
In 1974, just about the ohly“succéss the U.S. had was

the Soviets’ restraint in the matter. Even then, this wads

" not really éttributable to U.S. policy during the crisis,
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but due to detente.
| o {0
If the detente operated in this case [in the eastern
- Mediterranean] to diminish American diplomatic
. Jeverage, it also operated to limit the capacity or.
will of the Soviet ‘Union to secure advantage from

" the resulting swtuatxon 451 ; '
Detente, however, did not mean that the Soviets exercised
restraint globally but, on the conthary, in-the seyeh}ies
they adopted a confidentb"fohward policy" or "assertive
oeportuhftism" whfchgfﬁVOl%ed more venturesome regional
pblicies:‘Sz In the eééﬁ%yn Mediterhgnean,Athough,'unlike
the situation in areae ifke the Hornhof Africa, sub-Saharan
Afrlca and the Midd]e Easf where the interest fn” |
cooperat1on was subord1nated to conpet1t1ve 1nterests, the
Sov1et Un1on could dueful]y exercise rectra1n1 and still
.benefit from the fissures that would result. in the Western
alliance because of a. Cyprus crisie. The'eestern‘
' Mediterranean, then, was not an arena wherehsupe$poweb
_c1ients clashed direct]y (e.g. Yom Kippuf'and Ogaden‘wars)
or one where the superpowers competed because of a _power
vacuum (e.g.%Ango1a) and hence the Soviet forward policy”
was not in evidence. R;ther'thah having to project its power
in one form or another, as in other regions, ﬁn\fﬁe eastefn,
Mediterraﬁean the Soviet ef$ert was directed at .the
cult1vat1on of a benign image and the neutrallzat1on of

.451See C. Bell, THE DIPLOMACY. OF DETENTE, U. K M.
Robertson, 1877, p. 155,

452These are the terminology: of A. Rub1nste1n in "The

Evolution of Soviet Strategy in The Middle East”, ORBIS,

Vol.24, 1880-81, and C. Saivetz and S. Woodby in _

SOVIET-THIRD WORLD RELATIONS, U. S Westv1ew Press , 1985,

respect1vely . :
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NATO's eastern wall through ‘'Finlandization’ of thexregi6na1

actors.*53 As such, fhe‘policy task fbr the Soviet Union -
during the 1874 Cyprus crisis translated into the exgrcisigg
of restraint as Moscow could not ri;K jeopardisihgffhé\
success of‘ﬁaving cultivated.a benign image in the regionff

-

.During the 1974 crisis,”then. the U.S. bad not been

~able to: éignificantTy exert power aver events and abate the

conflict of fTnter :sts; preventia‘TurKTsh armed” intervention

in Cyprus and .the destabilisation of NATO' « southeastern
flank; and stop the erosion of U.S. influence-in the region -

to a post-wgr Jow. Of .course, a fuT]-scale GreeK-Turkish war

.had been avoided, but that was less the result of American

pressuﬁe than ?E was the Greek military commander’'s refusat
to implement Junta leader luannides’ decisién_to attack
Turkey; |

While in 1864 U.S. policy oscillated betw =n passive
evenhandedness and active evenhandedness, with the
app]icétion df highhandednéss as népessary, U.S; policy in
1974 - ineffective as it was - was rémarkab}y consistent."‘f’4
ThroughOut thelfOUF weék'crisis, tHe U.S._pursﬁed a quiet,

diplomacy of extreme restrdint or constructive ambigu%ty._,

"453The evolving East-West detente had made possible a -

TurKo-Soviet rapprochment which came of age in_the
seventies. With a vehemently anti-communist military regime
in power in Athens, and the already staunchly nonaligned
Makarios in Cyprus, Turkey became the major target for
Soviet policy in the eastern Mediterranean since inducing
Turkey to opt for de facto nonalignment offered the best
prospect of improving Soviet posture in that region.
4541n the 1964 case, U.S. 'passive evenhandedness’ denotes
America’s close-in support role and deference to the UN as a

i

,third'paﬁ%y intermediary. , :
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.This involved a public posture of neutrality, low key ,
involvement, and deference to the British third’pariy
- intermediary role, coupleq with behjﬁd the sceneep
lransatlaptic te lephone ‘or high-wire diplomacy by Kissinger
4 to exert some influence over events. When one comes to {he
questien of why ‘the U.S worked through the British [as ipird
party intermediaries] rather than the UN during the 1974
cr1s1s one sees a significant variation from the 1964 case
as’to the potent1a1 of the 1atter In 1964kthe UN éseumed a
“third party intermediary role in the Cyprus crisis, but in
1974 the UN‘did not have the capaeity or mandate to deal
with what, in terms of a decade of UN involvemenb\jn Cyprus,
was a novel swtuat1on The "1864 UN ro]e supported by ‘the
gyarantor powers, was one of try1ng to Keep the peace among
two-warriﬁg ethn1c commun1t1es (peacekeeo1ng role) anc
attempting, to settle the{r dispute once some order hac “een
established (UN mediation 'ider the auspices of the UN
Secretary-General). In 1974, there had beén double externel
’ interventidﬁ in Cyprus: first by Greece and thenpby Turkey,
- the two guarantor powers. Under suth circumstances the UN
cled not play a significant role ﬁn‘1§74. It is the very
definition of the UN's preventive dip]omacy. that the role
of the UN is to 1nsulate a conf11pt from externa] |
intervention. Once the powers Wh]ph had agreed to sanctuon
the UN's preventive d1plomacy dec1de’to intervene, in an
extrafdiplomatic manner., the UN is left with no significant

role. As 1964 Cyprus crisis manager George Ball explains,
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The role of the UN peacekeeping force has been to
interpose itself as a buffer between the contending
forces. I think ‘it is essehtial still [at this I
juncture, in 1974}, but once you put the armed o
forces of a s1gn1ftcant power such as Turkey on'-the
island, it is hard for the UN forces to be very
effective bécause there is.a modern effective

military force on one side while they are just a

thin red line. Since they are only a handful and

they can’t engage in-fighting, except for
self-defence, what can they do™ 55 ~

Hence in 1874, when Turkey 1ntroduced some 0,000 to 40,000

1

profess1ona41y tra1ned troops to the 1sland with tanKs
v ;-

:heavy art1]1ery, and aer1a1 supp@rt. and engaged 1n’d

’bl1etzkr1eg ,uthe ﬁew thousand UN troops equ1pped wi th only

)
"\' f' v

‘.Jeeps and mﬁch1ne guns could not - and d1d not - play a ro1e
. dur1ng the crisis. W1th the UN’ s 1nab111ty to asgnme a

Vcrisis'management role as in j964, on 18 du]y 1974uthe :
CHRISTIAN SCIENCE MDNTTOR‘aptly:de5cribed'the requtéites for'
the ngnégementﬁdf the .Cyprus crisis in iﬁritein Carries .

Cyprus.Baltt?SG;

The Turks have every reason to be anxious .about what
may happen next. A Cyprus controlled from Athens-is
very-unacceptable .to them. As one diplomat put it,
"the name of the game is Keeping the Turks from <
1nterven1ng " Presumably they will hold back if
given. convincing commitments by Wash1ngton The
Br1t1sh ,alone simply cannot do it, 4587

The Br1t1§h who a decade earlier had asked Wash1ngton to .
assume prvme respons1b11ty of the Cyprus 1ssuev knew their
11m1tat1ons,1n the eastern Mediterranean. As a Fore1gn

Office oftidfal in Whitehall who was deeply 1nvolved in the
455U.S. Congress, CYPRUS-1974. Hearings before the ‘House
Committee on Foreign Affairs and its Subcommittee on*Europe.
93rd Congress, 2nd sess., August 19 and 20, p.43..

#56The. CHRISTIAN SCIENCE MONITOR, 18 July - 1974

4571bid. . .

B
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Cyprus issue put it," from the beginning we approached the
situation with the attitude that Henry is going to do it. We’
did not repudiate our responsibility, but we needed support
from the.U.S.““?’8 Thus, in 1974, the British played the role
'of “the referee, trying te maintain order and Keep the
diolomatic ball in play while Kissid;er tried to bring his
leverage to bear behind the scenes."45% As sucn, when
‘-hash1ngton S att1tude under the leadership of Kissinger,
was ths* "in the last three weeks of Nixon's Presidency we
were in no position to make credible tnreats or credible
{Apromises - the instrumentalities of diplomacy",48° there was
no dfplomatic musc}e mustered in international diplomatic;
circlesvt0~exert influence over events}in the egftern
Med1terranean U.S policy in 1974, then, basica]]y amounted
to a pol1cy of allowing the events run their course - albeit
not intentionallyj but in effect. In the end, as a]ready
recounted. Kissinger paid a high prioe for a]Iowing events
to run their course; He had misjudged Turkey's unwillingness
to surrender the init{ative (August 14 offensive), the - 1
. polﬁtical vo]atility of Greece (withdrawal, from NATO’S
military command) the. 1nfluen¢e of the Greek ethn1c 1obby

~

and the adversary temper of Congress (the Turkish arms

; IV TN .
R ORI ki

embargo case and its consequences):, . g¢“ A
In late July 1974, however, it appeared for a wh1le

that another diplomatic triumph was in the- maklng for Henry
1580p.cit. Stérn, THE WRONG HORSE, p.129. |
459Ibid. p.130.

460See H. Kissinger, THE YEARS OF UPHEAVAL Boston:
Little,Brown, 1982, p. 1191 o

K
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Kissinger. After events had run their course considerably in
the eastern Mediterranean. the TurKs had intervened, gaihed_
a footho]dnland agreed to a cease-fire in Cyprus, and’
&deﬁocracy had been restored in both’g;eece and Cyprus*&', it
seemed that there emerged a state of edui]ibrium among the
contending interes$s'that the diblomatfc managers could
freeze into & status quo. Kissinger had takén the initiative
hi

in trying to help the Turks™ eir objective of

writing a new political future for;Cy. us in a manner that

at the time would allow the/new Greek overnﬁent to save

face. +s2 abter

nd tHe Greek Cypriots had rejected
the TurKish bizonal federation propegel_at Geneva If,
Kissinger told the Turks that it Qould be'difTicuft‘gggb
both the Greek government and the GreeKqupriot 1eade%%§#d
accept a federation, based on two seperste regions,-fer it
would appear as a diQision of theAiéjandTintoetwo, placihg
one part under Tutkish’hegeMOny.“464;K3esinger_then urged
Lhe{Jurks to draft a cantOna} federat ion p}an, which the
Turks did. In any case, éé'gWready reeednted, Geneva 11
vco]1apsed and Kissinge;’s efjert’s caﬁeifé hdught.
For Continuity thggfists; KiSsingeF’s.glean pro-Turkish

tilt at that juncture.egﬁeletes the evidence that, to

461 After the collapse of the Greek Junta in Athens, a
couple of days after the TurKish armed intervention of July
20, its puppet [Sampson] regime in Cyprus also collapsed. In
both Greece and Cyprus political figures steeped in the
‘democratic tradition came to power - namely, Konstantin
Karamanlis in Greete and Glafkos Clerides in Cyprus.
462S5ee op.cit. Stern, THE WRONG HORSE, p.13t. ey
483]hid. ‘ .
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‘unswehving brb-Turkish partition policy from the
Acheson-Ba]l'p]an‘of 1964 to Kissinger’'s tilt toward Ankara
of 1974."464 gnce agaih. and finally, the Continﬁity thesis
is found wanting. It fails to accdunt for change in American
fPreign policy towagd Cyprus. Historically speaking, the
" Acheson-Ball plan’ and the ’Kissinger’sftilt'toward AnKara
in 1974’ are two instances on a wide spectrum. If the
Continuity theory can ¢laimgpto explain those instances, it
clearly does not exp]ain why the u.s. suppor ted the Republic
of Cyprus after its independence in 1960 uﬁti] the 1963-64
crisis when its support for Makarios begén to sbur; it does
not explain why after the failure of the Acheson'p1aﬁ and
‘the end of that crisis, American policy shifted toward
support for the intercommunal talks which began in 1968
under the auspices of the UN; it does not explain why U.S.
policy was to support this dialogue, with its ﬁnder]ining of’
the independence and sovereignty of Cyprus and the .
'estabiishment,of a modified 1960 constitution, and to oppose
thoughts of a coyp by Athens against Makarios. The answer is
simp]e. There was indeed a continuity in U.S. policy toward
CyprQs, but of a different Kind: U.S. policy towards Cyprus
has always been based’on’a policy of realism, the structural
Yimperatives of Realpolitik. U.S. policy at every turn has
steered in the direction of whichever obtion offered the
best prospects for stabilising the Cyprus situation and,

ultimately, the eastern Mediterranean. As Glen Camp

POLITICAL SCIENCE QUARTERLY, 95/4, 1680-81, p.53.
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N

explains, characterising U.S. diplomacy in the eastern

Mediterranean as one of political realism,
« -

the statesman is thus a realist seeking a settlement

based u the e.isting balance of power, not an
idealis¥ seeking to rectify passionately felt
injustices. Structurally...., a policy of realism

often neglects justices and tends to apotheosise
" stability regardless of how achieved.®®>

In his memoirs, THE YEARS OF UPHEAYAL, Kissinger, after
~offering a capsule history of the "atavistic bitterness" and
"blood feud" between the Greeks and Turks traced back to the
Byzantine-Ottoman animosity, points out that Cyprus is 44
miles from mainltand Turkey with a pépu]ation of 80 per cent
Greek and aont 20 per cent Turk - "a lethal cocktail."466
Kissinger's remark on Cyprus encapsulgtes the thrust of
American policy toward Cyprus from 1964 to 1874: a policy’
based on the imperatives of the regional balance of power
.rather thanilocal/Cypriot questions of equity. The U.S. as a
global power and senior alliance manager could not afford to
‘look at Cypfus out of the context of the eastern
Mediterranean triangle; even though this Would be erroneous
from the‘vantage‘point of 'Western liberal democracy’, which
would dictate that given the size of the Greek Cypriot
population, Cyprus sggbld be a unitary state based on
majority rule - Enosis. The U.S, has not supported Enosis. 4
continuity in U.S. policy has been that if there is to be
stability in the eastern Mediterranean then Turkey's stake
in Cyprus has to be acknowledged. The "lethal cocktail®

4650p.cit. Camp, "Greek-Turkish Conflict Over Cyprus”, p.44.
4660p.cit. Kissinger, YEARS OF UPHEAVAL, p.1189.
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represents the paradox of eastern Mediterranean politics
which has led to all the turbulence in Cyprus.

Though the Turks comprised only 18 per cent of the

island’'s population, it was the Greek Cypriots who

constituted the true minority in their corner of the

Mediterranean. A glance at the map shows that Cyprus

lies in the shadow of the Anatolian peninsula, the

jumping-off point for a .Turkish military machine

that could easily devastate the Greek Cypriots and

any mainland Greek expeditionary force that crossed

the Mediterranean to do battle there.?467
This strucfural imperative of Realpolitik, the American
.cognizance of the need to enter Turkey's objectives in
Cyprus into any Cypriot political calculation, led Acheson
to propose Greece and Turkey’' s dominion over Cyprus in 1864,
and moved Kissinger a decade later to favour a solution to
the Cyprus problem along the lines of cantonal federation
(not partition). The U.S. policy of Realpolitik, which
apotheosfSed stability, thus adapted‘to éhanging

. o

circumstances in the eastern Mediterranean. In 1964, in the
latter part'of the Cyprus crisis, Realpolitik dictated that
American diplomacy favour Greek and Turkish mainland
dominion over Cyprus; in the inter-crisis era it dictated
U.S. diplomatic support for the intercommunal dialogue which
aimed at establishing a modus operandi along the lines of
the 1960 constitution; and in 1974 it moved Kissinger to
favour a cantonal federation solution for Cyprus.

_Evidently, then, the history of American diploﬁacy in .
the eastern Mediterranean has not been whol ly monochromatic}
an example of Cold War doctrine exerting power over events.

! B .
4670p.cit. Stern, THE WRONG HORSE, p.80. «
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Rather, as has been shown, that histd;;»has been etched and
over taken by regional subsystemiC'events and differing
conceptions among American statesmen as;to which diploma. -
strategies offered the better prdSpect for eastern |
Meditérranean stability. |

The Eagk'td be accomplished heréafter is the '
substantiation of the aforementioned, through the scrutiny
of relevant internal and external factors which ffgure
proﬁihently }n,the evaluation of U.S:‘policy effectivéness.'

the pbtency of which have nat been affirmed by the case
= : : ‘ 5, (

studies. In thisﬁregard, there should“bé'analysed the

Turkish and Soviet behaviour in accounting for the results '

of the crises. Since.the crisis management descriptor~ wodel
prompted a Study of American crisis diplomacy, the case
studies could not incorporate a mini-case study of American
post-crisis diplomacy and a mini-case study of Turkish and
»Soviet behaviour and relations in the inter-crisis efta
[1964-1974]. Nevertheless, ‘the importance of these factors
became evident on c0mparisoh of the two cases. When
compared,‘one sees that one of the méjor differeﬁces be tween
the two cases is that; unlike the 1964 case which remained
an exclusively [U.S.] executive affair, the 1974 crisis
became domesticated in the U.S. and led to a bitter

legislative-executive showdown over America’s eastern
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Medi terranean ﬂgsture. As such, it is necessary to extend -
. . ;”'[.

the analysis or U.S. diplomacy further down the road to the
immediate aftermath of ithe 1974 cﬁisjs, as‘this‘strengthens
the validity of the State Department theory. Another-major
difference between the two cases, revealed through
comparisoh, is the nature ofvregiona] subsystemic change as
it contributéd to the political outcoées of 1974. Hence, in
éﬁgggmt of the State Department thesis and inter alia the

relative effectiveness of U.S. policy in 1964 and

ineffectiveness in 1974, two prime situational/systemic

My factors need to be mentioned in accounting for.the results
57 '

ff§f¥_the crises. These factors are the Hhture'ofaiurkﬁsh and

Soviet foreign policy during tHe 1964-74 era, as they relatg
to each other and the U.S.

The Turkish arms embargo debate between the Ford
administation and-Céngress in the immediate aftermath of
Turkey’s controversial Peace Operation Il, contributed to
the failure of U.S. crisis diplomacy in 1974. The pivotal
argument of the pro-embargo activists had to do with ’the 
Rule of Law’. The central and simple notion, in this view,
was that continuing to supply arms to Turkey after its use
5f American-supplied military equipment in its military -
opezations in Cyprus, represented a serious violation of
U.Si laws. 488 As Eugene Rossides, chairman of the American

Hellenic Institute Public Affairs Committee, put it, "the

468See P. Watanabe, ETHNIC GROUPS, CONGRESS, AND AMERICAN
FOREIGN POLICY: THE POLITICS OF THE TURKISH ARMS EMBARGO.
U.S.:Greenwood Press, 1984, p.112.

-
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basic oberriding‘issue is, of course, the rule of law."469
In the view of the pro-embargo aétivists,'even if Turkey;sJ
first 'peace operation’ could bé regarded as the eiércising
of its legal righf of unilateral interQentjon under the 1960
Treaty of Guarantee, Turkey's second ’'peace opefation’ of
August 14 was clear aggression.and thus in violation of the
U.S. Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 and fhe-Foreign Sales
Act éf 1968. The ;oreign Assistance Ac£ of 1961 provided
that: "defense articles and defens?‘services to any country
shall be furnished solely for internal secu??} , for
legitimate selfgdefense.”470 Fur'ther, the 1961 Act |
’st1pu1ated’%¥at any country which hereafter uses defense 8
articles and defense services furnished..., in substantial
violation of the proviggons.of this chapter ...., shall be
immediately ineljigible for further assistance.*’!
Additionally, the Foreign Military Sales Act of 1968 also
outlined similar pena]tiés for the misuse of equipment
acquired through sales agreements witi the U.S. The rute of
law argument coupled with the moral argument that even if
Turkey had not used U.S.iarms 16 its August 14 Cyprus .
operation, which was deemed as overtly agghe§sive, "it is a
Bdsic principle of U.S. foreign policy to oppose
aggression, "472 proviped the pPOjembargo‘activists with a

469.S. Congress, House, Committee on International )
Relations. SUSPENSION OF PROHIBITIONS AGAINST MILITARY
ASSISTANCE TO TURKEY. 94th Congress, 1st session, July 10,
1975, p.108. a
4700p,cit. Watanabe, ETHNIC GROUPS...., p.114.

4711bid.

472 Eugene Rossides, Cha1rman of the American Hellen\c
Institute Public Affairs Comm1ttee, at a Congress1onal
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sy

power ful case for the embargo.*’3 Benjamin Rosenthal,
chairman of the House Committee on Foreign Affairs’

Subcommi ttee on Europe, argued in this vogue that,

the U.S. bears not only the legal responsibility tof
which we are in unconditional violation of our own
laws, but also a major moral responsibility in
violation of the UN Charter, the NATO covenants, and
our own agreements with both nations.*74 '

In theﬁimmeﬂﬁate aftermath of Turkey’'s second mil'taryj
- » ¥? X

operation in Cyprus, at a news conference on 19 August;{974,
Kissinger was queétioned as to what his understanding of the
legal terms of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 was,
"whether the U.S. was required Under the terms of of the

1961 Act to cut military assistance to Turkey?"47% Kissinger

o

evasively answered: "well, I will have to get a legal

opinion on fhat subject, which I have not done."*7°® Later,.
on 22 October 1974, Edward Kennedy, as chairmén of the |
Senate Subcommittee to Investigate Problems conneéted with
Refugees and Escapees, sent a letter to Kissinger asking him
what the administration’s "final conclusfon“ on the 1ega]ity

of continuing military assistance to Turkey was.*’7 In

472 (cont’d) hearing. Op.cit. SUSPENSION OF

PROHIBITIONS. .. .. , p.110.

4730n Capitol Hill, the pro-embargo movement was spearheaded
by Greek-American Congreesmen John Brademas, Paul Sarbanes,
Gus Yatron, Peter Kyros, Skip Bafalis, and non-Gneek ethnic
Representatives Benjamin Rosenthal and Donald Riegle, and
Senators Thomas Eagleton, Edward Kennedy, and Lyodd Bentsen.
474Remarks by Benjamin Rosenthal at a meeting of the House
of Repre§entatives.é&eptember 24, 1974. Quoted in op.cit.
Watanabe, ETHNIC GROUPS@.., p.113. - '

1755ecretary of State Kissinger's August 19, 1974, news
conference printed in DEPARTMENT OF STATE BULLETIN,
July-December, Vol.71, 1974, p.357.

476]bid. '

477y.5 Congress, Senate Committee on the Judiciary.

y
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November 1974, the -administration’s reply came from Linwood

Holton, the Assistant Secretary of State for Congressiona!l

affairs: .

after carefully we1gh1ng the legal and foreign

policy consideratidns, the Administratioh decided

that it was impossible to express a legal conclusion ~
on the issue’of Turkey's eligibility for further
assistance and sales without undermining our foreign
policy offjectives of persuading Turkey and Greece to .
enter into direct negotiations for a so]ut1on of the
Cyprus prob]em 478 -

This argument, that fo]lowing the rule of law undermined

t

U.S. foreign policy objectiveSVin the eastern Mediterranean,

became part of the U.S. admifiistration’s assertion of the

primacy of strategic interests in the determination of its
eastern Mediterranean po}icy.'Secretary Kissihger's
definition of the national interest'in,strategic terms,
which in the case of the.eastern-Mediterrahean translated
into a policy that equeted the interests of the U. . and
: NATD with recognition of Turkey S presumed supreme
importance, constituted. the adm1n1strat1on s 'defence’
against the pro-embargo group in-Congress. At a
Congressional hearing,(Underseeretary Sisco, outlined
Turkey’'s strategic importance in the following terms:
with respect to NATO respons1b1]1t1es, Turkey has
somewhere between 4507, 000 to 500,000 armed forces.
It is a Key military force in the eastern
Mediterranean and ih terms of the whole southern
flank of NATO.... We beiieve that Turkey is ’

significant because it is right there up along the
border of the Soviet Union.- There are very important
477 (cont’d) HUMANITARIAN PROBLEMS ON CYPRUS, PART II,
December 17, 1874, p.39.
478]bid. 'p.46.
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facilities and installations which we use.... We |
feel the Turkish facilities are a Key to the
strateglc situation. When you consider how important
Turkey is in this context, particularly if one
relates it to ‘the 1nstab111ty that exists in the
Middle East, combined with the instability which I
believe ex1sts the eastern Mediterranean today as a
result of the differences over Cyprus...., yoy can
see why we are deeply concerned.*7? ' ‘

DeSpite the administration’s oppoeition, however, inf
December 1974 Congress passed legislation for{the imposttion
vof an arms embargo on Turkey, which was to go inte‘effect as
of February 1975 -- an act'Sec}etahy Kiesinger calJedva |
"national tragedya"48° HaVing failed to stop Congress, 7
'..despite a coub]e of Presidential vetoes,*8! in‘the new‘yeaf-
"t1975) the U.S. adminietration turned its energiee toward
‘effecting the 1ifting of the arms embargo‘impbsed on Turkey.
Te that end, in the fall of 1975, Pnesident Ford sent a
1etfer to Congressman Thomas Mergan,‘ehairman of the House

Commi ttee on Intennationa] Re]atione,iouflining the

479Undersecretary of State for Po]1t1ca1 Affairs, doseph
Sisco's ‘testimony, .in op.cit. U.S Congress, SUSPENSION OF.
PROHIBITIONS....,p.11. - L '
180See op. cit. Stern, "Bitter Lessons...", p.36.
481Congressional de11berat1ons on the issue of miTitary aid
to Turkey began in the early fall of 1974. The primary
veh1c1e for embargo proponents was the amendment of
continuing appropriations legislation. The Eagleton
amendment in the Senate and the Rosenthal-Du Pont amendment
in the House called contained provisions calling for an
immediate ban on arms to Turkey. Despite intensive
administration lobbying, . the cqntﬁnu1ng appropr1at1ons
-measure with the Turkish arms ban provision passed both
houses in October but was vetoed by President Ford. After
President Ford’s rejection,. the House and Senate redrew a
new appropriations bill, which this  time authorized the
President to delay a ban on military aid to Turkey until 10
December 1974, but required that the ban be imposed ’
-~ immediately if Turkey shipped any additional military
equipment to Cyprus before that date. President Ford vetoed
this new bill as well, '



. - S 240
vadministration’s position. The letter constituted a succinct -
‘statement of the administration’s eastern Mediterraneah

posture.

I am convinced that 1mmed1ate Congressional action
is needed to relax the embargo on arms shipments to
Turkey if U. S. security interests in the eastern
Mediterraneah are not to be Jeopard1sed beyond
repair.

U.S.-Turkish ties -have been subjected to
intense strains since the arms embargo went into
effect on February 5...., the TurRish Government
suspended operations at major U.S. military

.. facilities which provided intelligence collection

" capability and support to U.S. and NATO -forces in
the eastern Mediterranean. The affected facilities
~are vital to U.S. and western security. I firmly
believe failure to 1ift the embargo soon. will lead
to complete closure of a majority of U.S.
installations in Turkey. Some'of these installations
are unique and irreplaceable.

Not oniy does the embargo harm U.S. and NATO
security interests, it is a major impediment to
negotiations toward a constructive settligment of the
tragic Cyprus problem. It also serves generally to '
prevent the improvement of Greek- Turkish bilateral
‘relations, without which a Cyprus settlemen* is.
unlikely.

-1 intend to cont1nue my effort to he]p achieve
a Cyprus solution, to improve further U.S.-Greek and
Greek-NATO relations, and to contribute to a broad
relaxation of tens1ons between Greece and Turkey. 1 -
also will do everything possible to ensure the -
overall relationships in NATO are strengthened and
‘that essential U.S. security interests are
safeqguarded. In-that regard, it cannot be in our
interest to risk further weakening Turkey's ties
with the Western-alliance system.. .1 believe the
arms ban should be removed in its ent1rety at the
earliest possible date [to] permit us to begin the
essential task of rebu11d1ng our b11atera1
relationship with Turkey...."482 , .

\

482 The text of President Ford’s letter can be found in,
U.S. Congress, House Committee on .International Relations,
AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE BOARD FOR
INTERNATIONAL BROADCASTING AND THE PARTIAL LIFTING OF THE .
o TURKISH ARMS EMBARGO. Hearing before the Committee on 5.2230
% (document of December 1974 authorizing an arms embargo in
Turkey). 94th Congress, 1st sess1on, Sept. 17, 1975 p.

®
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* Thus, that  the outcome of the 1974 Cyprus crisis
constituted a failure for U.S. foreign policy was not in
doubt, save for the Continuity theorists, but what was in
doubt was whobwas to'blame ?or the deterioration of
America’s positton tn the eastern Mediterranean.
U.S,-Turhish, U.S.-GreekK, Greek-Turkish relations were all
st  ‘ned and the Cyprus quéstion was frozen, as there. could
bé‘no progress toward aJsettlement given this state of
affairs. The crux of the matter s that the Cyprus crisis
resulted tn destabilizing the eastern Mediterranean, and,
~hence, negatibely'afteCted the;U.§. and NATO. -On this count,
the executive branch of government'and CongreSS‘blamed each
other. Congnessional;criticism of‘the administration was
directed aﬁ the major architect of U.S. foreién poticy
during the Cyprus crisisf Secretary Kissinger. Congressionat
.cr1t1cs who for too long felt alienatéd by K1ss1nger s ,
cold]y pragmat1c arrogant highly persona11zed approach to
fore1gn pol1cy, and h1s neanfmonopol1sat1on of fore.gn
policymaking power }n thelhands oﬁfthé Wh1te House and Foggy
Bottom (rather than seeKing . a balance between the two and
‘ Capitol Hill), .used his handl1ng of the Cyprus crisis and
the ensuing Turkish arms embargo ban dispute_tovquestion.the
| canons of his foreignlpolicy. Senator Eag]eton;{oneiof*the
A~forernnners of the -pro-embargo group,’attackedtktssinoeris*"
opposition to Congressional assert1veness 1n fore1gn affairs

and -what- he character14ed as K1ss1nger s 111 conce1ved

pol1cy tnlts.
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We are told to ignore the law, we are told that - v
Henry does not like the law; that Henry will’ have
his hands tied, just as Henry said we would tie his
hands if we térm1nated the Cambodian bombing.... our
distinguished Secretary of State "is famous for his
tilts. He tilts toward the junta in Chile. He tilts
‘toward Thieu in Vietnam. His most- famous tilt was
‘the pro- Pakistan tilt. His current tilt, his TurKey
‘'tilt, is no wiser ‘than the other t11ts 283

The Turk1sh arms embargo debate was more than a policy

debate, however, because K1ss1nger s personal prest1ge was,

&

caught up in it. In the words of LaurencevStern\of the ‘
WASHINGTON POST, "it drew the Secretary of Stat> into the;
severest controntation he has eve- faced'with Congness,aOne_
Which was described on the House l.or early in the debate,
ds 'Kissinger’'s Watergate and»Waterloofr"484 Another g.}”
pro{embargo'Senator,-Ad]ai Stevensan,'teveled a.ferocious
attack at KisSinger that went beyond criticism of ‘ﬁ%f

Kissinger’'s eastern Mediterranean policy. —
g . B

Now that history has stripped the policies of Henry’
Kissinger.of their pretensions to grandeur - and his
actions of their pretensions of success, the -
Secretary is casting the blame upor Congress The
Congr=ss is to blame for the deterioration of T
‘America’s position in the world, but not for reasons
assigned by the Secretary of State Congré&s is to-

" blame because for too long its members naively
applauded the adventures of Henry K1531nger and
Richard Nixon Jland] they became part of the N
personality cult Now in the twilight they see’
the errors of persoﬂh dﬁp]omaox 485 . .

E4 ' o o
__________________ A
e

453Congressional Record, December 4, 1974 120 33268. S
Reprinted in op.cit. Watanabe, ETHNIC GROUPS CONGRESS AND
AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY, p.127. _
4840p.cit. Stern, "B1tter Lessons....", p.41. .
485Quoted in L. Stern, THE WRONG HORSE: » THE POLITICS OF
INTERVENTION AND FAILURE OF AMERICAN DIPLOMACY, New T
- YorK:Times BooKs, 1977 p.151 and op. c1t Watanabe.“ETHNIC
~GROUPS. ..., p.127. ) P B

2 .
iy
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Kissinger, for his part, looked upon the Greek-American
activists, the most‘prominent'members of 'which he had met
shortly after the Cyprus crisis, as playing ethnic po]1t1cs
He regarded them as act1ng upon emot1on ra;her than bear ing
the. nat1ona1 1nterest in m1nd doseph Harsch of the

CHRISTIAN SCIENCE MONITOR reercted K1ss1nger S view that

w’
nowhere else are there SO many v1gorous ethn1c minorities -

who often get emotlonal aboub matters they reaIIy don’ t .
understand 486 In broader terms for K1ss1nger whose

,,rsonal prest1ge was caught up in- the Turkish arms ban

debate, the 1ssue was not one of stmply Greece, TurKey, and
Cyprus It was much more, fundamenta]ly, in his view, the
j, 1ssue of: Congress1ona] chaI]enge 'to the foreign policy |

Ieadersh1p of the Pre51d§n&»of the U.S. and the Secretary of
State 487 Qn danuary 25 1975, in a speech to the Los
Angeles Wor 1d' Affa1rs Counc11 ent1t1ed "Toward a New
Nat1oné§ Partnersh1p [Executtve Congress] Secretary
K1ss1nger 'w1th the TurK1sh arms question clearly in mind,

un]eashed an attack agalnst what he saw as excessive

Py

Congress1ona1rmeddl1ng n foreggn policy:

the grow1ng tendency of - the Congress to 1eg1slate in
detail the day-to- day orfweek to-week conduct of our-
foretgn affairs rdises grave issues. American policy
- given! the wide range of .our interests and
responsibilities - .must’ be a coherent and purposeful
~» whole, The way we act in our relations with one‘
"’&-"‘-“' _____________ ,
_; ELENE Harsch “The Turkish Aid Cutoff", CHRISTIAN SCIENCE
S MONITORY October 8, 1974. - '
. 487This view wds expressed by C. Hackett, staff consultant
for Europe, House Committee on Internatlonal Relations.,
~when interviewed by P. Watdnabe. See op.cit. Watanabe,
PP 128-29. - - , ok o -
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country ailmost inevitably affects our relationship
with others. To single out individual countries: . -
[namely, Turkey] for special legislative attention

ha¥ unintended but inevitable consequenges and risks
unravelling the entire fabric of our fore1gn
policy.+88 :

1

It is rather'an 1rony; that at a time when the U.S;
administha&ion was extreme]y worr ied ebout America’'s
political-military posture in the eastern Meditereanean and
Kissinger was talking of the need for American policy to be
a coherent and purposeful whole, Continuity theorists, in
looking at tbe_outcomes:bf the 1874 Cyprus crisis, were
talking of the American rational monolith's success in
Cafving-up7Cyerus. According'to~Continuity theorist Michael

Attaliades, before the_1974 Cypﬁqs crisis, one could

L~

5oy
LEY

almost hear State Department pol1cymakers think, we
almost 1ost both Greece and Turkey in 13964-67 try1ng
to prevent "a war between the two. if we let them
both have their heads and support the stronger, we
might lose the weaker (but this is unlikely with a
communistophobic dictatorship ruling Greece). One
way or another Greece and Turkey between them will
have solved the “Makarios problem" [the dangers of
an independent, nonaligned, and recalcitrant
Cyprus].489

In Attaliades’ view, given this backgroﬂnd&gf the pers1stent
Amer1can des1re to effect the part1t1on d% Cyprus there can
only be one jnterpretat1on efﬂﬁhe 1974 crisis oqtcﬁﬁe from
the American standpoint: unqualifiedt success. To.this _
effect,‘AttaliadES quotes another Continiuty theorist,
Christopher Hitchens, with %ppr%véj.

488 |J,S. Dept. of State, Bureau of Public Affairs, Office of
Media Services, The Secretary of State. Speech: A New
National Partnersh1p January 24, 1975, p.6. Emphasis' added.
483 M, Attaliades, CYPRUS: NATIONALISM AND, INTERNATIONAL
POLITICS, Edinburgh: Q.Press, 1979, pp.184-85.
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The island has been effectively partitioned, though
the proportions may be varied in a cosmetic way. The
U-2 planes continue to take-off from British bases
to overfly the Middle East. The possibility of a
‘communist takeover internally or externally has been

~avoided by the simple faet that there are nearly as
many NATO soldiers on the island as there are
left-wingers.*3° :

I{ now becomes clear that the Continuity thesis rests
upon a narrow wor1d-view, in the tradition of the rational
actor model; one that takes the domestic political

A
environment as given. As such, Continuity theorists fail to
i X _ .

take infq‘acc6unt tbé_consequences of Kissingef’s handling
of the 1974‘Cybrusﬁcrjsis, namely the Cbngréssiona] movement
to jmpose an arms embargo 6n Turkey and its ramjficationg.
Theyvfaij to réa]iie that invfhe U.S. ‘Cyprus’ was not”that
big of an issue, save'fgr the GreeK.eihnicniobby which

turned it into one. FUrther}.it'Shqbfdibé”béco@hingfthatj
. : . T e iR

B oy
Dol O
°

1 . d YR e :
the Continuity-“thesis rests upon a-particular view,ofﬁthéari
3 :‘?"}; g, P “Q '_i N

external environment:; one in which U.S. influence in the

éastern Mediterranean is seen to inhere in the attributes of .

F

the U.S. Influence, however, éan‘only be evaluated {h any
real_sense, énd eveh then very tenouslyﬂ by considering the
govebnment to govénnment relationship between the U;S. and a
regional acfgr and  the Eegional subsystém in'ﬁhich they age .
inteﬁacting. As suéh, Continuity theoris%s are in fact
reéasting history by imput{hg purpose and omnipotence to:the .
U.S. and assigning the status of strategic maestroism to
Kissinger, when the very.state of .the quadr;hgu1ar
reiationship'in the aftermath of fhe crisis defies such

- e Ko = = e e e = oEm -

490 Ibid. p.186.
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¢ \
~ 1nterpretat1ons ‘The Continuity interpretation is of course
rendered plausible 'if one overlooks. the Congressional
backlash, and the fact that‘inufhe summer of 1974 Kissinger
was preoccupried, éxterna11y, with superpower summitry and -
the Middie East, and, internally,.with Watergate. Kissihger
didn’' t care less about Cyprus until the crisis exploded. |
mflike the 1964 case,uthe 1974 crisis was managed byr
the:U.S. administration without a President at its helﬁ.

Richard Nixon, living the last weeks of his Pﬁésidency in

severe depression and as a recluse, did not get involved

with the Cyﬁrus issue.  This is in marked contrast to the
1964 case where'President dohnsoh was firmly in charge of -
the Cyprus crisis management éffort. tontinaity theorists
simply ignore the fact that the Cyprus crisis was managed
against the background of Watergate. It has a}ready been
ment]oned how HUMAN EVENTS magaz1ne commented on K1ss1nger S

"total 1nab111ty to bring his diplomatic talents to bear in

-

the Cyprus crisis." John Stoessinger,'Kissinger’s

long-standing friend from Harvard, points out the reason as

being that

&Y
50

most of Kissinger’'s energies during the final phase
of ‘the Cyprus denouement were absorbed by Watergate.
The agonies of the Presidential transition had left
~him virtually spent during this time of depression
and uncertainty. He was unable to muster.his usual
determination and vitality.*®!

In his memoirs, Kissinger excuses his failure to

NN

significantly exert influence over events in 1974 and

481 J, Stoessinger, HENRY KISSINGER. THE ANGUISH OF POWER
New York: W.W Norton, 1976, p.143. .
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formu]ate a coherent Cyprus pclicy by asserting the persona]
struggle for preem1nence between hlmseff and Secretary of
Defence Schles1nger, which, w1th no P/es1dent1a1 direction,

rendered U.S. policy ineffective.
¥
Even in the third week of July [dur1ng the 1974
Cyprus crisis] it was clear that we were losing’
control over events. Fdre1gn policy, as I have N\
repeatedly stated, is the mastery of nuance; it '
requires the ab111ty to. relate disparate elements
into a pattern. That coherence was rapidly N
disintegrating.
Our internal disputes were no longer geared to

substance; they had become a struggte for
preem¥nence. Schlesinger and I battled over turf

- continually; every issue, whether it was SALT or
human.rights or Cyprus, became a source of tension
between us. The bureaucratic struggle reduced my
dominance only to create a deadlock; for it could
not be resolved by a President in extrem1s 3000
miles away [in San Cléemente]. 492

Wh$1e the 1974 Cyprus crisis caught;Wasﬁington without

. a Commander-in-Chief, in the crucial initial phase of the

crisis the decisicn-making machineries in Athens and Nicosia

Were also out of Kilter. In cr1s1sgnanagement theory it is a

| rarely expressed aseumpt1on} probably because it is taken

for granted, that successfdl crisis management requir v tnat“
£,

interaction system (i.e. respons1%le -and representatlvég ' !

.

authorities in all parties to the d1spute). Itts.a

there be rational 1nterlocutors on all ends .of the ¢

necessary. though not sufficient, condition for successgﬂﬁ
crisis management - that there be rational inter]ocutors that
can receive and evaluate diplomatic communications (protest
o d1sapprova1 support, threat. etc.) and make decisions or

492 See H. Kissinger, THE YEARS OF UPHEAVAL,
Boston:Little,Brown, 1882, p.1192. Emphasis added.
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non-decisions in response. The ouster of Makarios in Cyprus
and faceless junta leaders in the final days of their reign
in Greece, left Nicosia and Athens without rational

inter locutors. U.S. Undersecretary Sisco, while in Athens on

w: July 19, was'unable‘to Tmmediate]y make contact with

rational interlocutors in the eastern Mediterranean, save

~

responsible Gr-_K authogities. Sisco i1s Known to have .
' Gl . .

lamented that "this is the god damnest’goverhment I have

‘ever.had to deal with."493 Thus, while in 1974 there were no

Iz

for the Ecevit goverﬁment {n TQrKey, in 1964 there had been-
Makérios in:Cyprus, Gebrge Paﬁshdreou in Greéce; and Ismet
Tnonu in Turkey.

When one éomes to the question of the nature of

regional subsystemic change, as it contributed to the

| bo]itﬁcal,putcomes of 1874, one sees that the 1963-64 crisis

“increasingly Béing punctuated by the forces of

had occured auring the last leg of a loose bipolar system

~ ~. .

. polycenfricism. By the time of the 1974 crisis, the detente

Y
L]
@

that had.evolved at the international level had a twd?wqy

reinforcing effect that resulted in the increased likelihood

of TurKish armed inteﬁvention in Cyprus (viz. diminishing

costs and risks for Turkey) and the de facto partition that

_Wou]d be tﬁé result of that interventign.,On the one hand,

detente led to extreme Soviet restraint in the eastern
Mediférrahean, and on the other hand, detéhte, by decreasing

American diplOmatib leverage over Turkey and diminishing, the

493 See_op.cif. Stern, "Bitter Lessons...".

N
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1

Turkishrpenception of a Soviet threat and a sensg of its
vuinerability, incféased the scobe'for 1oc§l intransigénqe
(viz. that the Turkish national interegt would not be °
subordinated to Western allied ﬁntereéts).

During the 1963-64 %crisis, the sabrevréttling and
rjsk-acceptant personality of Khruschev came to bear as the
| typrus crisis took oa cold war;overtones in fhe ear1ykphase
of that crisis. Amegican po]icymakers=iooked on anxiously as
Khruschév staunchly supportéUAMékéﬁibs whokhad defied the
Anglo-American-efforf to f#wd a solution to the Cyprus
prob1em with{n the NATO framework. While supporting
Makarios' policy béSRaKing the Cyprus issue to the
internatjonal public forum of UN diplomacy and supplying
arms tofMaKarios, the Soviets had abstained when a vote was
taken on»thevsending 6f a peacekeeping force to Cyprus.
Moscow perceived UNFICYP to be a stabilizing force in an
otherwise potentially "revolutionary situation." 494 By June

h, 1964, Moscow had changed its position on UNFICYEﬁ%nd had
votéd for the renewék;of the mandate for that force. On June
19; in notes sent to the U.S., U;K., Greece, Turkey, and

Franc%, the Soviet go&ernment strongly emphasised the UN
b ’

S
"

role iﬁvthe crisis and suggested that the U.S.S.R. supportéd
the independence of Cyprus and opposed any external

intervention. This sudden change in Soviet policy was a

0

reéction to President Johnson’s efforts to seek a solution

-~ to the Cyprus problem through direct Greco-Turkish tafks and
484 See T, Adams and A. Cottrell, CYPRUS-BETWEEN EAST AND

WEST. Baltimore:John Hopkins, 1968, p.36.
O .
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his invitation of tHe Greeklahd Turkish Premiers to
Washington for consultatjons. The American policymaker's
fear at this-time"that “the Soviets see the Cypriot
pollt1sa1 maze as made to~order for'a Communist |
Q-takeover‘"‘95 seems to be unfounded. Sov1et policy during

—_ ‘u B

'th' cr%sls was mere]y ane of react1ng to American

1n1t1at1ves mak1ng sure that they could Kkeep up with the

Amerécans. When, in danuary, the U. S had proposed a NATO

(I _
peacekeeping force for Cyprus, the~$ov1et Union readted by

throwing its weight behind MaKarios who had'refused the.
bAmehican thtttat1Ve. When, as mentioned"President Johnson
persona]]y took a ‘hand in seek1ng a solut1on to the Cyprus
probiliem through Greco TurK1sh talea the Soviet Union
reacted by emhas151ng the UN role in the cr1su§<}?ron1cally
/enough, since 1t is often the U.S.’s avowed purpose, Soviet
diplomacy Wastoeabedrtowaro the preservation@of the
Status-quo (as 1t ex1sted during the crisis; which was
rather d1fferent from const1tut1ona] arrangements) 1n Cyprus
.--- the ru .7 Makarios. For Moscow, Makarios' policy of
nonalignment wa%fan effeet1ve guarantee aga1nst the
“NATO1zat1on of Cyprus fthere is no ev1dence that the Sov1%§
Union env1saged aﬂcommunlst taKeover of Cyprusu Seeing to it
that Makakios remafheo in power was a policy that did not
carry the réﬁks anc s of attempt1ng ¢ communist takeover
of an‘tsland under tne interpational guatantorsh1p of three

M

NATO powers - Greece, Turkey, and Britain.

495R, Brunn, "dohnsoh Seeks Cyprus Showdown", CHRISTIAN
SCIENCE MONITOR, June 18, p.1.

A
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Despiie eXpressiens‘ef;support for Makarios, warn%ngsA
- against'eXternaJ in-ervention in Cyprus, and the supplying
of arms to Makarios throughout the crisis, when 1n‘AuQust;
1964 Turkey cgnducted aerial bombardment of Greek Cypriot
targets Moscow exercised restraint. Although Makarios
appealed for Soviet armed 1ntervent1on on his behalf, Moscow
did no more than extend him the sympathies of the Soviet
people. The Soviet restraint at that stage of the crisis was’
a prime‘factor in the abatement of the crisis. Asﬂmentioned
in'an earlier chapter, hevihg received ho support from
either Greete or the Soviet Union, MaKarios desisted from
hostilities against the Turkish Cypriotsvand oegan seekidg a -
rapprochment wfth them so as not to give Turkey an excuse
for intervention. After the abatemcnt of the 1963-64 crisisb-
and the advent of the Brezhnev-Kosygin leadership, the
Kremlin apparently reassessed its Cyprus policy. In Jgnuary
.1965[ a senior Politburo member, Nikolai Podgornyi, led a
delegation to Turkey. During his visit, as a first for a
Soviet official, Podgornyi spoke of the "fwo communities" on
Cyprus as having sovereignty, territorfal integrity, and
legal rights. This long had been the Turkish position, and
was the basis of the Turkish demahd for a federated state of
'Cyprus.‘gﬁ,Later, in a series of Turko-Soviet joint | |
'eomminiques, the Soviei Union continued to announce its
adherence to the pro-TurKish ”twp.communities" concept . 497

__________________

4365ee op cit. Adams and Cottrell, p.42.

4871n May 1965 Soviet Foreign M1n1ster -Gromyko v1s1ted :
Ankara; in August 1985 Turkish Premier Urguplu visited |
Moscow; in December 1866 Soviet Premier Kosygin .visited \



252

' & 'T";f‘w:.‘.‘ :
. *‘ v i o Y, N
This change in the Soviet position wasM_n bf'a larger
Soviet policy objective, that of cu]tiVat%ﬁgxgood relatigns
\ 'S
with Turkey and possibly luring Turkey away from the U.S.

~[inducing Turkey to,opt for de facto nona]ignmént] or at
Iedst gaining enough .influence in Ankéra to stop the T
from invading Cyprus should another Cyprus crisis come to
the fore.‘The major Soviet:-instrument of po]fcy, to that

end, has been the provision of economic asgistance to

‘

Turkey. During‘the périqd from the mid-Sixties through the
seventies the‘ij.S.R. Srovided Turkey &fth about $2 billion
worth of economic assistance. In the seventies, Turkey was
the recipient of more Soviet economic assistance than any

other devefoping country.

Especially important has been the Soviet role in
Turkey’' s energy program. 0il poor....., Turkey
welcomed the U.S5.S5.R.’s assistance which has
included .the constuction of several thermal plants,
dams, and a nuclear power plant with a guarantee of
fuel .for its operation; exploration for oil in
southeastern Turkey; the sale of larger quantities
of oil; and erection of a second power transmission
line that will more than double Turkey's imports of
electricity from the U.S.5.R.498 .

\

Bésed on the experiences of the 1963:64 crisis,‘the
Soviet Uniop beneraﬁ]y.assumed that any Turkish intervention
in Cyprus would be against the MaKkarios regime, and, by
implication, detrimental to Soviet interests. By 1974, this

situation had.chanéed drastically. With the ouster of

497 (cont’'d) Ankara: and in 1967 Turkish Premier Demirel
visited Moscow. . é; _ o

498 A. Rubinstein, SOVIET POLICY TOWARD TURKEY, IRAN, AND
AFGHANISTAN: THE DYNAMICS OF INFLUENCE. New York:Praeger,
1982, p.28. - e

-
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Makarios by the vehemenfly anti-communist Athens junta,

753

which was loathed by Moscow, the Sbyiets'ekercised extreme

restrainf‘as the Turks launched”a full-scale landing on

TurKish armed interventibn as a means
to enable the legitimate government of Cypr s,
headed by President Makarios to remove all eek,
servicemen from the island, and it took favourable
note of Turkey’s assertion that military action was

. necessary because peaceful ways of sett]1ng the
confl1ct had been exhausted 499

A week 1ater however, after JurKish Premier Ecevil' s

’ . . {: ‘.
Cyprus. In fact, -the Soviets tacitly supported the Turkish
,‘action. On July 22;,Soviet_news organ.PRAVDA portrayed the

ot

announcement of TurKey S 1ntent1on to rema1n~on the 1sland

the Kremlin became anxious and PRAVDA_announced‘that

the questlon whether there is-or .is not to be an
independent sovereign state and member of ‘the UN is
most acute.... Certain NATO circles are working
towards confront1ng the world with the fait accompll
of the partition of the country,.or at least
creating the conditions of such a partition... In
effect, an effort is being made to consol1date the
,occupat1on of the island.509 .

Desp1te this anxiety felt over developments in Cyprus, the

[

-Soviet Union confined itself to verbal-innuendo‘bather than .

)

substant1ve practical measures in the Cyprus crisis of 1974

!’

‘Ev1dently, the Sov1ets were not prepared to r1sk the

W
ruptur1ng of’ the regional detente.w1th Turkey and the

international detente with the U.S. for the sake of Cyprus

7

499R, Cutler,. 'Domestic and Fore1gn Inf]uences on Policy.
Making: The Soviet Union in the 1374 Cyprus Conflict",
SOVIET STUDIES, Vo] 37, #1, 1985, pp.65-66.

- 500]bid. p.66.

',and Archbishep Makarios. Such was the Soviet restraint that
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even Soviet polemics were directed at the safe_target/o;
" "NATO circles",‘rather,than exp]icit'dehunciation of the
U S. and Kissinger's poTicies As such. for the U.S. thef
1974 Cyprus cr151s was a c]ass1c case. of alliance management
- without the comp11cat1ons of Soviet .involvement. The
1963-64 crisis, oy contrast, was more fhan;an alliance
management prob]em for the U.S, as there was the American‘
oerception oﬁ]the potemttal-for Soviet penetration, through.
exploitation.of the crists'anc the resulting‘instahility in
the eastern Mediterranean, of NATQ's eaetern wall.
In 1964;TurKey had'faced'a doublefdeterrent against

TurK{sh armed intervention in Cyprus' In the final analysis,
both Amer1can and Soviet d1plomacy toward: Turkey const tuted
deterrent diplomacy. Both superpowere, albeit for d1ffe 2Nt
reasons,'worked toward forestallyng the TurKs: the Amer:-ans.
did.so because‘they feared a Turkish’intervention in Cypsz
Wou1d ]eadgto a Gneco-TurKfeh‘war and undermine NATO’s
southeastern flank; the goyietsvdid so in their support of
FMakarios’ independent?andfnonaligned-postqre, which Turkish-
intervention~wou1d‘havehpresumably’terminated.-By 1974, the
forementioned situational change [SovietrTuthsh relatione]
had‘the effect of'alleViating’Turkey from the Soviet
deterrent. In'1974 Tdrkey had been faced with the American
deterrent (S1sco s attempt to stop’ @%e TurKs) but the
.detente which had been evolv1ng at the 1nternat1onal 1eve1
,weakened that deterrent, for reasons that will become clear

shortlv, lea%ing Turkey with its hands tied v1rtually Joose;
A {E-f".'.‘ ‘ . .
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“Detente red1str1butes d1ptomat1c leverage in- the

’ 1nternat1ona1 system wh1ch resu]ts 1A the 1oss of d

5

d1plomat1c 1everage by the great pOWers aga1n§t h1dd1e -power ,
sal11es M1dd1e 1eve1 poWers be11eve themselves ab]e to defy
pressures from sen1or a111es. in a way that would have been
_unl1ke1y dhrnng the more system1ca]1y t1ght and systemically

d1sorete years\of the co]d war .39 As Cora] Be]] po1nts out,

e ; :
the céntra] tens1ons of a cotd War g1ve
<ﬁ¢dd1e powers. like Turkey a srrong sense of their
" own vulnerabtllty and therefdne a reason for Keeping
]ocal tensions reasonably’ qu Detente reduces the
sense.of threat and thereby- 1ncreases the scope: for

1oca111ntran51gence 502

That detente had th1s effect in the eastern Med1terranean is

fﬁfn ev1dence, as a Turk1sh d1plomat in Wash1ngton during. the
J// . o3t
1974 cfisis satd
, w the: Greeks comm1tted the ‘unbelievably stup1d move of
, appo1nt)ng Sampson, giving u$ the golden oppo;tun1ty
. to solve our problems once and for all. Unlike
£ % 1964.- . the UsS. leverage on us in 1974 was minimal.
L Me couﬁd no.Jonger be scared off by threats of the
g S§§1et boqeyman 503 S

R%','f AT th1s does not enable one to say with certainty that
k- A—“q!\_'

fhere was noth1ng the U, S could do to change the course of

events in 1974. It can be argued that there could have been

much heav1er Wash1ngton pressure aga1nst the junta to stop

__________________

501" Systemic, d1screteness refers to the degree of
intra=bloc cohesion and ‘systemic discreteness’ refers to
the extent to which there.is inter-bloc interaction.

502C, Bell, THE DIPLOMACY OF‘BEJENTE THE KISSINGER ERA
U.K.:M. Robertson. 1977, p.138. :
5030p cit. Stern, THE WRONG HORSE, p.117. Emphas1s added in

undef lining. . ‘
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the coup, and, failing that, against the Turks to stop_thé |
armed intervention. Could heavier American pressure changed
eastern Mediterranean history? To this effect, it is apt to
quote at some length Coral Bell's conclusive remarks in this#-

regard.

? ¢
i .

. It cannot-of course be shown conclusively that
heavier American pressure would still have failed to
deter the local decision-makers from the. choices ,
they saw as in their best interests. But diplomatic~
pressure to be effective, requires a rational
decision-maker at the other end to receive the
pressure and to weigh up what he has to gain against -
what he has to lose. It is difficult to see any” o #
rational interlocutor in either Athens or Nicosia in
the immediate aftermath of July 15. There wasa -
rational interlocutor in Ankara, but here the
changed distribution of diplomatic leverage exerted
its effect. "What is“the "or else’ we have to put‘to
them?" Dr. Kissinger once demanded in another

- crisis. There was not really much of an ‘or else’ to
be put to the Turks in the circumstances of 1974:
only the American arms aid against which they could
and did bargain the U.S. bases. So the widespread
assumption that the American pressures on the Turks
which worked in 1964 and 1967 could have been made
to work again in 1874, seems questionable. %04 '

In the light of tfe success in 1964 to stave off a. Turkish
armed intervention in Cyprus, former Cyprus crisis Manéger

<

George Ball disagrees with the conclusions.of this analfgis;
as to the"possibi]ities"bf U.S. crisis dip]oﬁ%cy‘ip 12?4;‘ ¥
George Ball is not convinced that the,U.S.bdid_nof hav%dﬁhg‘
capacity'to stop the TurKs-in‘1974.\For Béll»the pfdblem waé
ong ofﬁAmerican will rather than'capacity in this regard. To
this effect, he says at a Congressioﬁa]hearing: "I.wish'wej

had tried to use leverage to prevent the invasion which just

. B ’ ,,f . . ..‘. . ot .
recently occured because we dre now in the situation that we

Loy
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tr1ed to avo1d and succeeded.1n avoiding in 1964'm§05

N

Further, to this effect, Ball ¢ontends that BN

\

{

N
[s0

‘ ‘I could only say that in 1964 we tooK some steps and
.. “they stopped a war. They- stopped an invasion of

. Cyprus. [ would be much more persuaded by an
. explanation today that there was nothing that could

,;have been done if something had been tried. 506

With some trep1dat1on - given Ball's experience in the
matter - ohe should point out that|BalJ over looks the fact
that the eastern Mediterranean po{?tical landscape had
.changed drastically between 1964 "and® 1974; that the two.
cases werejparallel butdnot identical. U.S. Undersecretary :
S1sco who had accompan1ed Ball on a parallel mission in
1964, found out the hard way what the ’'new circumstances of
1974’ were in the eastern Med1terranean In 1974, in AnkKara,
the Turks told Sisco that the U.S. had made them ’stand \
down’ on a: number of occas1ons in the s1xt1es They told
Sisco that, "you the U.S. stood us down by promising that
_ you w1ll help resolve the" Cyprus problem To this day the
problem remains unresolved and TurK1sh Cypriots continue to
‘be oppressed."5°7 Under the c1rcumstances of 1974 no TUPKlSh-
~government could havetsUcoumbed.to American“pressure,'for no
goyernment in.TUrKey oould have remalned in power’havtng

' done so. .In TurKey, Cyprus was the nat1onal 1ssue publ1c »

oplnlon‘blew hot and cold everytlme news fréa“C%PdLS reached

__________________ . 4”‘&@ 1

505 U.S.. Congress House Comm1ttee on Fore1gn A?fa1rs,
CYPRUS- 1974 p.37. .. -

5061bid. p. 51

507 Op.cit. U.S. Congress, SUSPENSION OF PROHIBITIONS.
Undersecretary of State Joseph Sisco’s testimony before the
“House Committee on Internat1onal Relations.



 Turkey that the descendants of fne‘Ottoman Empire [the.
TurKkish CQErjéts] were being)apused by their former subjects -
- the Greek anriote. The"militany had been drewing
contingeney p]ans for a TurKkish 1enaing on Cyprus for a
decade, .and they had experienced the professional
frustration and humiliation of going through™ the motions of
such a landing, only to be told by the po]1t1c1ans at the
1ast,moment that it was a no go’ s1tuat1on On the eve of
the Tunkish armed intervenfion in 1974, nava]
':cemmander-infchief Admiral Kemal Kayacan clearly éndVbTuntly
tela Turkish Premier écevit: “Mr.-P.M,_ifnwe turn back from
Cyprus as before, I won't be able to remainlnaval
conmander;in-chief and you won’t be able to,remain P.M."'““:3
This remark, and its implications, hore or less encapsulate
the TurkKish poeition in 1974: a decade of frustration over ;&
J%the Cyprus issue, the tide of nat1ona11sm at the t1me, and a
Prem1er head1ng a precar1ous coa11t1on government in a
soc1ety where, by tradition, the generals looked over the
shoulders of the politieians.sog'From the perspective of the
American expectation that the pattern of the'sixties-could‘
be repeated Idieeuasion ofﬂthe.Turks],.BernandﬂGwerfzman of
. the-NEW YORK TINES reported on a -Pentagon leak, that,

508See C. Hitchens, CYPRUS, U.K.:Quartet Books, 1984, p.96.
and M. A. Birand, 0TUZ SICAK GUN (THE THIRTY HOT DAYS)
Istanbul: M11]1yet 1975, p.55.

509Fcevit’ s pol1t1ca1 party, the Repub11can Peoples Party.
was in coalition with the islamic fundamentalist National
Salvation Party of Necmettin Erpakan, who regerded it as
"god’s will" that the TurKish army not only 1ntervene in
Cyprus but annex the island.
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' .

“we were misled...., because the diplomats [State
Department] said they believed they could talk the,
Turks out of it [as before]." But as the U.S. has

already found out-in the dispute over Turkey's
. resumption of opium cultivation, the left-of-center

coalition headed by Premier Bulent Ecevit relies,

heavily on actions that may not please Washington,

but satisfy Turkish nationalism.3'0
'Thus; unlike 1964,_the 1974. case had & history of national
frustration and stahdihg down in the face of American
pressure.> Also, unliﬁé 1964, there was no fear of the Soviet
bogeyman, as the Turko-Soviet rapprochment which, had beéun
in fhé‘mid-sixties and the ‘fact that the anti-Makarios coup
was carried Qut by the}vehemently anti-communist‘Athehs
juhta which Moscow loathed, movedlthe SovietvUnion'from
oppositfon to tacit approval of a Turkish armed !
intervention. Fina]ly,.Unlike 1964, when MaKarios in Cyprus
and George Papandreou in Afhens were firmly 1h chtrol, in
Athens and Cyprus in 1974i fhere was a powerivaéuum and
disofder. Further, Makérios’ ouster fn CypEUs had provfded
Turkey wfth an iron-clad international legalbcase for an
intervention, since under thé~1960 T}eaty of Guarantee
Turkey had the right to unilateral intervehti¢n in the evénf

that there be external intervention [Athen’s putsch] in

Cypriot national affairs. ‘ ' : Y

The LImits Of Diplomacy In International Affairs

510 B, Gwertzmén, NEW YORK TIMES, 21 July 1974,
< AR
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One evenin “;:fMarch 1970 the then Soviet Ambassador

ﬁfT_Kara Vasili Grubyakov, went to the Turkish Foreign

engineer a’ 'j

TurKs and the Americans saw the Sov1et tip-off for what. 1t

was: an act of KGB disinformation ta disrupt Western a]lied

relations.5!'! This act was'consistent with the Soviets’
earlier statements. After the colonels seized power in
Greece in April 1967, on 5 dJuly 1967 Soviet newspéper TASS
stated |
the official Kremlin position [which] 1mp11ed U.s.
collusion in effecting the GreeKk junta’'s seizure of
power .. More 1mportant1y, it explicitly charged that
the new Greek regime was to be used as the tool of
the NATO 1eaders to overthrow Makarios and to
establish a pro- Western dictatorship on. Cyprus. The
statement went on to charge that the "imperialists”
were plotting to make CKprus a major NATO base for
potential use against the communist countries, the
Arab states, and national tiberation movements.5'?
If Sov1et polemics and disinformation were to be believed,
then the events_of 1974 in Cyprus would have come as no
SUrprise to anybody and are readily ekplicable in terms of
the purposeful American monolith effecting schemes to

realize certain designs in the eastern Mediterranean (viz.

"Cont1nu1ty theory .

%

A key U S. Congress1ona1 staffer dur1ng the sevent1es

Cllfford Hackett by contrest Teads one to a different

_-Q"_t; ______________

 5115eg’ L Pa1ne s chapter on "The Quadrangle and Qu1cksand

. in THE .CLA AT WORK, U.K.:Robert Hale, 1977.

"5‘2T Adams and A. Cottrell, CYPRUS: BETWEEN EAST AND WEST,

Baltimore:dJohn Hopkins U. Press 1968, p.b51.
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conclusion in regards to the .American rote vis-a-vis Cyprus.
After pointing out that early on'Saturday merning, 20 July
1974, a convoy of TurK1sh landing craft left the TurK1sh
mainland port of Mer51n for the northern shores of Cyprus,

he maintains that

over 300 miles to the north in Ankara, Joseph Sisco,
then U.S. Undersecretary of State for Political
Affairs, waited outside the meeting of the TurkKish
national security council. Sisco, sent by Secretary
of State Kissinger to prevent a Turk1sh invasion of
% Cyprus, did not see that his mission had failed.
While recognizing that the odds were against him, he
hoped that- Prime Minister Ecevit realised that a
Turkish military adventure in Cyprus would be a
- disaster from every viewpoint. Sisco also hoped that

" Ecevit.would then be able to convince ‘the security
council of the dimensions of the impending disaster
and thus obtain more time for his Kissinger- sty]e
shuttle diplomacy to operate. _

: Secretary Sisco waiting in Ankara for a
decision already implemented in the Turkish mainland
ports symbolized the entire history of U.S. policy
in this area over the preceding ten years: events
always two steps ahead of perceptions .and policy
decisions two steps behlnd the changlng
perceptions.5'3

Given Hackett's narration of Sisco’s diplomatic ordea] in
Anﬁgra ‘that is, the fact that Sisco was embarassingly left
out in the cold by the Turks who had already decided on
armed 1ntervent1on 1n Cyprus and begun@io 1mp1ement that
decision, at a time when Sisco still hoped he could dissuade
the Turks, exposes the myth of "the State Department's |
carving designs” in the easter'n,Me.di'te'r‘ranean.f"14 vaen this

'513C. Hackett, "Ethnic Po]1t1cs in Congress: The Turkish
Embargo Experience," in A. Said (ed.) ETHNICITY AND U.S.
FOREIGN POLICY, New YorK:Praeger, 1981 pp.33-34. Emphasis
added. '

514See M. Attaliades, CYPRUS: NATIONALISM AND INTERNATIONAL
POLITICS, Edinburgh:Q Press, p.184.

Y -
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fact, one can only persist in arguing the case for the»
Continuity fheory of U.S. foreign polioy toward Cyprus. if
one is pbepared to believe that Secretary Kissinger set up
his own-Undersecreteryva sending him on a'futile diplonatic
mission'to the eastern Mediterrahean!

The‘L974 case, being the litmus test for the Continuity
}nesie,since one case [1964] on its own merit cannot
validate or nullify a thesie, simply does not Va]idate the
Continuity theorem. The American omnipotence and actiQe
interest in the partition of‘Cyprue attributed to U.S.
foreign policy behaviour in fhe eastern Mediterranean by
Continuity theorists, is not substantiated by this study of
u.s. crieis management.:Rather than the machinations of a
' rétional American monolith commission}ng events fn the
eastern Mediterranean, it is the regional subsyeiemic
dynamics, especially‘the Key variables of TurKish and Greek
‘nationalism and the -impact of detente in fhe¢e;stern
: Med1terranean; the lack of po]1t1ca1 leaders 1n&Greece and

'

Cyprus in 1974; and the [extra reg1ona1! col]aps“f

Nixon administrétion in the U.S. that expla1ns- f‘; .
The. failure or omissions in U.5. foreign po y
the 1974 cr1s1s is not difficult ‘to understand 1f‘$h&
| cons1ders what can be termed the 'how much is enougéé’
syndrome in diplomatic practlce. In international pollt1c§
everything is mdch more clear eX post facto, oUt cri;is"d

managers operating during crises without the gift of.

foresight, are perplexed by the question as to how they
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‘Shoulf steer between the risk of inaction and the dangers
of c erreaction. The U.S., for instance, has been criticised
fo .act tzking stronger actior to deter the:Turstfrom
mi tery intervention in C;p us in 1974. It is now clear, ex
poc. ioto  that sendihg e ersecrétary Siscohto the eastern
Mediterranear wit 1itt? leverage did not suffice to detér
the Turks. Yet .t remains that, the U.S did take the -
matté; seriously and took strong measures. After‘all. Sisgo;éf
vwas the State<Department’s No.2 man at the timétnBUt hbw wég .
Kissinger to kKnow ‘how much was enough’ diplomatfcally‘at J
the time? Should he have, as has been suégestedx threatened
Turkey with an aid cut-off? Shou]d_he have authorized the
Sixth fleet to interpose itse]f_betweén Cyprus and Turkey?
C]eahly, Kissinger did not want to risk overreaction aﬁd
antagonizfng‘the Turks. The lessons of U.S. crisis
managemént in']964 had been 1earnéd. In 1964, President
dohnsqn's’ultimatum to Turkéy hadjturned out to be just
that: an overreaction. The Johnson administration did notr
know ‘how much was enough’ and for fear of being
ineffectiQe, overreacted by éending to Ankara what 1964
CYprus crisis manager George 8511 himself referrea to as the
most brutal letter ever sent to an ally. That ultimatum had' /
engendered.TurKish distrust of the Amebicans and an )
extensive reevaluation of'Turkish foFeign policy, which
included a Turko-Soviet rapprochment.

-In the same vain, Kissinger was algo criticised for not

applying énough pressure on the Turks to refrain them from

24
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undertaking Peace Operation II whereby the Turks proceededxg?”

to ga1n contro] of 37 per cent of the island’s terr1tony

-,4.4

Once agatn ‘we now Know, ex pgsf Facto that senqtng the

' Assistant Secretary for Euégbean Affatrs,'Arﬁnur Har tman,
and the engagepment of Kissinger in a perSonaltsed brand of
behind the scenes tranﬁ;ilantic tetephone;diplomaey did not
suffice to preduce f%%ntomatiC'501ution at Geneva. What
else could“have K1§§1n?er done to prevent the d1plomat1c
negotiations at Genevaﬁf&om collapsing and, thereby, avert
further Turkish m111tary eperat1ons? Once again, it can be
argued that he could ﬁave'threatened”to apply sanctions to
Turkey in the event ef further mitttary action. as a means
of inducing‘TurKey to remain on the diplomatic track.
Failing that, it é%n be argued, Kissinger himself coutd have
gere to Geneva. ‘The answer as to wny Kiseinger could not. .
risk overrgaction and antagon1z1ng the TurKs lies in the
pages of‘gis A WORLD RESTORED Kissinger's posture 1n 1974,
»as the ana]ogy has already been made, was akin to the
posture of his idol Prince Metternich in the t82pte, where
for the sake of European stabi]ity Metternich .did not risk
antagoniéing the Ottoman TurKs_despite their bloody‘purges
of the Greeks. The answer as to why Kissinger did not go to
Geneva was that ’'Genewva' corresponded to the resignatton of
Richard N1xon and the Presidential transition' clearly a
t1me of acute internal d1ff1cu1t1es, when K1ss1nger had" to

-

be in “Wash1ngton
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+ This ev1dence va11dat1ng thé‘S%atewﬁ@partment thes1s,
of Amer1can fore1gn policy being pTagued by the ’ oow much is

enough?’ syndrome does ot correfate with the Cont1nu1ty ‘

thesis that a prepondenant U. S has whatever-1t takes to

¥

effect des1red pol1t1cal outcomes in the eastern

Mediterranean. : B . P
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