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“A bombshell. An original and definitive account based entirely on primary sources. The word on Cyprus 1974 for many years to come.”

Alan Cafruny, Henry Bristol Professor of International Affairs, Hamilton College, USA

“Fouskas and Mallinson’s analysis of the 1974 invasion of Cyprus is brilliantly clear, original and insightful, drawing on an impressive range of primary sources, some never researched before. This is a scholarly but accessible book, probably one of the most important accounts to be written on this critical episode, not only in the modern history of Cyprus but also of Greece and Turkey.”

Bülent Gökay, Professor of International Relations, Keele University, UK

“Finally, on Cyprus, conventional wisdom is out and documented research is in: congratulations to Fouskas and Mallinson.”

Marios Evriviades, Professor of International Relations and Security, Neapolis University, Paphos, Republic of Cyprus

“This book uncovers the geopolitical machinations of the USA, Greece, Britain and Turkey at the expense of the Cypriot communities in a non-biased and scholarly manner. A clear, documented departure from the official governmental ideologies of Turkey, Greece, Britain and the USA.”

Tunc Aybak, Professor of International Relations, Middlesex University, UK




Cyprus 1974: Anatomy of an Invasion

Conventional wisdom and ideologies hold that responsibility for the partition of the Republic of Cyprus in the wake of Turkey’s multiple advances on the island in summer 1974 rests on domestic ethnic and religious tensions between the Turks and the Greeks. This book, drawing on a wealth of archival material, shows that this is not the case at all. As the detailed report of the United Nations mediator, Galo Plaza, had shown in 1965, the Turks and the Greeks living on the island could easily have co-existed if left alone to determine their future. This did not happen. The partition of the island had been inscribed in NATO’s policy since the 1950s, rewarding the strongest component of NATO’s southern flank, Turkey, at the expense of Greece, the weaker component. The volume details the role of CIA agents in Greece and the machinations of the Greek junta of Dimitrios Ioannides to overthrow the charismatic leader of Cyprus, Archbishop Makarios, who had been fighting for an independent and non-aligned Cyprus. It also explains how the partition of Cyprus in 1974 has opened up prospects for the partition of the Aegean Sea between Greece and Turkey, with Greece’s eastern Aegean islands becoming ‘NATOlands’ in the service of the war against Russia.

The volume is essential reading for researchers and students of the history and politics of Cyprus, Greece, Turkey and south-eastern Europe.

Vassilis K. Fouskas is Professor of International Politics & Economics at the University of East London.

William D. E. Mallinson is a former British diplomat and university Professor.
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Map  1  Cyprus – Distribution of population by ethnic group 1960 and positions of the invading Turkish forces

Source: © Reproduced from the map of the Department of Cadastre and Geometry with the approval of the Government of the Republic of Cyprus. Any reproduction is prohibited.
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Map  2  Cyprus – Population distribution

Source: © Reproduced from the map of the Department of Cadastre and Geometry with the approval of the Government of the Republic of Cyprus. Any reproduction is prohibited.





Images


[image: General Grivas Dighenis gives a speech in a calebration gathering in 1964 after his arrival in Cyprus. Cyprus President, Archbishop Makarios, and other government officials stand behind]
Figure  1  Celebrations on the occasion of the arrival of General Georgios Grivas-Dighenis, who makes a speech under the watchful eyes of Archbishop Makarios

Source: © Press and Information Office of the Republic of Cyprus; permission for use is kindly acknowledged.
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Figure  2  Andreas G. Papandreou visits Nicosia, 21 November 1964

Source: © Press and Information Office of the Republic of Cyprus; permission for use is kindly acknowledged.
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Figure  3  Archbishop Makarios and General Grivas inspect the Cypriot National Guard

Source: © Press and Information Office of the Republic of Cyprus; permission for use is kindly acknowledged.






1Introduction
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Fifty years ago, the island of Cyprus was brusquely divided into two parts. This book, after providing the background that led to the bisection, will focus on the vital period of summer 1974 and its broader contexts, using a unique combination of archives, some never researched before, to which the authors have gained privileged access. The book will also rely on personal witnesses and interviews with many protagonists, especially army officers and soldiers. We connect diplomacy, political orders, chain of command structures and battlefields to the narrative. In particular, as a centrepiece, the book will look at Greek junta policy and that of the cabinet of the late Constantine Karamanlis, who took office on 24 July 1974, following the collapse of the faction led by Brigadier General Dimitrios Ioannides in the junta. Our approach reflects our quest to be agenda- and ideology-free. In our view the best starting point can be found in a quote from A. J. P. Taylor: ‘A historian must not hesitate even if his books lend aid and comfort to the Queen’s enemies … or even to the common enemies of mankind’.1

We came to the conclusion that there would be little point in cherry-picking from the voluminous literature on the 1974 Cyprus crisis in order to provide in this Introduction a selective review of that literature. It would be unlikely to add to the knowledge of those already familiar with the crisis, and it would certainly mislead the unaware.

A key text on the Cyprus issue is that by Laurence Marcus Stern, a Washington Post investigative journalist who died of a heart attack in August 1979 at the early age of 50. He had done some extraordinary work reporting on the Vietnam War and investigating the assassination of John F. Kennedy. He once declared that he would never attempt to get ‘off the record’ information from Henry Kissinger, especially when travelling on his government plane, because Kissinger was able to manipulate everybody. Curious about the Cyprus issue since the early 1960s and, later, about Turkey’s operations in Cyprus and America’s inaction to prevent them, he befriended Cypriot diplomats such as Andrew Nikolaides and Nick Dimitriou, both of whom were serving at the Cyprus Embassy in Washington, DC, in summer 1974. In 1977, Stern produced a remarkable account on the Cyprus crisis of 1974, The Wrong Horse, that makes the authors of this volume, as historians, both jealous and humble. The ‘wrong horse’ was the Greek junta, which was part and parcel of the Cold War system of power built in Greece – and every Western polity – since the 1940s. In our previous work, we have described this as the ‘hub-and-spoke’ system of US global governance, whereby the power and decision-making hub is Washington, DC, and the rest the dependent spokes of the wheel. Stern shows that the Nixon administration, with the connivance of influential Greek Americans, such as Tom Pappas, rode the junta’s ‘horse’ in order to secure the interests of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) in the eastern Mediterranean, which were perceived to be in jeopardy under Archbishop Makarios and Greece’s rising political star, Andreas Papandreou.2 Throughout the 1960s, the horse galloped wherever its rider wanted to go: the defection of the members of parliament belonging to the Énosis Kéntrou (Centre Union) party of Georgios Papandreou in the mid-1960s thereby bringing down his government and opening up the road to the incursion of the colonels; the ASPIDA case against Andreas Papandreou, in which he was accused of organizing a left-wing coup spearheaded by a clique of officers in the army; the various attempts against Makarios’s life; the role of the Ethniki Organosis Kyprion Agoniston (EOKA – National Organization of Cypriot Fighters) and its funding by obscure intelligence sources – the list is endless. The rider’s final act was Ioannides’ coup against Makarios on 15 July 1974, followed by Turkey’s invasion of Cyprus five days later. The United States rode the wrong horse. The right horse was that of the democratization process in the 1960s led by Papandreou. Revisionist American historian, William Appleman Williams, in his seminal account of the history of US foreign policy, calls this ‘the tragedy of American diplomacy’.3 It consists of decisions taken by the United States that tend to support authoritarian regimes across the world in order to guarantee the class and security interests of the country at home and abroad. Stern’s work tells us precisely this by way of narrating the misfortunes of Cyprus.

Dispassionate accounts of the crisis produced much later confirmed Stern’s insights, as does our account, which endorses his findings by delving a bit more into the detail: why did Greece, under the Karamanlis-Averoff political cabinet from 24 July onwards, not develop an independent deterrence policy after the fall of Ioannides? This is the key research question of our investigation. But as historians with a flair for economics and political studies, we also broaden the field of enquiry by trying to give a more holistic view of the Cyprus crisis. How do US imperial interests find expression in the polities of Turkey, the United Kingdom and Greece in the 1973–1974 juncture? Did Middle Eastern contingencies play a role in this juncture? What are the impacts of the outcomes of the crisis for all parties concerned? These are just some of the questions this book answers.

History is simply the past. Studying the past requires extreme precision and detachment, so as to avoid (often emotional) attachment to theories, most of which are based on ideologies. And part of studying the past involves identifying and analysing the behaviour of various agencies. Agencies/actors are not puppets of power structures and class arrangements incapable of independent rational action, although they are inevitably constrained by structural power. But they do enjoy a relative autonomy by the very fact that they themselves are part of the power structure and interact with it. For example, a peripheral and weak member state of a power structure led by the imperial core can make subtle choices and decisions that differ from those dictated by the core. There are, then, alternatives in history and roads not taken. The methodological viewpoint adopted in this book is that of building a set of rational hypotheses, stemming from the archives themselves, in order to develop counter-factual history. We cannot make history with ‘ifs’. But we can reliably construct ‘historical ideal types’ if we have a holistic view of the determinants of the policies pursued in the past and the choices available at the time. This viewpoint is of crucial importance, because it enables historical research to affirm not just that alternatives in history exist and that, simply, had not been followed, but, crucially, to inform new policy, making those in power today think twice before making a crucial decision. In sum, we are telling policymakers to think twice before ending up riding the ‘wrong horse’.

Obviously, the field of study that deals with the Cyprus issue and the crisis of summer 1974 is large. It has been examined from the point of view of the disciplines of history and international relations. But, then, what about nationalism? Were there not, and are there not, two nationalisms on the island, the Greek and the Turkish, vehemently fighting each other, thus encouraging external intervention and partition? This is another popular genre which we have to brush off for one or two very simple reasons. First, whereas Greek Cypriot nationalism goes far back to the Greek War of Independence against the Ottomans in the late 18th and early 19th centuries – Limassol was one of the major centres of the Greek Enlightenment – the development of Turkish Cypriot nationalism in Cyprus was a different matter altogether. Turkish Cypriot nationalism was the result of connivance between British and Kemalist policy, empirically observable in the inter-war period, leading to an outrageous, but typical, imperial policy of ‘divide and rule’ by the British in the 1950s during EOKA’s anti-colonial struggle. It was British policy that pushed the Kemalist establishment to educate the Turkish Cypriot Muslim peasantry along secular-nationalist lines, although the Muslims of Cyprus were neither Kemalist nor were they overly secular. To put it bluntly, Turkish Cypriot nationalism in Cyprus is inseparable from the issue of British imperialism in Cyprus and the educational role of Kemalist agencies on the island from the 1920s onwards. Time and again, we have come across dozens of books and articles tackling the issue of nationalisms in Cyprus in an abstract manner, disregarding all the above historical experience, simply because they put the cart before the horse, that is, their anti-nationalist and liberal ideology before real facts and processes. Here, we have tried to incorporate ideologies and nationalist ideologies, whether ethnic or civic, in the actual policy processes and the action of agencies examined. Primacy is given to the examination of policy processes and decision-making processes by key agencies, especially imperial-state agencies, as it is they that determined the course of the Cyprus crisis in summer 1974.

In this work we repeatedly use the phrase ‘the Cyprus issue’. It may even be wrong, as such an issue may not exist. What definitely exists from an ethical and research point of view is an American, a Turkish and a British issue. In particular, Turkey illegally invaded and, since summer 1974, has occupied 37% of the territory of the Republic of Cyprus, a member of the United Nations (UN), whereas the UK still maintains in Cyprus an outdated form of colonialism in the form of two large military Sovereign Base Areas (SBAs). Yet these SBAs serve American and NATO interests, and whenever the British have contemplated leaving them, the United States has vetoed the British decision,4 since, as per the 1960 treaties, the SBAs, once abandoned by the UK, would have to be handed over to the Republic of Cyprus. There is indeed an American issue, because, as our and a plethora of other narratives on Cyprus demonstrate, American policymakers superintended and still superintend all the above, thereby continuing to ride the ‘wrong horse’ by not contributing to a democratic solution for the people of Cyprus. This is despite the fact that America has no legal locus standi.

The ‘anatomy of the Turkish invasion’ which we shall dissect, is not an accurate phrase. We perform a dissection, but not of one Turkish invasion. There were two massive Turkish advances in Cyprus (20–22 July and 14–17 August 1974); significant minor ones during the period of the so-called ceasefire or pseudo-ceasefire (23 July–13 August); and continuous landing of troops in the Kyrenia area from 20 July onwards, including constant reinforcement of the main Turkish Cypriot enclave of North Nicosia-Kioneli-Agyrta. Historical accounts require historical accuracy and attention to detail: the devil is always there.

Yet even the word ‘invasion(s)’ is a misnomer, because, especially during the first hours of the landings of Turkish troops early on the morning of 20 July 1974, there had been no resistance on the part of the Cypriot National Guard or the Hellenic Forces in Cyprus (ELDYK). There had been some disembarkations as happens with ferries transporting tourists with their families and pets. We stick to ‘invasion’, though, because it was the case of a foreign army landing illegally on the sovereign territory of a member state of the UN, in violation of the UN Charter.

Our ‘anatomical dissection’ of the Turkish invasion does not confine itself to a meticulous narrative alone. Researching the Cyprus issue for more than 25 years, we came to the realization that this is part of a series of imperial geostrategic conundrums involving Turkey, Greece and other powers in the eastern Mediterranean, beginning in the watershed year of 1922, when effectively modern Greece and Turkey somehow took a final geopolitical shape (Turkey acquired the port of Alexandretta (now Iskenderun) in 1939 from France, and Greece the Dodecanese complex of islands from Italy in 1947). Momentarily, under Eleftherios Venizelos’s spell, Greece was deemed by the top imperial power at the time, the UK, as a power that could represent its interests in the Near East and the eastern Mediterranean, guaranteeing its imperial communication lines all the way to India. This changed in 1922, which is why it constitutes a watershed. Since then, from a geostrategic point of view, the dominant imperial power in the region, first the UK then the United States, has considered Turkey to be more important than Greece. The insertion of Israel into the equation since 1948 has only partially altered this equation. The United States and the security architecture of NATO were now calling the shots in Cold War conditions. For lack of better terms, the parlance we use to describe this in the chapters that follow is ‘imperial’ and ‘sub-imperial’. The first denotes economic, political and extra-regional projection of economic, cultural and military-political power, whereas the second describes a most privileged treatment of the local-regional power by the top imperial power. We cannot give more analytical insights into this, because this is a history book. To paraphrase Henry Kissinger, the agents who create history are not serving political science departments. They are responsible practitioners, acting upon instructions and protocols framed by state-bureaucratic, security and class interests. Our job is to describe their actions and understand their decisions, not to impose abstractions on historical realities, which is a false method. We do not start from books in order to reach out to an interpretation of the past and complex empirical realities. We are going the other way around: we learn about what happened in the past in a critical manner and then we inform the notions of our theoretical underpinnings. That is how theoretical approaches can be substantially improved: via history, not via esoteric and introvert dialogues with theory itself. Still, on finishing our research, we came to realize that there are many things we do not know, either because we were unable to find evidence and facts, or simply because it did not cross our minds to refer to them. Things might have escaped our attention. Long ago, E.H. Carr wrote that the job of the historian is necessarily selective.5 He was right. We could not include everything in a standard book while upholding the publisher’s guidelines. We have had to decide what to include and what to omit. As regards our failure to find the material we wanted to help us to further enhance our knowledge of the 1974 Cyprus crisis, we have simply followed the advice of the great philosopher Wittgenstein: wovon man nicht sprechen kann, darüber muss man schweigen (whereof one cannot speak, thereof one must be silent).6

Our narrative implies that 1974 constitutes another watershed that did not reverse, but rather reinforced Greece’s subaltern position vis-à-vis Turkish sub-imperialism in the eastern Mediterranean. This happened with the blessing of NATO and the United States, the very power structures within which both Turkey and Greece operate. With Greece having lost its sub-imperial position in 1922, Turkey stepped in to fill the gap. Post-WWII international politics, operating under the supremacy of the United States, created unprecedented constraints upon European politics: the structural imperial constraint of ‘no war between NATO allies’. This applied and still applies to all NATO powers and, in our case, to the three ‘guarantor powers’ of the Republic of Cyprus, namely Turkey, the UK and Greece. Turkey’s sub-imperial position was provided with more freedom of action by the United States than the UK or Greece in Cold War conditions. Turkey, having elaborated a security strategy towards Cyprus with minimum and maximum goals, managed to coordinate with Kissinger and partition the island. The UK maintained its military bases in Cyprus, yet made Kissinger lose sleep, especially during the second phase of operations (14–17 August), as the British were contemplating military involvement. And what about the Greeks?

We show that the Greek elites in 1974, especially the Karamanlis-Averoff cabinet during the period of the ‘ceasefire’, did have alternative courses of action to pursue by developing a credible deterrence policy against Turkish expansionism in Cyprus. But this course of action was not taken. The fear of war between two NATO member states, which the United States did not want even to contemplate, the anti-communist/anti-Soviet political culture of the Greek establishment and the threats made to Karamanlis by both Kissinger and, eventually, British Foreign Secretary James Callaghan, prevented the Greek elites from taking a differing decision drawing on other historical possibilities. The fear of the imperial power became transposed onto its inferior ally, Greece, turning it from a sovereign entity into a complete cat’s paw. Whether the Soviet Union would have made inroads into the eastern Mediterranean, thereby weakening NATO’s cohesion, was not a Greek, but an American problem. Culture, we argue, also played an important role. The short-sightedness of Greek state elites engendered by fanatical neo-Trumanesque anti-communism prevented them from putting Greek social interests before NATO/American strategic ones. We show that this did not necessarily entail a break with NATO or a Turkish–Greek war. Quite the opposite. It would have upgraded Greece’s perceived geostrategic value in the eastern Mediterranean, while creating an advantageous position for Cypriot society, avoiding large refugee waves and, possibly, partition. But the Karamanlis-Averoff cabinet accepted the fate of a weak power, whereby imperial constraints had been perceived as being powerful and strong, leading the weak to ‘suffer what it must’, according to Thucydides’ famous phrase. We failed to find similar cultural anti-Soviet fanaticism on the part of the Turkish elites. Turkish elites behaved far more rationally and on the basis of their national security interests, adjusting them to the broader imperial interests of the United States and NATO. The Soviet Union, although it had high security stakes in and around Cyprus, could be served well by Arab nationalism. Why risk breaking up the policy of détente in order to protect Cyprus from NATO aggression? This was the precise calculation of the Soviets at the time.

The fatalistic compromising position of Greek elites has been carried forward to the present day. We show that it began immediately after August 1974. Such was the spree of Greek concessions to Turkey after the invasion that Kissinger had to admonish Dimitrios Bitsios, Karamanlis’s Minister of Foreign Affairs in his first elected cabinet. The Greeks, faking intransigence in August 1974 (‘[Karamanlis:] we are not negotiating with Turkey after this fait accompli’, ‘[Karamanlis:] we are not talking to Turkey as long as Famagusta is under occupation’) had by October–November of the same year already accepted the principle of bizonality/bicommunality with a weak central government in Cyprus. At the same time, the unyielding Makarios was cornering Kissinger to accept that Cyprus would never accept bizonality and that the preferred solution, especially from a humanitarian point of view, would be a multi-cantonal system with a strong central government. Makarios took a position and stuck to it. Kissinger was more irritated with Bitsios than with Makarios, accusing the former of disrupting his work as mediator while disorganizing the bargaining position of the opponent, Turkey, by conceding bit by bit. This has been happening ever since. Ending our tip-of-the-iceberg Introduction, let us dive down and turn to some vital historical background.


Notes


	Taylor (1964, pp. 8–9).

	We have used the Greek translation of the book published the same year in Athens by Tamasos. Mysteriously, the book has for decades been out of print in both English and Greek, and is impossible to find through Amazon or any other outlet. We have located it only in selective libraries, such as the British Library in London. Stern possessed a very large archive. We learnt from Marios Evriviades that his archive was donated to the library of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. Sadly, it was disposed of by Carnegie due to lack of space. A very significant source was lost forever. We thank Evriviades for this and other useful information about Stern.

	Williams (1959).

	Both British bases in Cyprus are in the south. Since 1974, from time to time, the Turkish military has moved the ceasefire line, each time a few yards forward, disregarding the position of UN peacekeepers, the aim being to create a ‘border’, especially with the base of Dhekelia, so that should Britain leave the base, Turkish troops could move in.

	Carr (1967).

	Wittgenstein (2005, pp. 188–189).
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The Ottoman empire had been slowly contracting for nearly 300 years. The expansion of European industrialization and commercial interests in the Ottoman lands and the recruitment of local Christian-ethnic agents served both European imperial expansion and the reawakening of local nationalism. But the alliance between a resurgent local nationalism economically sourced by comprador interests and large amounts of West European capital in the Balkans and the Near East was not a linear process without turns or contradictions. The interests of the shrinking Ottoman empire had not been ignored or undermined by the French and the British. Having to factor in not only their conflicting interests in the region, but also Russia’s influence, European imperial powers had often favoured the Ottomans rather than the Greeks or the Bulgarians. Small Christian and subordinate states, such as Greece, Bulgaria and Serbia, were formed in the Balkans in the 19th century, but their expansion was contained by their Western imperialist protectors. The German Zollverein (Customs Union) and then her expanding influence in the region in the second half of the 19th century, and later the disintegration of the Austro-Hungarian empire, also came to be slotted into the equation as a significant economic and geopolitical factor.

The crucial historic moment in the imperialist dynamics of the conjuncture of WWI and its aftermath was Eleftherios Venizelos’s Herculean efforts to recreate the Byzantine empire, expanding modern Greece into Asia Minor. His ‘Great Idea’ was to dominate the Aegean Sea and expand Greece’s sea and air lanes in the eastern Mediterranean and Black Sea. A statesman and spokesman for Greece’s comprador and banking capital operating outside the restricted borders of the country in the broader eastern Mediterranean and western Asia Minor, Venizelos acted as a loyal subordinate agent of imperialist Great Britain in the region, assisting it to connect to its Indian possessions, the oil-rich regions of the Caucasus, the Middle East and the Suez Canal. It was Greece’s greatest sub-imperial moment. By insisting on landing Greek troops in Smyrna, Venizelos gambled at Versailles almost everything: the future of Greece and its people, including the Greek communities he was supposed to liberate from Turkish oppression, as well as his position as Prime Minister. He even risked his life. At Versailles, Venizelos claimed many Turkish territories and eastern Thrace and developed an obsession with the ancient Ionian region, at the time prospering under its large commercial city port of Smyrna. The gamble he took was of extraordinary proportions. There are some very specific reasons for this.

First, he was initiating a campaign with the country divided into two opposing camps – the pro-entente Venizelists and the royalists, who were either pro-German or neutral, opposing war against Turkey, an ally of Germany. Second, he was informed of the opinion of the best member of his military staff, royalist Ioannis Metaxas, advising against any Greek campaign in Asia Minor unless the campaign were supported on the ground by allied military forces. Metaxas’s reports, produced upon Venizelos’s request in 1915, were clinical and detailed, impeccable in terms of military assessment and rigour. The German-trained officer argued that any landing of Greek troops in Smyrna would boost Turkish nationalism, whereas any pursuit of nationalist troops would be met with defeat in the unfriendly interior of Asia Minor, as the enemy would retreat, concentrate its forces and choose when and where to strike along the over-extended lines of the Greek army. The population was hostile and even in the region of Smyrna the Greek element was in a minority, except in the city itself. If the allies did not commit a large number of their troops in supporting Greece’s campaign, the whole enterprise would be disastrous for Greece, in a manner not dissimilar to Napoleon’s campaign in Russia.

The third reason concerns inter-allied imperialist divisions. In fact, they were not in favour of Greece’s Ionian adventure. France was very sceptical and Italy rather hostile. Ultimately it was an Italian advance of troops towards Smyrna that prompted the United Kingdom to give the ‘go-ahead’ to Venizelos to occupy the city before the arrival of Italian troops.1 Not even the British cabinet was wholeheartedly behind the Greeks. The British were split, if not hostile, over Venizelos’s plans. Only David Lloyd George and Arthur James Balfour – the former more than the latter – were firm supporters of Venizelos. George Curzon offered lukewarm support initially and Winston Churchill, still picking up the crumbs of his massive failure in Gallipoli in 1915, was highly sceptical of the whole operation.2 But there were two further important reasons of which Venizelos was either unaware, or had failed to factor in during the years of his strategic calculations about Greece’s possible expansion into Asia Minor.

The first relates to the arduous and protracted economic decline of the British empire and, in fact, of the entire European imperial system, which began manifesting itself in the early 20th century and even before WWI. The war aggravated the crisis of Western European states. Effectively, it turned European imperial powers into debtor powers, now looking at creating a punitive international legal framework via the Treaty of Versailles with the so-called war guilt clause (Article 231), forcing Germany to pay surrealistic and unsustainable amounts of money for war reparations. This money was in turn to be used to pay their war debts to the United States, the rising global hegemon. Under these conditions, and given its Irish problem that took a disturbing turn in 1920–1921, it was difficult for the UK to commit sufficient troops to support the Greek campaign. Prophetically, John Maynard Keynes, who attended the Versailles conference, warned in his Economic Consequences of the Peace (1919) that not only would the punitive elements of the treaty revive German nationalism and revisionism, but in order to meet its financial obligations Germany would have to bludgeon its industry to death, thus rendering the recovery of Europe from the destructive consequences of the war impossible.

The other reason is connected to the Bolshevik revolution and the dramatic change of policy of the new Bolshevik Russia concerning the Straits, the Kemalists and the rapprochement between the UK and the Bolsheviks that began to occur in 1920, towards the end of the Russian civil war (1917–1921). Venizelos, upon the withdrawal of the Bolsheviks from any Tsarist claim on the Straits and Constantinople, should have concentrated all his diplomatic efforts on acquiring eastern Thrace and Constantinople, abandoning Smyrna and his Ionian vision. This would have had the following advantages: (a) attribute territorial continuity to the new Greek state reaching out to the largest and most prosperous bourgeois city of the Balkans and the Near East, Constantinople, where the Greek ethnic element, both commercial and population-wise, was a majority; (b) unite the country under a national policy which the royalists would have had no problem in accepting (Metaxas supported such a move); and (c) unite the British cabinet behind a feasible and realistic Greek policy, a move that some of its members themselves actually proposed to Venizelos in a desperate attempt to make him switch his policy away from Smyrna.

At Versailles, Curzon and the young British diplomat, Harold Nicolson, tried to convince Venizelos to direct all his diplomatic skills to the annexation of eastern Thrace and Constantinople, given that Soviet Russia had abandoned the Tsarist policy in the Dardanelles, but their efforts were in vain. Venizelos refused to consider these proposals, a debate which culminated in a spat (largely unremarked upon by historians) between him and Nicolson in Venizelos’s hotel room in the afternoon of 2 May 1919. On being pressed by Nicolson to abandon Smyrna, Venizelos turned to him in anger and addressed him in French: ‘Je suis le seule Grec au monde qui pouisse refuser Constantinople’ (‘I’m the only Greek in the world who can refuse Constantinople’).3

The Bolsheviks were furious about Greece’s participation in France’s and the UK’s campaign against them in Ukraine during the civil war. Guided by Lenin’s ‘Eastern Policy’, according to which any anti-imperialist resistance by peripheral countries should be supported even if these countries were under bourgeois rule, the Bolsheviks struck a deal with the Kemalists in August 1920, which became official on 16 March 1921 in the midst of Greece’s campaign in Asia Minor.4 But the Bolshevik elite, which aided Mustafa Kemal’s national liberation movement both financially and militarily, moved on to strike an interesting commercial-political deal with the UK, another fact that went unnoticed by the historians of the Greek–Turkish war in Asia Minor. After many efforts by Lenin to convince the British cabinet that the Bolsheviks were the real sovereign force throughout the country, in November 1920 Lenin and Georgy Chicherin, his Commissar for Foreign Affairs, struck a deal with a view to attracting British investment and improving trade relations. An interesting part of the agreement read as follows: ‘[the agreement] provides for the independence and territorial integrity of Persia and Afghanistan, as well as the territories claimed by the Turkish Grand National Assembly’, in other words, Kemal’s nationalist regime in Ankara.5

To some, this may seem extraordinary. The British government had made a binding agreement with the Soviets which, among others, supported Turkey’s claims contained in the National Pact against its official wartime ally, Greece, which was fighting on the ground for the destruction of that Pact and the security of the UK’s imperial interests in the Near East and beyond. The National Pact, a set of six decisions made by the last term of the Ottoman Parliament in January 1920, claimed, among others, Constantinople and the whole of Thrace, the whole of Anatolia and the Mosul region of Iraq. Clearly, this was not something that could have come to the attention of Venizelos or, for that matter, any Greek government. It shows, nevertheless, the recklessness of realpolitik when larger class and geopolitical interests are at stake involving powers as great as Russia, even if under communist rule. The British cabinet had to face a crucial dilemma, which came to dominate imperial strategic thinking, whether British or American, in the years and decades to come, namely that dismemberment of Asia Minor in the interest of the Greeks and the West would drive the Turks and the large Muslim populations of the Caucasus, the Middle East and Asia into the arms of the Bolsheviks and other Asian powers. The irony of history was that this agreement between the Bolsheviks and the UK was completed at the same time as Venizelos was losing power in Greece, bequeathing the royalists an impossible undertaking: to further advance the Greek troops into the interior of Asia Minor in order to occupy the Kemalist stronghold and power hub, Angora (Ankara) and destroy the Kemalist army, which included the army corps of Kiazim Karabekir, Kemal’s able commander assigned for the defence of the eastern frontier. The royalist government put pressure on Metaxas, who was in exile in Italy, to become commander of Greece’s forces in Asia Minor. To his credit, having accurately analysed the issue years before, foreseeing the consequences of Greece’s engagement in Asia Minor, he refused point-blank.6

Venizelos lost handsomely the election of 1 November 1920, even losing his parliamentary seat. This was an anti-war vote, but the military and political balance of power of opposing forces in Asia Minor made Greek disengagement difficult if not impossible. Only the total defeat of Turkish nationalist power could have given the Greeks a favourable political settlement, although even this, in hindsight, would have become impossible to manage and maintain, given an unfriendly Muslim population in Greek occupied territories. Greece’s sub-imperial position in Anatolia would have become no less tenable than the UK and France’s colonial possessions proper in the post-WWII period.

The French, war-weary and having lost the battle for Cilicia, liquidated their commitment to Greece, followed by the Italians. Both signed separate peace agreements with Kemal. Lloyd George wrote to Venizelos that the election result made one ‘despair of democracy’, and in a self-referential remark he said: ‘now I’m the only one left’.7 The French and Italian position over denying the Greeks the right to board and search ships suspected of carrying Bolshevik contraband for Turkish nationalists was soon to be adopted by the British in a most dramatic way. When, on 1 August 1922, the Greeks, desperately seeking a way out of the Asia Minor maze, asked the British and the Allied Commission stationed in Constantinople to move to occupy the city, the ‘allies’ stated that any advance towards the city would be repelled by force. This Anglo-French policy of neutrality bordered on absurdity: the two countries were denying belligerent rights to the belligerents by favouring one belligerent over the other and at the moment when they knew that this act of occupation of Constantinople would have brought the war to a quick and successful conclusion, thus avoiding bloodshed.8

The Greeks had shot their last bolt. This was a crucial historical watershed, foreshadowing the collapse of the Greek front at the end of the month, the routing of the Greek troops in Asia Minor and the burying of Venizelos’s ‘Great Idea’ under the ashes of Smyrna. And it was a watershed, not least because it had long-term geostrategic implications structuring long-term imperial policy in the region, whether British or American (after WWII). Henceforth, Greek diplomats became increasingly accustomed to negotiating with Western imperial powers from a position of geopolitical weakness. The ousting of Greek and other Christian populations from Asia Minor, Constantinople and eastern Thrace structured imperial geopolitical calculations about the Near/Middle East and the eastern Mediterranean in a manner that gave Turkey a strategic advantage at Greece’s expense. This was to become a structural feature of any imperialist calculations in the eastern Mediterranean, and a major constraint for any independent Greek foreign and security policy aspiring to assume sub-imperial dimensions in the region and beyond.

The imponderable factor of this imperial geostrategic calculus was Russia. This rationale mattered, not least because of the fear that Turkey would join (Soviet) Russia, thereby threatening the West’s imperial position in Asia and the Middle East. Under the influence of Curzon and Churchill, it was deemed that the large Muslim populations of Asia and North Africa’s oil-rich regions could endanger the British and the French positions in case their policy was unfriendly to the Turks. But what if relations between Turkey and (Soviet) Russia turned sour? Would the West go to war against Russia in order to protect Turkey? This is a very difficult question to answer, but the Cyprus issue, as well as other historical experiences in the 19th and 20th century lead to certain provisional answers that we shall explore in the chapters that follow.

The Asia Minor disaster made Greece exceptionally weak as a peripheral and dependent bourgeois state. The rich communities of Asia Minor spread all over the world, the shipping capital being one of the most dynamic sectors. For many rich Greeks who had operated in Constantinople, Smyrna or Alexandria (Egypt), the weak and territorially limited Greek kingdom could not offer profitable opportunities for their businesses. The Italians continued to occupy the Dodecanese complex of islands, abrogating the Venizelos-Titoni agreement of July 1919, which had also included a pledge to support Greek territorial claims over northern Epirus (southern Albania). Furthermore, Cyprus, a British protectorate as a result of the Cyprus Convention with the Ottoman empire in 1878, was about to become a Crown colony (10 March 1925). The inter-war period was pregnant with bad omens.


Notes


	Italy, in possession of the Dodecanese complex of islands since 1912, moved into south-western Anatolia aiming at colonizing the region with population transfers from southern Italy. It also had grievances over the secret treaties of 1916 drafted mainly by the UK and France, which took care to partition the Ottoman lands among themselves, dealing with Italy in a discriminatory manner. There was no equality, even among the imperialists.

	‘How could the Greeks, who cannot keep order five miles outside the gates of Salonika, be trusted to administer so important a part of Asia Minor?’, wrote Lord Curzon in a memorandum to Lloyd George in 1919. See Kinross (1964, p. 153).

	Nicolson (1965, p. 322).

	The best accounts on these themes are written by Gökay (1997, 2006).

	National Archives (Great Britain), FO 371/6853/N.1665/5/38.

	See, among others, Pallis (1937).

	See Kinross (1964, p. 253).

	This important episode – in fact, a turning point – is captured and commented on well by Llewellyn Smith (1973, p. 279).
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The wave of nationalism in the Balkans and the Near East in the 19th and early 20th centuries postulated that every nation should be purified as much as possible of ethnic and religious minorities, while strategically encased (and educated) within specific territorial borders. The Treaty of Lausanne, signed on 24 July 1923, was an institutionalized and unprecedented international political act of ethnic cleansing, formally or informally endorsed by all the imperialist powers at the time, principally the United Kingdom and France, praising Mustafa Kemal Atatürk and Eleftherios Venizelos for their impeccable leadership skills. More than 1.3 million Christians, mostly ethnic Greeks, and approximately 400,000 Muslims had been compulsorily exchanged in order to turn both Greece and Turkey into modern nation-states in accordance with the Western European pattern of nationhood. By the terms of the treaty, only 100,000 Christian Orthodox remained in Constantinople, now Istanbul, and a roughly equal number of Muslims in western Thrace. The Maritsa River (Evros) separated Thrace into western (Greek) and eastern (Turkish) provinces, demarcating the only land border between the two states. During the Lausanne negotiations, the Kemalist delegation had demanded western Thrace and the oil-producing region of Mosul on the grounds that the Turkish-Muslim element there constituted a majority. Although it failed to get its way, the Kemalist effort shows how modern Turkey, like every modern state at the time, had developed a thirst for national purity in the sense that the nation-state must incorporate all ethnic elements of the same faith within militarily protected frontiers. Of note, however, is the fact that the criterion for the exchange of populations between Greece and Turkey was not ethnicity, but religion. Muslims somehow had to declare their loyalty to modern Turkey, thereby espousing Turkish identity, whereas Christians, be they Greeks or Armenians, had to declare their allegiance to the Greek state. However, the transformation of the Muslim element into a Turkish nationalist one was a more complex affair, because modern Turkish nationalism was a recent phenomenon, and also had to reconcile Muslim mores with secularism.1 The Kemalists endeavoured to address this complexity by mobilizing enormous cultural and economic resources using an authoritarian state machine.2 It was an impossible undertaking. Turkish assimilationist policy, for example, failed to integrate the Kurds, who were scattered in at least four neighbouring states in substantive numbers. In Turkey, they were concentrated in the south-east. In 1925, a Kurdish uprising was brutally suppressed by Kemal. A Muslim minority of 18% could also be found in Cyprus. Yet the Kemalists had signed Article 16 of the Treaty of Lausanne on 24 July 1923:

Turkey hereby renounces all rights and title whatsoever over or respecting the territories situated outside the frontiers laid down in the present Treaty and the islands other than those over which her sovereignty is recognised by the said Treaty, the future of these territories and islands being settled or to be settled by the parties concerned.3


In this case the ‘islands’ are the Dodecanese complex of islands in the south-east Aegean, at the time under Italian occupation, and Cyprus, which was about to become a Crown colony. A symptomatic reading of this Article suggests that, in the case of the Dodecanese, ‘the parties concerned’ were Italy and Greece – Italy had ‘temporarily’ occupied the islands in 1912 – and, in the case of Cyprus, Britain and Greece, inasmuch as ‘Turkey renounces all rights and the title whatsoever’. ‘The parties concerned’ should be the legitimate negotiators over the future of those (is)lands. Also, in both cases, Christian Greeks formed the overwhelming majority in the islands which had developed a nationalist Greek identity long before the Muslims embraced Kemal’s nationalism. The Greek-nationalist politicization of the large majority of ethnic Christians outside the expanding Greek state of the 19th and early 20th centuries occurred well ahead of the Turkification of Muslims and can be traced back to the Greek War of Independence from Ottoman rule in the 1820s. Significantly, at the time when 18th-century Limassol in Cyprus was becoming one of the major centres of the ‘Greek Enlightenment’, the Muslim element in Cyprus was profoundly anti-secular.4 Greek Cypriots, well embedded in the framework of the developing Greek nationalism of the ‘Great Idea’, fought in the 1820s in the island as part of Greece’s broader independence struggle against the Ottomans5 and participated in Greece’s Asia Minor campaign. They were also enlisted on the side of Britain in WWII. The British government, cajoling the Greek Cypriots to fight the Axis powers on the side of British colonial forces, had promised to them enosis (union with Greece), never to be delivered.

The first serious pro-Turkish agitation appeared at an elite level in the inter-war period, especially when Britain began to recruit en masse Muslims as Crown civil servants, thereby creating tensions with the majority Greek Cypriots, who felt that they were being left out in the cold. As Ilia Xypolia has shown, the Muslim minority in Cyprus was considered by the British as a geopolitical minority of paramount strategic importance, serving British imperial interests by way of co-opting Turkey into the defence of the eastern Mediterranean against Italian expansion – Italy, as we shall see below, did not sign the Montreux Convention of 1936 regulating the regime of the Straits.6 The Italian consulate in Cyprus was gradually establishing good relations with the small minority Maronite community living on the island. At the same time, Soviet Russia began to be excluded from Western processes of economic integration,7 despite Stalin’s efforts to acquire advanced technology from the West in order to advance his five-year plans.8 The massive credit crunch of 1929–1933 and the wave of protectionism that swept across the West blocked the Soviet Union from Western markets, creating a material basis for the demonization of communism as an ideology and isolationist economic system. Communist ideology and Marxism were demonized in Turkey as much as they were elsewhere in the West. Turkey had to be kept away not only from Italy, but also from the Soviet Union. It was in this particular context that Britain convinced Kemalist Turkey to see the Muslim minority in Cyprus as a geopolitical pawn, gradually passing on to it the torch sowing the seeds of political division between Greek Cypriots and Muslims. A fundamental prerequisite for this policy to succeed was the transformation of the Cypriot Muslim into a Turkish Cypriot nationalist, countering Greek Cypriot nationalism. Turkish expansionist policy in Cyprus began to develop in the inter-war years, accommodating the British initiative to prevent Greek Cypriot agitation for enosis via the nationalist reawakening of the Turkish Cypriot Muslims, who started agitating for taksim (partition). Clearly, the British scheme of ‘divide and rule’ served Turkish policy in Cyprus, rekindling an important component of the nationalistic policy of Atatürk’s War of Independence, which viewed Muslim minorities outside the territorial matrix of Anatolia as geopolitical enclaves for political influence and eventual integration with the modern Turkish state. On British invitation, Turkey began developing a clear-cut sub-imperialist policy in Cyprus, with wide-ranging regional repercussions. It is only within the context of imperialism/sub-imperialism that Turkish Cypriot nationalism began developing as a reaction to Greek Cypriot nationalism. In other words, the Cyprus issue, at its root, is not an issue of two hostile and uncompromising ethnic communities devoid of class and imperial contexts. Turkish Cypriot nationalism assumed a mass-popular dimension only in the 1950s, at British instigation.

Britain supported Turkey’s demand for the remilitarization of the Straits under full Turkish sovereignty, something which was endorsed in the Montreux Convention signed on 20 July 1936. Britain, having consolidated its political and economic influence in Turkey following a policy of import-substituting industrialization, helped Turkish diplomats to argue that the national, regional and international conditions had changed and that the Treaty of Lausanne required revision as regards the regime of the Straits. In that respect Turkey was successful. It received the backing of Britain, France, Japan, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR) and other states parties to the Lausanne Treaty, but not of Italy. The United States showed no interest. Greece signed the Convention, although Metaxas took care to send a note to the Turkish government notifying it of the Greek militarization of the north-east Aegean islands inasmuch as they belong to the same geostrategic environment with the Dardanelles. But before Kemal began lobbying for the revision of the Lausanne Treaty, embarking on an international campaign, he took care to patch up remaining differences with a weak Greece which, under Venizelos’s rule in 1928–1932, was struggling to avoid bankruptcy as a result of the 1929 crash and Venizelos’s obsession with keeping the country’s currency pegged to a declining British sterling.9 Greece’s weakness was manifest in its rapprochement with Turkey in 1930 and the contents of the agreements.10 The two states signed a series of treaties in 1930 offering a useful platform for Turkey to test Greek resistance to Turkish projection of interests in the Aegean Sea and to prepare the ground for Turkish sovereignty of the Straits. The latter was dealt with by the Montreux Convention, the former by Venizelos himself, a reborn pro-British liberal minus his nationalist trappings. In a remarkable statement to the Greek parliament on 10 February 1930, he argued:

As long as we had been inspired by the ‘Great Idea’, an idea with which the nation had lived with for four and a half centuries, we were forced to aim at the domination of the Aegean Sea in order to buttress our military expansion against Turkey. But since we have accepted the borders determined by the Treaties [of 1923], we are all determined to work within those borders, hence the idea of dominating the Aegean is deprived of any basis … Turkey is today a peace-loving country … and today has no interest whatsoever to aim at dominating other people.11


Since the early days of WWII, Turkey had amassed enormous backstage diplomatic power while trying to convince, especially the Soviet Union and the British, not to concede the Dodecanese to Greece.12 In fact, the British, during and after WWII, were negotiating with Turkish diplomats to divide the islands between Greece and Turkey and it was only after American interference that, eventually, the islands were conceded to Greece in 1948.13 The reason why the United States came out in support of Greece was mostly related to broader geopolitical, albeit conjunctural, contexts.

The Greek right-wing government was fighting communist and other anti-monarchist left-wing guerrillas in a bitter civil war that threatened to detach Greek Macedonia, annexing it to Tito’s Yugoslavia. Acquisition of the Dodecanese in Cold War conditions would have boosted Greece’s territorial cohesion and the chances of its government to defeat the guerrillas, with American assistance. At the time Turkey was claiming the Dodecanese, it was at a serious stand-off with the Soviet Union. Stalin wanted to use the Kurdish issue ‘as a means of making inroads into Turkey’.14 Also, under the pretext of pressure exercised by its Armenian and Georgian Socialist Republics, the USSR sought to achieve control over the Turkish Straits and the Turkish provinces of Kars and Ardahan. Under those circumstances, the United States could not sacrifice European peace and reconstruction by supporting Turkey over the Dodecanese. Separating the issue of the Dodecanese from Turkey’s troubles with the USSR and decisively interfering in Greece’s civil war in favour of the right-wing government, the United States settled the question once and for all. After all, Greece had defeated Italy in Albania in 1940–1941 and suffered a devastating German occupation resulting in over 300,000 deaths. But the most crucial geopolitical moment was an authoritative British note in late 1946 announcing that Britain could no longer provide financial aid to both Greece and Turkey, and calling on the United States to step in. The Department of State was very reluctant to accept the British proposal. But Dean Acheson, the future Secretary of the Department of State and who pioneered the idea of NATO, at the time Harry Truman’s Undersecretary in the State Department, was adamant that aid to Greece and Turkey was a sine qua non for the successful conduct of the Cold War, and that Greece must be supported by all available means to defeat its internal threat of communism. Acheson, a lawyer imbued with a Manichean view of world politics – the ‘free world’ against ‘evil communism’ – overstepped George F. Kennan’s ‘containment’ approach, aggressively promoting the militarization of ‘containment’ and the use of Western Europe and Japan as the advanced checkpoints of a continuous expansion against the Soviet Union and its satellites, until they were defeated. Greece and Turkey were fundamental components of this aggressive geo-strategy, particularly Greece, because:

If Greece fell like apples in a barrel infected by one rotten one, the corruption of Greece would infect Iran and all to the East. It would also carry infection to Africa through Asia Minor and Egypt, and to Europe through Italy and France, already threatened by the strongest domestic Communist parties. The Soviet Union was playing one of the greatest gambles in history at minimal cost. It did not need to win all possibilities. Even one or two offered immense gains. We and we alone are in a position to break up the play. These were the stakes that British withdrawal from the eastern Mediterranean offered to an eager and ruthless opponent.15


The Truman Doctrine of March 1947, under the influence of Acheson, recognized the security and communist perils in Turkey and Greece, offering US $400 million in aid to both countries. This was a long-term security commitment for both countries, rather than unqualified financial support. It brought them both into America’s Cold War alliance system, built on a hub-and-spoke basis, which entailed protection from the Soviet Union in return for loyalty to the United States. The two countries were to be seen as a united geostrategic bloc destined to live in a symbiotic relationship of peace and harmony so that the security of Western Europe and the Middle East and, by extension, that of the United States, was guaranteed. From this perspective, no conflict should ever arise between Greece and Turkey, and if it did, then a formula should be found to satisfy both. Yet US policymakers, following in Britain’s footsteps, assigned a particular preference to Turkey within this ‘united geostrategic bloc’. Turkey, like every other country belonging to the intra-imperial bloc, had to securitize its domestic and external relations on the basis of what Acheson inscribed in the United States’ global political programme: the common enemies were domestic communism and the Soviet Union. This specificity entailed adherence to the doctrine of ‘no war’ between allied states, a doctrine which in practice was super-indented by the United States’ military and security presence in every allied country. Turkey and Greece were seen as real estate and sea corridors for the accommodation of American military and naval bases, nuclear sites, NATO headquarters, spying facilities and administrative personnel. Included in the equation at the time were also Iran and Afghanistan, as non-Arab Near Eastern states that could resist a Soviet attack on oil- and gas-producing regions and key choke-points – the famous strategic notion of the ‘Northern Tier’. The defence and security of Israel from Arab attacks was also of paramount importance for the United States. But not all allies were of equal standing within NATO’s intra-imperialist bloc. Some were more equal than others. There was a clear pecking order according to which the United States was weighing up its policy in every political juncture. As Bruce Kuniholm put it:

The security of Greece and Turkey was of critical importance to the United States. While both countries offered bases for operations in the eastern Mediterranean, Turkey was strategically more important because it dominated the major air, land, and sea routes from the Soviet Union to the eastern Mediterranean and Persian Gulf. While Greece could probably never resist an attack by force, Turkey could impose an appreciable delay on attacking forces and, supported by the United States, could offer strong resistance. Based on these considerations, the JCS (Joint Chiefs of Staff) defined the following long-range US strategic interests: (a) a Greek military establishment capable of maintaining internal security in order to avoid communist domination; (b) a Turkish military establishment sufficient to ensure continued resistance to Soviet pressure, and able to delay Soviet aggression long enough to permit US and allied forces to deny certain portions of Turkey to the Soviet Union.16


Herein lies the political sub-imperialist opening for Turkey offered to it by the top imperialist power at the onset of the Cold War. Patently, this meant that Turkish national demands held pride of place in the geopolitical and geostrategic schemes of the United States and NATO powers in the Balkans and the eastern Mediterranean. Turkey was fully aware of the commercial and geopolitical advantages offered to it by linking the Aegean Sea and the eastern Mediterranean to its Anatolian landmass and its orbits in the Middle East, the Caucasus and Central Asia. As a Turkish professor of international relations put it in 1944:

If aid to (Soviet) Russia is not being sent by way of the Straits, this is due to the fact that the Aegean islands are occupied by the Germans and that ships destined for Russia are prevented from reaching the Straits, all of which goes to show that the question of the Straits is linked to the Aegean, the Mediterranean, and the entrance to them.17


It does not take any special intellect or contemplation to fathom the strategic linkage between the Aegean and Cyprus, and that geopolitical control of the former requires the same of the latter. This was to become Turkey’s long-term policy in the years to come, starting from the 1950s, with clandestine British help, as we shall see later.


Notes
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The United Kingdom was the first imperial power to drag Turkey into Cyprus in earnest, attributing to Turkey’s posture a sub-imperial role. This gave the Turks ample political space to elaborate a national policy in Cyprus that was relatively independent of imperial constraints. Turkey took full advantage of this after its diplomatic debacle over the Dodecanese. Leaving behind the 1940s with the bitter experiences of the loss of the islands in the south-east Aegean and the bullying by the Union of the Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR), Cyprus was a completely different matter for Turkey. Empowered as a member of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and fully aware of its regional superiority vis-à-vis Greece, endorsed by both the UK and the United States, Turkey was in a position to directly influence Anglo-American diplomacy. And not only that. It was also in a position to co-opt to influence Greek governing elites at the time, themselves under pressure from the British to accept Turkey as ‘a party concerned’ over the fate of Cyprus and in violation of the Lausanne Treaty.

The UK operationalized its ‘divide and rule’ policy in the 1950s in a twin manner. The first culminated in its official proposal to invite both Turkey and Greece to a ‘tripartite’ conference in London in September 1955 to discuss the future of Cyprus and the quest of Cypriots for self-determination and enosis (union with Greece). The conference, which ended in failure, was vehemently opposed by Archbishop Makarios, the Greek Cypriot political leader heading the fight for self-determination and enosis. The second aspect concerned the very practices of the British colonial authorities on the island, who were attempting to thwart guerrilla attacks by the Ethniki Organosis Kyprion Agoniston (EOKA – National Organization of Cypriot Fighters), a clandestine military group with a large mass following, led by Dighenis Grivas, a fierce anti-communist whose leadership left no room for the communist Anorthotikon Komma Ergazomenou Laou (AKEL – Party of the Working People) to join the anti-colonial struggle. Grivas himself stated publicly that his main enemies were the communists followed by the British colonial authorities. He only rarely mentioned, let alone acted against, the Turkish Cypriots, unless his guerrilla fighters were provoked. And they were indeed provoked after the British had recruited substantial numbers of Turkish Cypriots as an auxiliary police force and gendarmerie against the Greek Cypriot fighters. Turkish Cypriots often captured and tortured Greek Cypriots, generating enormous tension between the two communities on the island. Interestingly, the British colonial authorities used to recruit these auxiliary forces from the poorest Muslim strata, precisely in order to politicize them along secular-Turkish nationalist lines.1 It was upon this twin material base – the diplomatic and the sociocultural – that the Turkish polity, under the leadership of Adnan Menderes, built its relatively independent, yet robust, durable and comprehensive, sub-imperial policy in Cyprus.

The Greek Cypriots conducted a violent anti-colonial war for self-determination and enosis with Greece that lasted four years (1955–1959). Countering the EOKA’s actions and the policy of enosis, Turkey sponsored the foundation of the Türk Mukavement Teşkilati (TMT – Turkish Resistance Organization), as well as other secret paramilitary organizations, promoting the policy of taksim (partition). As early as 1957, Makarios, realizing that the UK and Turkey were pitting the Greeks against the Turks in an attempt to impose partition, suggested to Grivas that he abandons the armed struggle and stop retaliating against Turkish Cypriots. Taking into account various British plans for a constitutional solution, none of which could satisfy the overwhelming majority of the will of Greek Cypriots for self-determination and enosis, Makarios made a remarkable tactical U-turn, shelving, for the time being, enosis, and opting instead for unfettered independence. But the writing was on the wall.

On 16 November 1956, the Turkish Prime Minister, Adnan Menderes, summoned Law Professor Nihat Erim, and asked him to come up with a comprehensive statement on the Cyprus issue.2 Menderes gave to Erim just five political guidelines, asking him to qualify them further and, if necessary, correct them. Turkey’s national policy in Cyprus was about to be born. Menderes’ directions were as follows:


	The UK stays in Cyprus as stipulated by Article 20 of the Treaty of Lausanne.

	If the UK leaves, then the island becomes Turkish.

	If this is not possible, then the island should be partitioned.

	‘Self-governance’.

	What we absolutely do not want at all: the union of Cyprus with Greece.



Erim himself narrates that Menderes also told him that friendly countries, such as Pakistan, would support Turkey, so long as Turkey’s position was based on solid legal arguments. Furthermore, Menderes told Erim that a retired American general who had visited him was proposing the partition of Cyprus, a policy acceptable to US President Eisenhower. After studying the relevant material from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Erim came up with a set of very thorough recommendations.


	The position of Turkey supporting the continuation of British rule in Cyprus, placating the British and winning more sympathy from them, is a policy that cannot last, not least because the way of the world and of the United Nations (UN) are in favour of decolonization and self-governance. In other words, there is no future for this policy, but if Turkey wishes to maintain some form of continuity because of its public exposure along the lines of this policy, then the formulation should be as follows: ‘Cyprus’s sovereignty must remain with the UK inasmuch as Article 20 of the Treaty of Lausanne explicitly says so, but it goes without saying that the UK should recognize the right to self-governance for all Cypriots’ (see below on how Erim interprets the phrase ‘self-governance for all Cypriots’)

	The government of Turkey has argued publicly that Cyprus should be returned to Turkey inasmuch as this position is backed up with geographical, historical and strategic considerations, especially after the Suez Canal crisis. Turkey’s and NATO’s security, as well as the Bagdad Pact, are all bound up with the question of who controls Cyprus. Greece raises Article 16 of the Treaty of Lausanne, and this is disadvantageous for Turkey, and the Treaty cannot change without the consent of all of its signatories. It is not a tripartite matter. If Cyprus is given to Greece, then the political-strategic balance established at the Lausanne Conference goes out of the window. Henceforth, Turkey must support bilateral negotiations with Greece on a number of issues concerning western Thrace, the position of the Patriarchate in Istanbul, as well as the status of some Aegean islands.

	The question of Cyprus’s dismemberment is a thorny one because self-determination is widely recognized as the key principle by the UN. Any application of the principle is against Turkey’s interests. But Turkey’s claim that Cyprus must be returned to Turkey is purely political, not legal. Thus, the UK, as a just and realistic arbiter, would have but one solution to propose: partition.

	This idea of partition, Erim reveals, has already been discussed in some secret meetings between Turkey, Greece, the UK and the United States. Greece contemplates giving to Turkey a narrow corridor in the northern part of Cyprus. In general, the partition of Cyprus is a just solution because of the ethnic-religious composition of the island: 481,000 Christian Greek Cypriots and 100,000 Muslim Turkish Cypriots. There are two peoples in Cyprus. Partition for those two communities would mean joining their respective motherlands. In other words, it means that both communities, separately, would exercise their right to self-determination in separate referenda.

	But partition raises some further questions. During the Treaty of Lausanne negotiations, Venizelos argued that no referendum could be held in western Thrace, because the population is mixed, not separated geographically, and Cyprus looks like western Thrace. In other words, what needs to be done is to effect the concentration of Greek Cypriots in one geographical area in Cyprus and the concentration of Turkish Cypriots in another. A population exchange is necessary, and this can be done by taking into account all humanitarian precautions. Partition is justified on Turkey’s security grounds, and the resulting self-governance would be just and viable. As regards the security of Greek Cypriots in their geographical area, this should be exercised jointly with Turkey because Turkey is only 45 miles away from the island, but Piraeus 600 miles. This said, Greece is not entitled to ask for the same rights.3



Erim made some further sharp comments about Lord Radcliffe’s Cypriot plan for self-governance,4 noting that Articles 73 and 76 of the UN Charter refer to the ‘particular circumstances of each territory and its peoples’, meaning that more than one group of people can inhabit a country. As a consequence, in Erim’s view, the Turkish Cypriots could not be the governing tail of the Greek Cypriots and there was no international positive law dictating the abandonment of Cyprus to Greek hands which at that point in time happened to be the majority. In the past, claimed Erim, the Greeks were a minority in Cyprus.

Overall, Erim drafted a comprehensive sub-imperial strategy for Turkey within NATO, aiming at the control of the whole of Cyprus for national security reasons. At the same time, by pointing out the ‘provisional’ historical character of the Greek majority living on the island, he insinuated the altering of the demographic composition of Cyprus in favour of the Turkic element. The fact that a small Muslim minority existed in Cyprus was history’s gift that could hardly have been overlooked. As Turkish politicians had openly claimed ever since, even if no Muslim/Turkish minority existed in Cyprus, it should have been invented.5 Effectively, Erim set out a strategic plan for the partition of Cyprus between Greece and Turkey as a minimum goal, and strategic control of the entire island by Turkey, accompanied by changing demographics, as a maximum goal. Revealingly, he said that Greece, in secret talks, had accepted the conceding of sovereign rights to Turkey in Cyprus. Erim submitted his recommendations to Menderes on 24 November 1956. Turkey, with the endorsement of fellow NATO member Greece as regards the aspect of partition – Turkey’s minimum strategic goal – has never since abandoned partition.

The British role in Cyprus turned out to be just as predicted by Erim’s analysis: endorsing partition by way of arbitrating between Turkish and Greek claims for taksim and enosis, respectively, while guaranteeing NATO’s interests in the eastern Mediterranean. Cyprus, after the Suez crisis and with the agreement of the United States, became the UK’s intelligence and military outpost, overseeing its interests in the Middle East and neighbouring areas. Effectively, in coordination with the United States, the UK relocated its military and intelligence headquarters from Jordan to Cyprus.6 This was achieved through its two sovereign military bases on the island, following harsh negotiations with Makarios. Makarios managed to reduce the size of the territory claimed by the colonial power, and also made a treaty commitment that the UK hand over the territory of the two bases of Dhekelia and Akrotiri to the Republic of Cyprus, were the British to abandon them.7 But the British managed to secure unlimited use of Nicosia’s airfield and ‘special facilities’ in the control tower for military purposes in peace and war. The UK also secured the use of roads and ports in the republic and the use of Cyprus’s airspace, without any restriction, ending up controlling 31 sites in Cyprus. The privileges were enormous. The bases also served American intelligence and radar spying activities in the Middle East all the way up to the Soviet Union and its geostrategic orbits. Thus, a very large part of the constitutional arrangements were predicated on British military and security rights concerning their sovereign base areas (Treaty of Establishment). A few pages were dedicated to military and defence cooperation between Turkey, Greece and the UK (Treaty of Alliance), whereas the Constitution as such provided for a presidential regime, the President being a Greek Cypriot and the Vice-President a Turkish Cypriot, separately elected by the two Cypriot communities. A Greek and Turkish contingent of 950 and 650 men, respectively, would be stationed on the island, their barracks being next to each other. Overall, it was a power-sharing arrangement guaranteeing extensive veto rights to the Turkish Cypriot Vice President, especially on matters of foreign, security and budgetary policy (Articles 48–60 of the Constitution), and with a foreigner heading the Supreme Court. Characteristically, the executive powers assigned to the President and Vice-President in Articles 48 and 49, respectively, were exactly the same, enshrining not just the principle of bicommunality in the very constitutional core of the Republic, but that of positive discrimination and political equality in favour of the minority Turkish Cypriots. Given that the Greek Cypriots were not just numerically superior but also financially and in legal possession of land and properties above their numerical size, it can be argued that the Constitution was not a reflection of any embedded bourgeois interest in Cyprus, but the result of the exogenous imposition of interests by three NATO powers: the UK, Turkey and Greece. All three were superintended by the United States. Thus, not only partition, Turkey’s minimum objective, but also, potentially, the very maximalist goal of control of the whole of Cyprus by Turkey via the political equality position of its minority on the island could have been fulfilled under the formal guise of ‘independence’.

An important aspect of the whole political operation was the famous Treaty of Guarantee. This had been the outcome of secret negotiations between the UK, Turkey and Greece under the auspices of the United States – Erim is correct in saying this in his report to Menderes. The treaty was based on exactly the same principle suggested by the United States in a secret meeting with the UK in September 1957, recruiting Greece and Turkey to it without major difficulties.8 The principle of ‘guaranteed independence’ created an additional safety valve for NATO and American Cold War interests, because it stymied any chance of Makarios using independence as a means to achieve enosis, potentially creating a serious crisis between Turkey and Greece, and jeopardizing the cohesion of NATO. Article IV of that treaty stipulated that:

In the event of a breach of the provisions of the present Treaty, Greece, Turkey and the United Kingdom undertake to consult together with respect to the representations or measures necessary to ensure observance of those provisions. Insofar as common or concerted action may not be possible, each of the three guaranteeing powers reserves the right to take action with the sole aim of re-establishing the state of affairs created by the present Treaty.9


Sir David Hunt, a former British High Commissioner in Cyprus in the mid-1960s, explained in his Montague Burton Lecture on International Relations in Edinburgh in 1980 that ‘the second sentence was added at the insistence of the Turkish delegation’ headed by Nihat Erim himself.10 This shows Turkey’s determination to prevent enosis, given its experience with the popular character of the EOKA and Turkey’s own scarce military preparedness to enforce partition, as well as the geographical dispersal of Turkish Cypriots on the island.11

Apparently, not even this was enough. In typical anti-communist Cold War fashion, Constantine Karamanlis and Adnan Menderes signed a short, secret protocol – the so-called gentlemen’s agreement – stipulating that both Turkey and Greece would support NATO membership for the Republic of Cyprus, installing NATO bases on the island. Furthermore, the protocol committed each government to make strong representations to the President and Vice President of the Republic to outlaw AKEL, the communist party.12 Makarios, a man whose largesse exceeded his small island, as Kissinger once characteristically put it, drew power from the overwhelming majority of Greek Cypriots, even attracting many Turkish Cypriots to support him via AKEL. Importantly, he had the financial support of the Church and key factions of the Greek Cypriot bourgeoisie, such as Anastasios Leventis, who had founded a major merchandise trading firm in West Africa.13 Makarios was anything but a communist. However, his class base of support, which included AKEL, the largest and best-organized political force in Cyprus, created domestic conditions that were advantageous for a non-aligned international position. At the same time, he was tactfully manipulating AKEL’s electoral support, keeping his bourgeois regime in Cyprus intact from domestic class upheavals. A Greek civic nationalist, he capitalized on AKEL’s support to integrate Turkish Cypriots into his cause for unfettered independence. Makarios was one of the founders of the non-aligned movement and quite rightly saw Turkey’s and even Greece’s involvement in Cyprus as a prelude to his elimination and partition of the island between NATO powers. But Makarios’s efforts proved to be in vain, despite his having tried since 1957 to convince Karamanlis that the Anglo-Turkish and NATO-led plan for Cyprus could be blocked by a simple Greek threat to withdraw from NATO. Makarios foresaw that Greek-Turkish interests were primarily sourced from NATO, with Turkey assuming pride of place vis-à-vis Greece in Cold War conditions. Thus, if Greece succumbed to NATO policy, then it would lose out over Cyprus, as the lion’s share would go to Turkey, never mind the Greek ethnic majority element on the island. Thus, what stood for Makarios as the main feasible priority was the unfettered independence of Cyprus. As regards unadulterated enosis, this could be examined in the future if and when conditions changed. For all these reasons, he opposed the London-Zurich agreements, refusing to sign until the very end, finally succumbing to pressure and blackmail from all quarters, including the British intelligence services, the Greek Prime Minister, Constantine Karamanlis and, especially, his Foreign Minister, Evangelos Averoff. The Greek right-wing government, effectively, was recruited by Anglo-American imperial policy to carry out Turkish sub-imperialist policy in Cyprus. But there were several obstacles awaiting this imperial/sub-imperial undertaking, the main one being Makarios.

The year 1958 had been a crucial one, made worse by the fact that although he had been allowed to return from exile in the Seychelles in 1957, the Karamanlis government, aided and abetted by the British government, did not allow him to participate in the negotiations until the last minute. The worst event was the planting of bombs by Turkish Cypriots in the Turkish Consulate and other establishments, with the aim of accusing the Greek Cypriots of fomenting riots, and further speciously advancing the argument for the separation of the communities.14 Let us show how the British appeared to cover up the truth.

In the meantime, the tensions continued, with increasing external interference from Ankara and Athens. The creation of a British auxiliary police force, consisting virtually exclusively of Turkish Cypriots, helped to sow divisions. Both the EOKA on the Greek Cypriot side, and the militant grouping Volkan and the TMT on the Turkish Cypriot side, actually killed those considered to be too moderate. Cyprus was already becoming an extremists’ paradise. Like the EOKA, Turkish nationalists were also in full swing, the result of British policy to collude with Turkey behind the scenes, and the creation of a Turkish Cypriot, as opposed to a mere Cypriot, identity. The UK’s policy of dividing the communities was coming to fruition in extremist acts of violence by both Greek and Turkish Cypriots, the aim being to further sow future divisions, whatever settlement was to be found. A prime example was action by Turkish extremists in a false flag operation at the Turkish Consulate mentioned above. Although the story has been aired for several years, and was even admitted by Rauf Denktash, the Turkish Cypriot leader, on television, the British documents were only unearthed recently,15 and show that the British were fully aware of Turkish extremist actions, but were somewhat reticent about them. Thus, the story can now be irrevocably confirmed for historians.

On 9 September 1957, while the EOKA campaign against the British was in full swing, a British intelligence report stated:

A fairly reliable source has said that the Turkish house at OMORFITA where the explosion took place on 31st August 1957 has been used as a bomb making factory for some time. Twelve persons worked there in shifts and ‘thousands of bombs’ have been made and distributed to various parts of the island. On the night of the explosion there were several packing cases full of bombs in the house. When the bomb exploded the bulk of the completed bombs were removed by those who were uninjured and by neighbouring Turks. There are several other houses in NICOSIA where Turks are manufacturing bombs. Since the explosion, VOLKAN has instructed the members to find suitable places outside the towns and villages for the manufacture of bombs.


In the Special Branch report that follows, the ‘weeders’ have blanked out a paragraph:

The information at para 1 above appears likely to be highly exaggerated in so far as number of bombs is concerned. Information at para 2 is somewhat unlikely in view of prompt arrival of expatriate personnel at the scene.16


On 4 June 1958, at 18.30 p.m., the Governor of British Cyprus, Hugh Foot, wrote to the Secretary of State for the Colonies:

Turkish hooligans have been increasingly active over the past week or two and on Saturday last they organised demonstrations during which demonstrators tore down English signs. This, following on from the TMT murders of left-wing Turks and the increase of TMT leaflets in the most violent terms, seems to show that the Turks are prepared for further violence and this may occur before the statement of policy is made in Parliament.17


The Governor was right: on 8 June, at 2.30 a.m., this report was submitted to him:

There has been considerable rioting and arson tonight in Nicosia. It looked very much as though it was prearranged by Turks, particularly in view of the information we received a few days ago that they were planning just such a resort to riot and arson.


This was followed by a situation report at 2.00 a.m. Cyprus time:

At 22.00 hrs. bomb exploded on veranda of Turkish Press Counsellor. Very slight damage. Nothing more happened until midnight when Turkish youths began collecting in Kyrenia Gate area and in roads outside walls. They set fire to two cars and began stoning others. Youths observed carrying jerry cans. At about 0.100 [sic] hrs. fires started in Famagusta Gate area. Report, not yet confirmed, that six fires in all started one serious (timber yard) and all in Greek property. Police and Army fire brigades now at work on the fires and have them under control. Curfew imposed and is gradually taking effect. Mason-Dixon line manned with troops. Meanwhile Greeks had started ringing church bells and groups of Greek youths observed taking up positions in the town. Some fighting in Famagusta Gate area between groups of youths of both communities. Some casualties removed to hospital including two dead both Greek. Crowds being broken up and dispersed and for the time being situation appears to be under control. No report of Security Forces having to open fire.

Denktash and Turkish Consul-General were absent this evening at Larnaca addressing an unenthusiastic Turkish Youth Club meeting. Denktash returned after midnight and contacted by District Commissioner. He seemed genuinely upset and remarked ‘we [the Turks] have asked for it this time’. He gave the impression that he had no doubt that the trouble had been started deliberately by Turkish mischief-makers. This confirms our own impression that the bomb was probably planted by Turks themselves. Denktash addressed a crowd outside the Nicosia Divisional Police headquarters and persuaded them to disperse.

No incidents reported from other districts.

Present intention is to maintain curfew in Nicosia throughout tomorrow.

There have been reports in local Turkish press of a mass meeting in Istanbul tomorrow. It seems possible that the trouble here may have been staged with that in view.18


At 4.45 a.m. on the same day, the Governor saw fit to send an emergency telegram, summarizing the above, to the Secretary of State for the Colonies, copied not only to the embassies in Athens and Ankara, and to the Consulate General in Istanbul, but to the embassy in Washington, DC:

Arson and rioting by the Turks started at about midnight in Nicosia tonight. Turks started a number of fires in Greek premises in the town, one a serious one, but all have now been brought under control. Some clashes between Turks and Greeks. Greeks in Nicosia and some neighbouring villages range [sic] church bells and excited crowds of Greeks gathered. Known casualties two Greek-Cypriot dead and a number wounded. Earlier in the evening a bomb had gone off at house of Turkish Press Counsellor doing no damage. There was no one inside at the time. Situation continues tense but under control. Curfew being enforced in Nicosia and troops have manned line between Turkish and Greek quarters. No trouble in any other part of the island.19


A quarter of an hour later, at 5.00 a.m., he sent another emergency telegram referring to the previous one:

My unnumbered telegram immediately preceding.

Incidents in Nicosia.

Our assessment on the reports so far available is that there is no doubt that the arson and rioting were carried out by Turks in accordance with prearranged plan. In my telegram no. 727 [not found, unless the Governor is referring to telegram no. 724, above] I reported information which had reached us that the Turks were preparing to make trouble over this weekend. It seems clear that what has happened is in pursuit of this intention.

All the evidence at present available regarding the bomb incident at the Turkish Press Counsellor’s house suggests that this was staged by Turks as a pretext for the subsequent arson and rioting. It is most unlikely that Greeks would deliberately precipitate trouble at this juncture by an attack on Turkish Government premises. The explosive in the bomb was of a kind which had been used in the past in bombs found in the possession of Turks but we have no record of this material being used by Greeks. The placing of the bomb suggests that it was not intended to do any real damage. There is also the fact that no-one was inside at the time. The Press Counsellor had gone with the Turkish Consul-General and Denktash to attend a Turkish Youth meeting in Larnaca and this must have been known to Turks in Nicosia.

In short, all the circumstances point to a deliberately staged attempt by Turks to precipitate trouble. It might have been timed as a curtain-raiser to the mass meetings planned for to-morrow (Sunday) in Turkey on the occasion of ‘Cyprus Day’. It was preceded by an inflammatory broadcast from Ankara Radio earlier in the evening. Unlike previous Turkish riots it has none of the appearance of a spontaneous reaction to some act of violence by the Greeks.

I fear this could be the beginning of communal strife of a more serious kind than any we have seen since it indicates that Turks are prepared to carry out attacks on Greek property in order to serve their political ends. On this occasion, however, it may be that having made their demonstration they will wait a while before making a new move. On the other hand, the Greeks may resort to counter-violence.

I saw leaders of the Turkish community in Nicosia early this morning and spoke very frankly to them about the dangers of such deliberate provocation of communal disorder by the Turks and their duty to give their community a clear lead against this.

The curfew in the walled city of Nicosia will be kept on throughout tomorrow (Sunday). It will apply to both Greeks and Turks. Road blocks will also be used to prevent people flocking into Nicosia from the surrounding villages.20


A little over eight hours later, at 13.45 p.m. (he must have needed some sleep), the Governor sent a telegram to the Colonial Office, reporting on his meeting with Turkish leaders. He, or whoever typed his telegram (in cypher) must have been rather sleepy or lacking in cool, since it was dated 8 July 1958, rather than June. Such are the vagaries of moments of extreme crisis.

In my telegram no. 744 I reported that I had seen Nicosia Turkish leaders this morning. The meeting took place at 5.30 a.m. at Government House immediately after I had returned from seeing the damage caused by fire in the old city of Nicosia.

The four Turkish leaders whom I summoned were Denktash, Osman Orek, (an influential lawyer who is Vice Chairman of Evcaf High Council and Chairman of the Nicosia branch of the Cyprus-is-Turkish Party), Mr. Umit Suleiman (another lawyer who is head of the Turkish School Committee in Nicosia) and Dr. Gozmen (an ex-municipal councillor).

I told them that I had just come back from seeing the very serious damage carried by Turks in the city during the night. I said that I was sure that it had been planned by the Turks in advance. I said that we knew ahead that arson was intended and we knew that there was a danger that it would be carried out over this weekend. When we received this information action was taken at different levels to prevent it. The Administrative Secretary had seen Denktash, I had seen the Turkish Consul General, and our Ambassador in Ankara had seen the Turkish Secretary General. These approaches had all been undertaken to persuade the Turks to prevent the violence intended. I said that it was perfectly clear that the dreadful events of the night had not been in any way spontaneous but had been part of a deliberate plan and that those who had used inflammatory language must carry some of the responsibility (this was of course directed at Denktash). I said that it was unnecessary again to emphasise the terrible mistake of resorting to violence at this critical time and that I had called on the Turkish leaders in Nicosia to obtain their immediate and energetic co-operation in putting a stop to communal strife which would do infinite harm if it continued. I said that they had a clear negative and positive duty. They had a negative duty to refrain from incitement and a positive duty to restrain members of their community from any further violence.

I saw leaders of the Turkish community in Nicosia early this morning and spoke very frankly to them about the dangers of such deliberate provocation of communal disorder by the Turks and their duty to give their community a clear lead against this.

The curfew in the walled city of Nicosia will be kept on throughout tomorrow (Sunday). It will apply to both Greeks and Turks. Road blocks will also be used to prevent people flocking into Nicosia from the surrounding villages.21


Now London acted: the same day (no time given), the Secretary of State (Foreign Office) sent a telegram to the ambassador in Ankara as follows:

Please seek an immediate interview with Turkish Prime Minister or Minister for Foreign Affairs and speak to him on following lines.

I have been gravely disturbed to hear of these incidents. I cannot believe that they would have taken place had the Turkish Government – as I have repeatedly requested them to do, most recently in my conversation with the Turkish Ambassador on June 3rd – used their influence with the Turkish Cypriot community to urge the latter to exercise restraint. I am particularly concerned to see that these disturbances were preceded by an inflammatory broadcast by the Ankara radio.

Incidents such as these, though they will not deter H.M.G. from their efforts to find a solution of the Cyprus problem, are bound to render this task more difficult. I must therefore in the spirit of the friendship between Turkey and the U.K. formally ask the Turkish Government to exercise all their influence both with the Turkish community in Cyprus and with the Turkish Press and radio to refrain from violence and inflammatory propaganda. I most earnestly trust the Turkish Government will be prepared to take steps in this sense without delay.22


As the Governor and his staff considered matters, tensions remained high. On 10 June, the Governor sent a telegram to the Secretary of State and the ambassadors in Ankara and Athens:

Bomb Incident at Turkish Information Bureau

As you will have seen from my telegram no. 768, I think it wiser not to make any official statement at this stage of the conclusions we so far have reached, as a result of the investigations into this incident, as to where the responsibility lies. But I wish to retain discretion to do this if I consider this to be necessary. And I have made this clear to the Turkish Cypriot leaders. Each side has, of course, attributed the blame to the other, and Kutchuk, in his speech at the public rally in Istanbul on Sunday, went so far as to say – ‘I want to tell you about a bloody incident which took place last night. We have a newly opened Information Office in Nicosia. The murderous gang, the priests’ hordes, the criminals, hurled a bomb into the Information premises, causing damage. On learning of this, members of the Turkish community collected together and marched into the Greek quarter, killing two Greeks and wounding five’.

There have also been reports in the Turkish Press that a Greek youth was actually seen throwing the bomb. From official sources there is absolutely no confirmation of this story.

If we are compelled, as a result of continuing inflammatory allegations by the Turks on this subject, to make any official statement, the following are points which might be included:

On any assessment of the security and political considerations involved, it seems unlikely that Greek Cypriot terrorists would have attacked Turkish Government property at this time and in this way.

The timing and manner of the placing of the bomb suggest that it was intended to cause the minimum amount of damage and, in particular, to avoid injury or loss of life.

Expert examination of the explosive charge and fragments indicates that they were of a different kind from any known to have been used in the past by Greek Cypriot terrorists, but were of a kind known to have been used recently in bombs of Turkish Cypriot manufacture.

It is also on record that when Denktash arrived at the scene of the incident, soon after it occurred, he said to the District Commissioner and the Assistant Commissioner of Police who were present: ‘Well, we’ve asked for it’. They asked him if he knew what sort of bomb it was, and he agreed that it was a Turkish bomb. The District Commissioner says that Denktash said: ‘Of course it is a Turkish bomb’. An expatriate Special Branch officer who was present says that Denktash used were: ‘We’ve asked for this. The Greeks would not dare to do it. We’ve gone too far this time. I can’t stop it’. After my meeting with the Turkish leaders yesterday, the Administrative Secretary took Denktash aside and reminded him, with reference to my remark that it would not be to their interest for Government to publish its conclusions about the incident, that he was on record as having made the remarks quoted above at the scene of the incident. Denktash did not attempt to deny this and, in fact, indicated that he personally had no doubt it was Turks who were responsible.

The information in the preceding paragraph must clearly be treated as strictly confidential unless and until we decide that Denktash must be put on the spot. I am reluctant to do this so long as there is any hope of his playing a useful role with the Turkish community. The disclosure at this time of his having accepted that the Turks were responsible for the incident might well place his life in danger.

I think, however, that there would be no objection to the Ambassador using, if he thinks fit, the other points set out in paragraph 3 above in conversation with Turkish ministers. In doing so, he would no doubt make the points that I was deliberately refraining from publishing anything in order not to make matters worse, that I might, however, be compelled to do so if inflammatory allegations continue about Greeks having set the bomb, and that would clearly not be to the advantage of the Turkish case for me to do so.23


Clearly, the night of 7 June 1958 was a sleepless one for the Governor and his staff, reflected in some small discrepancies in the above telegrams. First, the Governor sent a telegram (no. 744) at 5 a.m., stating that he had met leaders of the Turkish community early that morning, obviously in the small hours before he sent the telegram. Yet telegram no. 751, sent at 1.45 p.m., stated that he had met them at 5.30 a.m., and therefore apparently after he had sent a telegram stating that he had met them.

As regards the curfew mentioned in the Governor’s telegram 744, the fact that he said that it would apply both to Greeks and Turks is bizarre. He could hardly have applied a curfew on only one of the two main communities.

Most significant is the final telegram quoted, which makes it quite clear that the British were loath to embarrass Turkey and the Turkish Cypriots. The UK was, of course, not impartial in its attitude towards the two main communities in Cyprus.

The UK was in fact tutoring Turkey on how to promote its point of view, namely partition, but had to appear even-handed to the outside world, especially since British fair play was important, at least terms of presentation. Despite British attempts to calm things down and get Turkey to control the extremist Turkish Cypriots, the opposite proved to be the case, and the riots continued, with over 100 killed, including eight Greek Cypriots out of a group of 35 dumped by the British near a Turkish Cypriot village when discovered crouching in a riverbed armed with sticks and stones.24 Many Greek Cypriots were forced out of their homes in Nicosia. The Governor of British Cyprus, Hugh Foot, was to write later:

Zorlu, the Foreign Minister of Turkey, was the most ruthless of them and was, I think, the rudest man I ever met … He had, I have no doubt, known of and perhaps given the orders for the Turkish riots and the attempt to burn Nicosia.25


Although the Governor knew of Turkish responsibility for the bomb, he does not mention this in his memoirs, presumably because he was not allowed to release secret information. This is a shame, since otherwise the memoirs give a warped and incomplete picture.

It is fairly well known that truth is the first casualty of war, although it does often emerge years later. Whenever one dares to speculate, one is often branded a ‘conspiracy theorist’, as the authors of this volume would have been, had they speculated that the Turks planted a bomb against themselves, at least without the documentary evidence that they have now provided. One day, perhaps we shall be provided with incontrovertible evidence that it was indeed also Turks who planted a bomb at their own consulate-general in Thessaloniki, thus sparking the anti-Greek pogrom in Turkey of September 1955. And while on the subject of agents provocateurs, it is not certain that Greeks or Greek Cypriots murdered a British housewife in Famagusta in October 1958.26 It could have been an American, a Turk, a Russian or even an Englishman. One hopes that one day incontestable evidence will appear.

This story, now fully established as factual, demonstrates par excellence how the British policy of bias and turning a blind eye to Turkish violence was to evoke a lingering sense of resentment on the part of Greek Cypriots, a dysfunctional state, and to more strife. The UK’s essential aim was to ensure its military bases and listening posts, as the United States wished. The convoluted settlement was predicated on a NATO solution, with only limited sovereignty for the future Republic of Cyprus. Even David Hannay, the promoter of the Annan “reunification” plan, which was strongly rejected by the Cypriot voters, referred to the 1960 treaties setting up the Republic of Cyprus as ‘a potentially dysfunctional set of arrangements’.27 Henry Kissinger, too, shared the same view: ‘In 1959, Britain brokered an arrangement which was doomed from the start because it sought to address the essentially irreconcilable demands of all the parties by agreeing to all of them simultaneously’.28

Given the fact that the period 1955–1959 led to a ‘NATO solution’ for Cyprus, it is hardly surprising that Moscow looked askance at the whole dysfunctional arrangement, as we shall see in the concluding chapter to this book.
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With the exception of Makarios and his Greek Cypriot administration, sceptics at the time, including the US State Department, considered the Cypriot Constitution unworkable and cumbersome, and predicted its collapse. The veto powers assigned to the Turkish Cypriot Vice President paralysed the Cypriot polity. Makarios was pushing for measures to strengthen his grip on power while making the Cypriot polity governable. Enosis (union with Greece) was put on the back burner, but not renounced. In fact, because he was accused by the extreme nationalists led by Colonel Georgios Grivas in Cyprus and Greece and, at times, even by the Greek government led by Constantine Karamanlis, he was pushed by the course of events to make public announcements in favour of enosis. 1 His proposal for a Cypriot inter-communal army was turned down by the Turkish Cypriots, who counter-proposed the formation of separate armies because their aim was partition. A major issue arose over budget and taxation policy, disabling the parliament from legislating. But the biggest separatist push on the part of the Turkish Cypriot leadership was its policy for separate municipalities across all the major towns on the island.2 Had Makarios gone out of his way to completely win over the Turkish Cypriots by offering generous economic, cultural and other privileges, he might have been thwarted by Greece itself and its agents on the island, especially those loyal to Grivas. In particular, he would have been obstructed by the Türk Mukavement Teşkilati (TMT – Turkish (Cypriot) Resistance) and Anglo-Turkish underground action, whose paramount objective was to separate, not to unite, the two communities. Martin Packard’s testimony is very relevant here.

Packard, a British intelligence analyst appointed as a Greek interpreter by the three guarantor powers in the aftermath of the inter-communal clashes in December 1963, had first-hand experience of the mechanism of partition. In his eye-witness account entitled Getting it Wrong: Fragments of a Cyprus Diary 1964, he describes in detail how all inter-communal problems were solvable so long as outside interference by agencies, including official state interference, was avoided. Thus, he argued, the mediating process must be answerable directly to communal leaderships. Packard and his associate, Major John Burges, prepared a 250-page report outlining the way in which inter-communal problems could be solved on the island. But this report was never made public.3 When George Ball – the US Undersecretary of State for Economic Affairs and one of the architects of the United States’ partition plan for Cyprus – visited the republic in February 1964, Packard accompanied him on a fact-finding mission. After Packard had explained to Ball his peace-making work and findings and how genuine inter-communal cooperation could come to fruition across the island, Ball congratulated Packard, but when they returned to Nicosia, told him in private: ‘You’ve got it all wrong son. Hasn’t anyone told you that our objective here is for partition?’4

Ball’s visit to Cyprus was a follow-up to the conference held in London in mid-January 1964, in which the Republic of Cyprus participated with three capable lawyers, one of whom, Stella Soulioti, was particularly well known. The Turkish Cypriot delegation was led by Rauf Denktash and Ali Riza. The Greek Cypriot representatives, fully cognizant of Turkey’s sub-imperial position, opposed the Anglo-American proposals for a North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) solution on the grounds that within the transatlantic alliance Turkey was far more powerful than Greece, and that any NATO solution would thus end up being pro-Turkey. Denktash and Riza, following Turkish policy, pointed out that the two communities could live only in geographically separated areas, requiring population transfers and a continuation of the Treaties of Alliance and Guarantee. The Greek caretaker government of Ioannis Paraskevopoulos accepted the Anglo-American NATO plan in principle, asking for some amendments, while the Turkish delegates accepted it on the proviso that the Turkish military force in NATO was the largest. A new rift was about to open between Makarios and the Greek government of George Papandreou, soon to be sworn in.

The unworkability of the Constitution, continuous provocations by TMT and a push by Grivas, at Greece’s instigation, to challenge Makarios’s presidential rule, forced Makarios, following British consent and encouragement, to propose 13 amendments to the Constitution.5 Makarios was fully aware, following his meeting in Ankara in November 1962 with Turkish Prime Minister, Ismet Inönü, that Turkey would not accept any constitutional changes. Makarios’s key point, nevertheless, was the abolition of the veto on the part of the Vice President. The Turkish Cypriots, at Turkey’s instruction, opposed the amendments point-blank. They left their parliamentary seats and government posts, withdrawing into militarily protected enclaves in various sites on the island. British troops, policing a truce in Nicosia, laid down the barbed wire separating the northern Turkish Cypriot suburb with the rest of the city. Inter-communal fighting ensued. The most strategically important and largest enclave was the one connecting the northern suburbs of Nicosia where Turkish Cypriots were a majority, with the villages of Kioneli and Agyrta stretching just over the mountain range of Pantadaktylos, but not as far as the sea port of Kyrenia. Turkey’s parachute and airborne (helicopters) assaults in summer 1974 used this enclave for reinforcements. As we shall see below in detail, in two days (20–22 July 1974), the enclave was connected with the expansion of the beachhead created by the Turkish troops, following their amphibious landings on the small beach of Pente Mili, not far from Kyrenia, which was occupied just before the official ceasefire mediated by the United Nations (UN) Security Council.

Ball proposed to Makarios several plans pressurizing him to accept in Cyprus an ‘international peacekeeping force’ composed of the United Kingdom, Turkey and Greece, to restore order on the island. Makarios refused all the plans, presenting Ball with a diplomatic note announcing that the government of the Republic of Cyprus would resort to the UN Security Council, calling on all states to refrain from every action, or threat of action, that undermined the territorial integrity and political independence of the republic.6 Makarios escaped the net. NATO was unable to involve itself officially in Cyprus under the guise of the ‘international peace-keeping force’ and Makarios did not succumb to the bullying of the American Embassy in Nicosia. Importantly, on 4 March 1964, he secured UN Security Council Resolution 186 recognizing his government as the only legitimate authority on the island and asking ‘the government of Cyprus to take all additional measures necessary to stop violence and bloodshed’. The resolution also recommended the creation of a UN peace-keeping force, while a UN mediator would be appointed to help to promote inter-communal reconciliation. The force is still there today, and its mandate is renewed every six months.

This was Makarios’s finest hour. The resolution was a turning-point that seriously annoyed Turkey and the Turkish Cypriot leadership, which followed religiously the principled discipline of Turkish national policy. The resolution recognized Makarios’s rule as the only rule in Cyprus, dismissing the Turkish Cypriot enclaves and their administration. The UN mediation initiative was initially assigned to the Finnish Ambassador in London and Stockholm, Sakari Tuomioja, but after his sudden premature death, Galo Plazza was designated for the position. On 16 March 1965, Plaza submitted his 66-page report to the Secretary General of the UN, who noted that the 1959–1960 Constitution was not the expression of the free will of Cypriots, and promoted ‘political, communal segregation’.7 He concluded that the best solution was an independent, sovereign and unitary state suggesting that the Constitution should either be changed or abrogated altogether. The new Constitution, according to Plaza, should provide extensive minority rights and guarantees for the Turkish Cypriots. The report was turned down by Turkey and the Turkish Cypriots as pro-Greece. Meanwhile, none of the authors of the London-Zurich agreements was in any position of influence. The Turkish politicians Adnan Menderes and Fatin Rüştü Zorlu were executed by hanging for a number of reasons, one of which was that they were deemed responsible for the pogroms and the decimation of the Greek communities in Istanbul and Izmir (Smyrna) in 1955. Karamanlis, having lost the election to George Papandreou’s Centre Union party, left for Paris in self-imposed exile. Harold Macmillan’s government was on its way out and a Labour government under Harold Wilson took over in October 1964. But we need to capture the significance of some interlinked processes that took place as a result of Makarios’s thrust for independence within an UN framework and outside the remit of NATO.

At the elite level, there is evidence of a shift in the UK’s partition policy. Following Makarios’s steady and unyielding drive for unfettered independence culminating in his victory at the UN, authoritative voices within the British Ministry of Defence, such as Deputy Secretary of State, Frank Mottershead, reconsidered the situation, submitting a detailed report to the Defence and Overseas Policy (Official) Committee on 27 April 1964, arguing the following:

British Aims for Cyprus: Our first need is for a solution which will give Cyprus a stable and enduring form of government. It is essential that it be achieved without Greece and Turkey going to war. It is of vital concern to us, and to the West generally, that it be achieved without driving Turkey into an embittered isolation which would strike at NATO, at CENTO and at our ability to use the Northern Route (across Turkey) past the barrier to the Middle and Far East … There is no hope of re-establishing the Constitution which was destroyed at Christmas … None of the solutions favoured by the Turks is within the realms of practical politics. Somehow the Turks must be induced to understand this. The only two solutions which could bring peace and order to Cyprus are enosis or the establishment of a unitary Republic dominated by its Greek Cypriot majority … From the defence point of view enosis, notwithstanding its obvious difficulties, has certain advantages over the unitary state … The risk of Cyprus falling under Russian or U.A.R. [United Arab Republic] influence would be largely eliminated; and the retention of our Sovereign Base Areas and other defence facilities might be easier as a province of a NATO ally than with a Cyprus tempted to cash in on the benefits of neutralism.8


But that was not all. The fighting and danger of Turkish intervention had upset the British sufficiently to contemplate giving up their bases: the Foreign Office wrote at the time:

The bases and retained sites, and their usefulness to us, depend in large measure on Greek Cypriot co-operation and at least acquiescence. A ‘Guantanamo’ position is out of the question. Their future therefore must depend on the extent to which we can retain Greek and/or Cypriot goodwill and counter U.S.S.R. [Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) and U.A.R. pressures. There seems little doubt, however, that in the long term, our sovereign rights in the S.B.A.s [Sovereign Base Areas] will be considered increasingly irksome by the Greek Cypriots and will be regarded as increasingly anachronistic by world public opinion.9


These discussions seemed to have been changing the fundamentals of British policy in Cyprus. They were trying to recalibrate NATO and British interests following the fait accompli achieved by Makarios on the ground. To do so, they were shifting towards the Greek Cypriot position. But the United States ‘had by now decided that Turkey was too vital to its Middle East interests to be able to adopt the position that the British government had been contemplating. Moreover, in 1958, Israel and Turkey had begun military cooperation’.10 For the Americans, only a NATO solution in Cyprus, secretly negotiated as they argued since the 1950s, would foster cooperation between Greece and Turkey, preventing a Greco–Turkish war and predictable Soviet meddling. The additional benefit of this would have been the security and defence of Israel from the Arab threat, as Cyprus, together with the Greek island of Crete and Turkey itself, were deemed as indispensable for the security of Tel Aviv.11 Thus, whereas the British were inclined to subscribe to enosis as the most viable solution, the Americans were about to step into the British shoes of the previous era. ‘I think that the British are getting to where they might as well not be British anymore if they can’t handle Cyprus’, US President Lyndon B. Johnson said in his characteristic caustic style to Ball in one of his telephone conversations with him.12 It was now the American position that was coming closer to the Turkish position, trying to sideline Makarios, and recruiting to the cause of partition the new Greek government of Papandreou via a NATO anti-communist solution. The conference in London and Ball’s trip to Cyprus had given Makarios a full taste of what was yet to come. For Ball, only a NATO solution was viable, because it kept Turkey in the loop and because a UN peacekeeping force ‘would have Communist elements in it and would be beyond our [i.e. United States] control’.13 Turkey, meanwhile, was amassing troops at the port of Iskenderun, threatening to invade Cyprus, which set off alarm bells within the Greek government.
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Turkey, having set out its minimum and maximum strategic goals concerning the legal and political future of the island, had a clear-cut policy on the matter. The United Kingdom, overwhelmed by Makarios’s victory at the United Nations (UN) and the considerable popular support for him in both Cyprus and Greece, was perplexed. The inter-communal fighting in Cyprus and the Turkish threat to invade the island to restore the 1960 Constitution, undermined by Makarios’s reform proposals, induced the United States to enter the eastern Mediterranean theatre offering, following secret negotiations between Turkey and Greece, a North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) partition solution. With Turkey maintaining a steady course as regards Cyprus, the focus of our narrative should shift to the Greek polity, its Cyprus policy and the pressure exerted upon Greece by its transatlantic master.

Did Greece have a Cyprus policy? The question is of utmost importance because, in Cyprus, Makarios did have a policy that pursued, with rigour and vigour, unfettered independence and enosis (union with Greece), if or when conditions allowed enosis to happen. As we shall see, Greece, in thrall to its NATO membership and commitments, including the ‘gentlemen’s agreement’1 between Adnan Menderes and Constantine Karamanlis, was in no position to accept Makarios’s Cyprus policy. But Greece’s dependency on the United States had many dimensions. US capital poured into Greece in the 1950s and 1960s, following special legal privileges established by the Greek governments at the time. Despite the fact that this contributed to Greece’s economic growth, the state continued to have serious problems with its balance of payments, necessitating requests for generous loan packages from the United States.2 In the late 1950s, during Karamanlis’s time in office, Greece secretly allowed foreign-owned nuclear weapons to be kept in northern Greece, revealed at the time by radical investigative journalist Elias Demetracopoulos.3 All in all, the key conflict was not between the Greek Cypriots and the Turkish Cypriots, between Makarios and Turkey, or between the United Kingdom and Turkey. And it was not, for a good reason, between Turkey and Greece: both countries were members of NATO and constrained by the power of the United States. Rather, the conflict was between the Greek-led Republic of Cyprus and the Greek state, regardless of the government in office. Karamanlis himself, in an interview with Eric Rouleau for Le Monde on 29 November 1967, seven months after the colonels assumed power, stated:

I believe my country is going through rough times. In fact, the dangers caused by the Cyprus problem are far more serious … In my view, all the treaties agreed to have a just and peaceful solution of the Cyprus problem because the joint interests of Greece and Turkey are much stronger than the differences dividing our countries.4


This is a remarkable statement in that it recognizes that the ‘Cyprus problem’ is minor compared to the common and much broader (transatlantic) interests of the two countries in Cold War conditions, and in fact Karamanlis admitted that (good) relations between Greece and Turkey were far more important than (good or bad) relations between Greece and the Republic of Cyprus. To Greece, according to Karamanlis, Turkey was more important than the Republic of Cyprus. This Cold War position, we believe, was founded on a fanatical anti-communist ideology, and had become the policy of the Greek state. It was not just the policy of right-wing forces under Karamanlis. More to the point, it implicitly recognized Turkey’s pride of place in the eastern Mediterranean at the expense of Greek and Cypriot interests, whether combined or seen in isolation. As we pointed out earlier, herein lies the political foundation of Turkey’s sub-imperialism as nurtured by both the UK and the United States. As was shown in Nihat Erim’s report (see Chapter 4), Turkey took full advantage of this situation by launching its independent national policy in Cyprus and setting out minimum and maximum goals.

On assuming office, the centrist government of Georgios Papandreou, backed by strong bourgeois factions embedded in Greece, sought democratic reforms and an opening up of the post-war semi-authoritarian state. The Kommunistiko Komma Elladas (KKE – Communist Party of Greece), for example, was outlawed, but not the Cypriot Anorthotikon Komma Ergazomenou Laou (Party of the Working People), a supporter of Makarios’s non-aligned international position. At the same time, the elderly Papandreou declared his opposition to direct negotiations with Turkish President Mustafa İsmet İnönü and called for close consultations on the Cyprus conflict. The ‘American factor’ became the chief coordinator of Greece’s Cyprus policy during Papandreou’s cabinet. The United States entered the eastern Mediterranean theatre as a result of the British failure to control matters effectively and prevent a war between the NATO allies, Greece and Turkey, thus conceding to the Soviet Union enormous geostrategic advantages in the region and beyond.

Following his failure to cajole Makarios into accepting a NATO solution in Cyprus, US Secretary of State George Ball passed the torch to former Secretary of State Dean Acheson via his President, Lyndon B. Johnson. Johnson invited both İnönü and Papandreou to the United States for separate consultations and proposed Acheson as a mediator to discuss in absolute secrecy a solution that satisfied the interests of both Turkey and Greece. During his visit with Johnson and Ball in Washington, DC, Papandreou refused to concede that the Treaty of Guarantee gave any right to Turkey to intervene militarily, especially since the republic was now a member of the UN, whose charter explicitly prohibits the use of force. He also refused to recognize the legal rights of Turkey in Cyprus. Confusingly, however, he did recognize Turkey’s security demands in Cyprus, accepting its argument that it felt encircled by the Greek islands. For this reason, he proposed enosis as the only solution guaranteeing Turkey’s security interests, as Cyprus would automatically become part of Greece. In this way, Papandreou made an opening to Turkey to argue not for NATO military bases in Cyprus as part of Greece, but for a Turkish military base in Cyprus as part of Turkey, which was also a member of NATO. Clearly, this meant partition via double enosis.

Makarios and the Cypriots were not party to this. The methodology of mediation was quite simple. First, Greece and Turkey had to prioritize their NATO interests, agreeing to a pro-NATO solution in Cyprus. Second, and precisely because the Republic of Cyprus was not party to this negotiation, Papandreou would have to convince Makarios to sign up to the pro-NATO solution, completely moving the Cyprus issue outside the UN framework and hence reducing the pro-Soviet influence. The UK was to keep its two military bases. It was a method leading to a proper break-up of the island among three NATO powers, under the aegis of the United States. By early June 1964, on his return from a trip to Ankara and Athens, Ball was in a position to say to Johnson that everything was ready for Acheson, ‘who knows the score’, to start mediating between the two states parties in Geneva. The Greek Cypriots, Ball argued, were ‘self-centred’, and strong resistance from Makarios should be expected, especially ‘if the area of a Turkish base on the island is large’. Papandreou was scared about the reality of a Greek–Turkish war and his government was fed up with Makarios, whereas both İnönü and Papandreou were seeking robust US mediation and face-saving ideas for them both. Papandreou, showing fear of Turkey, was asking the United States to consider that NATO might need a new principle, namely that no ally should launch war on another ally. As Ball put it to President Johnson, ‘the Greek and the Turkish governments are now latched on to enosis and double-enosis respectively’.5 All in all, it was agreed that this should happen in ‘absolute secrecy’. At the same time, the US embassy in Athens was reporting to the State Department that a Turkish invasion of Cyprus ‘would result in “immediate fall” of Papandreou government and his substitution by a military junta’.6 On 5 June 1964, Johnson sent a harshly worded letter to İnönü advising him to avoid action in Cyprus as the United States (and NATO) would not be in a position to defend Turkey’s eastern frontiers from possible Soviet incursions, considering them to be ‘out of area’.7

The Acheson mediation and subsequent discussions took place in June–September 1964 in Geneva with Acheson presenting various plans, after having considered the shifting position of delegations at each meeting. The chief negotiator on Turkey’s side was none other than Nihat Erim. In various phases during the negotiations, Turkey also asked to have some military experts, seeking consultation from them concerning technical matters about the defence of the area to be given to Turkey for military purposes. Initially, in return for enosis, Papandreou accepted the establishment of a NATO base in Cyprus with the participation of Turkish, Greek and British troops. But since the Greek government had recognized Turkey’s security concerns if Cyprus were to become Greek, it led Acheson, under Turkish pressure, to accept the principle of a Turkish base on the island. Thus, the Greek delegation ended up proposing various, and very curious, double enosis schemes, even conceding Greek territory, such as the island of Kastelorizo, which Turkey considered unacceptable as being too small, or offering the Karpass Peninsula either on a 50-year lease or permanently, where Turkey could build a military base.8 The Greek proposal to concede Greek territory must have come after the bullying of the Greek Ambassador to Washington, Alexander Matsas, by President Johnson. Johnson explained to Matsas that Greece, as the price of peace, would give Turkey a military base in Cyprus and the Greek island of Kastelorizo. Matsas responded that ‘as Prime Minister Papandreou told you, no Greek parliament could accept such a plan. At any rate, the Greek constitution does not allow a Greek government to give away a Greek island’. Johnson allegedly replied as follows:

Then listen to me Mr. Ambassador. Fuck your Parliament and your Constitution. America is an elephant. Cyprus is a flea. Greece is a flea. If those two fleas continue itching the elephant, they may just get whacked by the elephant’s trunk, whacked good … Who does he [Papandreou] take himself for, anyway? I can’t have a second de Gaulle on my hands. We pay a lot of good American dollars to the Greeks, Mr. Ambassador. If your Prime Minister gives me talk about Democracy, Parliament and Constitutions, he, his Parliament and Constitutions may not last very long.9


Trembling with humiliation, Matsas left the meeting, saying that he might protest. But he definitely reported to Papandreou what happened.

As a result of all this bullying and, curiously, even before the official start of Acheson’s mediation work in Geneva, Papandreou’s government began secretly sending Greek troops to Cyprus. Turkey did the same, but sent fewer troops and, unlike Greece, could not smuggle in heavy weapons, such as armoured vehicles or tanks. The role of a Greek division in Cyprus, it is said, was to repulse a Turkish invasion and achieve unconditional enosis without any compensation to Turkey. Although we have no hard evidence to challenge this point of view, we have some facts and statements that point to something else, namely that the division went to Cyprus in order to carry out double enosis by putting huge pressure on Makarios to resign or, failing this, to remove him forcefully from office.10 In all these schemes, the Turkish Cypriots would also have guaranteed separate areas of administration, instituting across Cyprus a form of cantonal system.

None of the Acheson plans had any concrete and detailed constitutional outline. The point was to get the parties to agree to the key principles for further discussion, the most important of which was acceptance of partition for the Greek side and enosis for the Turkish side – in other words, acceptance of double enosis by both parties. Throughout the negotiations, Acheson made it clear to the Greeks what Johnson had already pointed out to Papandreou on many occasions and which was the key US policy in the region attached to the main doctrine of ‘no war between NATO allies’: if Turkey made a military move in Cyprus, the US 6th fleet and other US forces in the Mediterranean would not intervene to stop it. This was stressed, equally dramatically, to the UK on behalf of the State Department.11 Effectively, this was neutralizing the UK vis-à-vis possible Turkish military action, leaving Turkey with enormous leverage in terms of decision-making powers in matters of peace and war in Cyprus.

As both delegations in Geneva were considering and rejecting Acheson’s mediating proposals one after the other, a leak occurred.12 Makarios found out about the Acheson mission, coming out publicly to denounce the conspiracy, and infuriating both the Americans and the Greeks alike. Papandreou, according to a report from the US Ambassador in Athens Henry Richardson Labouisse, thought that Makarios was playing a ‘Nasser game’, presenting himself as a hero to the Greek public and to the Greek government as a subordinate puppet of NATO. As a solution to Makarios’s problems, Papandreou argued that ‘enosis can be achieved by joint action of the Greek Cypriot and Greek parliamentarians’, while agreements could be reached within the ‘family group’ (i.e. the United States, the United Kingdom, Turkey and Greece). Fundamentally, Papandreou went on to say to Labouisse that a ‘bill of rights can be provided for the Turkish minority and a NATO base with Turkish commander can be granted by Greece to Turkey’. Labouisse concludes that:

Papandreou is, in fact, fed to teeth with Makarios and that he cannot draw any concessions from the latter … However, the very strong and profound conviction among all Greeks that Cypriots should have right of self-determination is making them prisoner to Makarios’ machinations … The ‘capital of Hellenism’ is in Nicosia on this issue … Our reading of situation is that Papandreou sincerely wants to achieve enosis before matters go to the UN General Assembly, for he has come to believe it is the only way to set aside Makarios and that latter is real stumbling block in all western efforts to resolve Cyprus problem.13


Negotiations in Geneva continued throughout August 1964, but now Makarios had become a factor. He could only accept either unconditional enosis without any compensation, or unfettered independence. A Greek offer to Turkey to accept an enlarged base at Cape Greco in Cyprus – a location that in 1971 Makarios had leased to France (angering the British) as a listening and broadcasting post – was turned down by Turkey.

Papandreou’s proposals to Turkey did not meet Turkey’s minimum objective in Cyprus. Greece’s proposals were deemed inadequate for Turkey’s defence calculations, whose overall configuration had to fulfil at least its minimum sub-imperial objective as set out by Nihat Erim in the 1950s. A deal was almost achieved after the Greek offer of the Karpass Peninsula, but Turkey, as we saw earlier, after some good thinking and procrastination, turned it down.14 Papandreou began to make some very confusing and contradictory moves. On the one hand, he was castigating Makarios and his Minister of Foreign Affairs, Spyros Kyprianou, for openly asking for assistance from the Soviet Union against possible NATO intervention; on the other hand, he began withdrawing ‘Greek elements from Sixth ATAF and LANDSOUTHEAST and presiding over a meeting of the Supreme Council of National Defence which decided to disengage, as necessary, military, naval and air units of the Greek forces now assigned to NATO’.15 Labouisse reserved scornful remarks for the elderly Greek statesman, while outlining what was to come in summer 1974:

It is unhappy fact of life that Papandreou government is fundamentally weak, poorly organised for effective action, and short of talent. Papandreou himself by nature is long on words and short on deeds. It may be, in the end, because of his weakness and because of difficulties faced in obtaining any kind of Cypriot acquiescence, the US will have to accept the unhappy burden of being the guarantor of an ‘instant enosis’ solution that leaves GOT/GOG final agreement to be hammered out at a later time. This might turn out to be the only way to forestall a Soviet intrusion on the island. This unpalatable position for the US, leaving us the target of the ill will of all the parties, should be adopted only in extremis.16


Papandreou, did indeed propose ‘instant enosis’ to short-circuit the burgeoning Nicosia-Moscow connection, meaning that Greece would then make a deal with Turkey to concede a Turkish base in Cyprus, now part of NATO. That was far too risky for Turkey to accept, unless a deal was worked out beforehand, that is, before the realisation of instant enosis. McGregor Bundy, Johnson’s special assistant for National Security Affairs, and Robert Komer of the National Security Council (NSC) staff, in a memorandum to the President, speculated that assuming ‘the US could get a deal on this basis [of instant enosis] from both Greeks and Turks, how could that be imposed on the island? The evidence is quite inconclusive. Makarios has outmaneuvered the Greeks every time so far, and now he thinks he has Soviet backing’.17 The answer to this – echoing even more explicitly Labouisse’s recommendations and what was to take place ten years later – came from Acheson himself:

Instant enosis, whether staged by Papandreou or Grivas on his own, seems to us here to contain fatal flaw that Turks will not stand still for it or after it unless they have prior assurance from someone they trust that it will be quickly followed by settlement meeting their essential demands. What Grivas proposes to offer Turkey falls far short of this and so does what Papandreou has indicated he is willing to do up to now, although he has been distinctly more forthcoming than Grivas … The Turks regard Papandreou as deplorably weak and Grivas as bitterly anti-Turk … Therefore, I think that coup d’ état in Cyprus at present time would appear to Turks as clear double-cross and that they would be most likely to blame us for putting up smoke screen of Geneva talks and leading them to a darkened path. Whether they would or would not, I should be extremely surprised if their response to coup were not immediate invasion with all consequences that that would have.18


In Washington, DC, Ball was trying hard to carry out the conspiracy by involving all the Greek national parties, including Karamanlis’s Ethniki Rizospastiki Enosis (ERE – National Radical Union) party, while living in self-imposed exile in Paris. The control of Greece’s Defence Ministry had become a crucial battlefield for political hegemony between the Énosis Kéntrou (Centre Union) party of Papandreou fighting for democratisation and an opening up of the political system on the one hand, and the pro-monarchy right-wing forces impregnated with anti-communism on the other. The defection of the right-wing of the Centre Union in July 1965, the so-called apostasia that brought down Georgios Papandreou’s cabinet, was not simply connected to the struggle for the control of the Defence Ministry, but for the control of the Defence Ministry whose influence extended to the control of Cyprus and, potentially, Makarios. Ball suggested a Greek national decision to carry out the mission of the elimination of Makarios:

It is not for us to tell the Greeks how to bring about instant enosis. You can say to the GOG that we deliberately avoided any direct involvement with Grivas since we do not wish to interfere in the measures they may deem necessary to achieve the results. Obviously, this is not a deal Papandreou can carry off by himself. The King and the military must also be aboard. Presumably the King will wish to have the ERE in line. A Greek national decision seems to be essential if we are to force this down the throat of the Turks which in any event will be very difficult.19


Acheson was experienced enough to figure out all the practical difficulties of instant enosis as proposed by Papandreou, including the Turkish military base on the Karpass Peninsula, which Papandreou had offered to Turkey on a ‘50-year lease’. As a good lawyer – the best lawyer in Washington, DC, as President Harry Truman used to call him in the 1940s20 – he raised many issues with Ball, such as how the mutual revision, by Greece and Turkey, of the Treaties of Alliance and Guarantee upon conclusion of instant enosis could take place. There were many legal and practical pitfalls and problems. There were problems within the Greek polity and problems within the Turkish polity, quite apart from Makarios’s obstinacy. And any time he raised the threat of the Soviet domination of Cyprus to Nihat Erim, the Turkish negotiator would come up with the same line, calmly put: ‘If this happens, you will have your Cuba and we will have our Cyprus, each ruled by a man with a beard’.21 Eventually, Turkey turned down Papandreou’s fresh offer, something which induced Acheson to support Greece in an effort to neutralize Soviet influence over Makarios. Meanwhile, Ball was getting even more agitated about making use of Grivas as an anti-Makarios agent in Cyprus:

What must be gotten across to General Grivas is what the American proposal offers is an opportunity for him to fulfil his Dighenis role and thus reclaim Cyprus for Hellenism and save it from Communism to which Makarios is leading it. He would also secure for the people of Cyprus the chance to make their island blossom like a rose.22


Turkey’s sub-imperial posture could hold the line and defend its national policy without fear. It was not so with Greece, an inferior regional power. Papandreou went so far as to propose to Labouisse to get rid of Makarios and effect instant enosis, obviously by using Grivas and the Greek division on the island which was being despatched in secret. At the same time, he declared both publicly in the Greek parliament and in private to Labouisse that ‘if Turkey invades Cyprus because Geneva failed, then Greece will fight on the side of Cyprus but under the flag of enosis and not of independence’. Labouisse noted sarcastically: ‘The Greeks, in their anxiety to obtain settlement based on enosis, they got beyond their capability to deliver’.23 But Ball was adamant that the United States would never agree to instant enosis without prior agreement with the Turks. Turkey was far more important a regional ally than Greece in Cold War conditions. Thus, both Acheson and Ball revealed their agreement that in the absence of a negotiated settlement, the only solution would be a fait accompli in which the Turks would move to occupy the Karpas Peninsula, triggering instant enosis under Greek leadership, with a consequent replacing of Makarios.24 But İnönü and the Turkish military had made up their minds. Karpas was not up to the task and Geneva had proved to be ineffective. Acheson conceded defeat on 4 September and returned to Washington, DC. Nothing happened, but the imperial power had set up the material framework of the future solution to the Cyprus issue within which the regional actors would have to operate. Acheson’s parameters have since constrained political freedom of action for both Turkey and Greece.

The Geneva exercise strengthened Makarios. ‘The Archbishop’, wrote Taylor G. Belcher, US Ambassador to Cyprus, ‘seems incapable of making political errors’ by eroding the limits of what could be given to Turkey in return for enosis. Furthermore, Makarios found supporters in the left faction of the Centre Union party in Greece, led by Papandreou’s son, Andreas, who, at the time, was Alternate Minister of Coordination in his father’s cabinet. In an interview with Eric Rouleau for Le Monde he stated diplomatically, cleverly supporting both his father’s government and Makarios:

Certain western powers have attempted to create a rift between President Makarios and our government by asking us to condemn his policies. In this fashion, they have shown that they do not understand anything about the Cyprus situation. Makarios is not an isolated leader. He is the genuine spokesman for his people, and his policy expresses the will of the overwhelming majority of the Cypriots. It is therefore both useless and dangerous to turn against Makarios.25


Meanwhile, the newly appointed UN mediator, Galo Plaza, was meeting all parties concerned to form a solid opinion about the Cyprus issue in order to write his report as mandated by UN Security Council Resolution 186 (dated 4 March 1964). In a meeting with Phillips Talbot and other US officials, he described Makarios as ‘head and shoulders above any other Greek leader, in effect a “Mr Cyprus” who was capable of running Greece as well’.26 Ultimately, under pressure from Greece, especially the King, Makarios accepted that he could only consider turning one of the two British bases into a multinational NATO base, which would obviously include Turkish troops. Interestingly, the British did not object to that – note that the Treaties stipulate that in the event that the UK were to leave either of the two bases they would become part of the territory of the Republic of Cyprus. That is how far one could get with Makarios, a staunch Cypriot anti-imperialist. Turkey, obviously, refused this out of hand. Galo Plaza himself called this discussion about military bases ‘anachronistic’. In 1967, a particularly anti-Makarios dictatorship came to power in Greece.
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Makarios lost no time in cultivating ties with Andreas Papandreou, the son of former Prime Minister Georgios Papandreou and a rising star of Greek socialist politics. Makarios and Andreas shared policies and ideas about how Greece and the Republic of Cyprus should stand in Cold War conditions. Their stance had had socialist features as regards domestic policies and a multidimensional foreign policy of cooperation with all key global actors. Andreas, who visited Nicosia on 20 November 1964 for four days, was no longer Alternate Minister of Coordination in his father’s cabinet. The Énosis Kéntrou (Centre Union) government was going through a serious crisis due to its conflict with the King and the Ministry of Defence over the control of the army and the Kentriki Ypiresia Pliroforion (KYP – Central Intelligence Service), which was modelled on the US Central Intelligence Agency (CIA). Shortly afterwards Andreas was accused of being the leader of a left-wing conspiracy within the Greek army, code-named ASPIDA (‘Shield’). The accusation, which shook the Centre Union government, was concocted and manufactured by ‘stay-behind’ structures of the Greek state in order to sap Andreas’s influence over his father, who was pushing for an alliance with Makarios away from Dean Acheson’s schemes for ‘double enosis’ (union) with Greece. Georgios Papandreou’s ‘unyielding struggle’ with the Ethniki Rizospastiki Enosis (ERE – National Radical Union) right-wing party of Constantine Karamanlis and the Crown began to resemble a struggle against the regime of subordination and dependence upon the United States and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). The bastions of the Cold War system in Greece, such as the army and the secret services, appeared to be in no position to contain an aggressive entry of a popular movement into the political system headed by the Eniéa Dimokratikí Aristerá (EDA – United Democratic Left) party of Ilias Iliou and the left-wing faction of the Centre Union under Andreas. At this juncture, the issue of the control of the army assumed a central political position. The conflict, as we briefly saw earlier, was directly connected to the Cyprus issue, because if the Greek government under the Papandreous could replace the leadership of the Ministry of Defence, including the pro-royalist Defence Minister, Peter Garoufalias, then this would have entailed control of General Grivas in Cyprus who was assigned by Garoufalias with the command of the new Greek forces sent to Cyprus. As becomes clear from the sources we explored earlier, the State Department was contemplating the use of Grivas and the Greek division in Cyprus to eliminate Makarios and impose double enosis. The State Department thought of George Papandreou as being weak, but this characterization did not refer to his domestic sources of power or popular support which was solid, broad and majoritarian, but to his ability to manage and discipline the factional warfare within his own party, as well as the broader political conflict with the King and the ‘stay-behind’ Cold War structures within the Greek defence establishment. Clearly, George Papandreou had also failed to control Makarios. The result was a confusing and faltering policy vis-a-vis Acheson’s proposals and Turkey’s consistent national policy in Cyprus. The United States did not want the Papandreous to prevail in their domestic conflict with the King and the extra-institutional ‘stay-behind’ structures. As argued by Andreas Papandreou himself in his Democracy at Gunpoint, first published in 1971, and as more recent historical research has revealed, the establishment of a dictatorship in Greece on 21 April 1967 was intimately linked to a solution to the Cyprus issue along the lines of Acheson’s partition plans in order to satisfy, primarily, sub-imperial Turkey.1 This US Cold War policy in Cyprus aiming at satisfying two regional NATO allies privileging Turkey, the most important one, was opposed by the Centre Union under George Papandreou, and even more so by his son, Andreas, hence the close alliance between Makarios and Andreas. By extension, the establishment of the colonels’ regime in Athens, some of whom were on the payroll of the US Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), was also intimately connected to Andreas’s prospects for becoming Prime Minister of Greece, replacing his ailing father. What was anathema to the United States was to see him in Greece’s driving seat, together with Makarios in Cyprus, a very probable scenario. The perception of American operatives in Greece and Cyprus about Andreas and Makarios were completely false. On more than one occasion, Andreas had explained to officials at the US Embassy in Athens that his anti-NATO and anti-American public rhetoric was a form of tactical maneuvering designed to absorb communist and other votes going to the EDA. Once in power, Andreas argued, Greece would continue to be a loyal member of NATO and all anti-American and anti-imperialist rhetoric would wither away. In a similar vein, Panayiotis Kanellopoulos, the leader of the right-wing ERE, had understood, as had indeed the Papandreous, that the support Makarios was receiving from the Anorthotikon Komma Ergazomenou Laou (AKEL – Party of the Working People), was a precondition for keeping Cyprus within the NATO orbit, as Makarios knew how to tactfully manipulate AKEL and its electoral base.2 The election of 28 May 1967, which the Centre Union would have predictably won with a wide margin, never happened.3 The democratic process in Greece under the Papandreous was halted and reversed by the very extra-institutional structures created by the United States within the Greek polity during the Greek Civil War.

As was the case in most countries in the non-communist world, and even more so in countries that had strong socialist/communist influences and/or were in geostrategically sensitive locations, the United States had taken care since the 1940s to create robust political structures of dependency upon the American state. The sites of those structures were not topologically external to the states in question but strategically and informally nested within the polities of the states to be controlled. This was part and parcel of the hub-and-spoke mechanism of the US system of global governance. US embassies and networking activity influencing parliamentarians and ministers were one method; another was the country’s intelligence services, whose control was of paramount importance; and a third was control of elements in the armed forces of the country. Cold War American hegemony entailed this three-layer system of checks, balances and, ultimately, of control and subjugation of the allied or neutral polity by every means possible, if or when the primacy of US national policy and interest in Cold War conditions was questioned by local societies or elites. This entailed contingency planning and included false flag operations, psychological warfare, engineering of sociopolitical tension and use of assassination. What the Italians called ‘Gladio’, or ‘stay-behind operations’, was this three-layer system of extra-institutional power enjoying inter-departmental coordination, guaranteeing cooperation and the flow of intelligent information across all sites and operational agents.

Elsewhere, we have called this system of US neo-imperial power the hub-and-spoke system of global governance, applied mainly to Western European states and Japan, but also to other parts of the world, especially Latin America – the case of Chile and the overthrowing of the democratically elected socialist government of Salvador Allende in 1973 being a landmark CIA operation.4 US neo-imperial undertakings during the Cold War were pertinently informal and extra-institutional, imbued with a fanatical anti-communist and anti-socialist ideology assigned to be passed onto allied and neutral elites and state personnel. Greece, effectively a US protectorate since the Civil War, saw the assassination in May 1963 of Gregory Lambrakis, a left-wing activist and EDA member of parliament; the fall of Georgios Papandreou’s Centre Union government in the wake of the apostasy of its right-wing parliamentarian faction in July 1965; and a plethora of events of violence, including assassination of students. Kanellopoulos went so far as to write to Karamanlis in Paris in March 1967, confessing that

he is certain, indeed super-certain, that the bombs of the last ten days are the work of idiotic brains of our own party. Leftists and centrists had no interest in acting this way. They are scared of a coup d’état and do not want to cause it.5


The Greek political elites, operating in a completely disorganized and unstructured institutional framework, lacking party discipline and cohesion, could easily be manipulated by US-led Cold War agencies, whatever misconceptions or misperceptions these agencies were carrying in their head about these elites – and they were many. The fear, perhaps, of the US agencies in Greece that the only respectable organized force in the country was the underground Communist Party, was enough to induce them to endorse the capture of government by the colonels, all imbued with anti-communist and anti-socialist hysteria. As with all authoritarian regimes in the world, the colonels justified their coup on the grounds of stopping the political anarchy that the bourgeois politicians could not tame. And as we said earlier, some of them were on the payroll of the CIA. In her riveting account, Who Paid the Piper? The CIA and the Cultural Cold War, Frances Stonor Saunders documents in astonishing detail the ‘cultural consortium built by the CIA around the world since 1947’, committing vast amounts of money to funding America’s new imperialism.6 As Philip Agee wrote, the CIA was closely involved in Greece: ‘It seemed the Agency’s (CIA) hands were into everything in that country [Greece]. And apparently it hadn’t changed much, because a recent mission directory showed an enormous CIA contingent for a nation the size of Greece’ [1987]7, while the Boston Globe wrote: ‘for twenty years the Greek army has almost been a branch of the US armed forces’.8

In terms of left-wing and trade union politics and upheavals, Turkey did not lag behind. Of particular fear to Turkish elites in the second half of the 1960s was the extremely militant trade union, the Türkiye Devrimci İşçi Sendikalari Konfederasyonu (Confederation of Progressive Trade Unions of Turkey), a breakaway union from Turkey’s main Confederation of Unions, and thus uncontrollable by the government. It was founded in 1967.9 The killing of police officers and workers was almost a daily phenomenon. But it was not just the workers:

Occupation of land by peasants, factories by workers, and campuses by students continued to follow one after the other. Fights between ideologically opposed groups, as well as clashes between leftist students and workers, on the one hand, and security forces and right-wing gangs, on the other, grew and blood was regularly spilt in street violence. In May 1969, high court members staged a protest, marching in their robes through the street of Ankara. In November, students of the Police Academy collectively boycotted classes, and faced with mounting problems and rapidly escalating discontent, the ruling party had succumbed to the crisis and on 11 February 1971, 41 AP [Adalet Partisi] parliamentarians voted with the opposition to defeat the budget and forced their own government to resign.10


The Turkish junta of 12 March 1971 was the result of a serious economic and budgetary crisis at the elite level coupled with overwhelming working-class and student militancy at the societal level, both delivering a massive blow to the ruling Adalet Partisi (AP – Justice Party) of Süleiman Demirel. Turkey, as with Greece in the mid-1960s, was an organic component of a world economic crisis, bound up with the crisis of Keynesian policymaking and the faltering centrality of the hegemony of the dollar in international markets. Like most parts of Europe at the time (May 1968 in France, the ‘Hot Autumn’ in Italy in 1969), both Greece and Turkey were experiencing similar movements and state elite crises. Greece, despite the so-called economic miracle of the 1950s and 1960s caused mostly by imports of US capital, had had a permanent balance of payments crisis that was chiefly financed via American hand-outs. However, there is one important difference. Whereas ‘stay behind’ informal power structures operating within the Turkish polity could not manipulate its political direction at will, in the Greek case these power structures seemed to have had a much easier mission. The core of the Greek state, what in today’s parlance is referred to as ‘deep state’, was controlled by the CIA and the Pentagon. State departments in which political struggles could take place, as they did in the Defence Ministry for example, were quickly manipulated by American agencies dominating the policy direction of the core. It is beyond doubt that the advent of the dictatorship in Greece and the entire political process that followed the fall of Papandreou’s cabinet in mid-July 1965 was bound up with a solution to the Cyprus issue on the basis of the ‘equitable’ policy framework set up by Acheson. Turkey’s dictatorship had no equivalent strings attached by allowing, for example, unadulterated enosis of the Republic of Cyprus with Greece. NATOization and the dissolution of the Republic of Cyprus could also have happened in this way, with Makarios and the rest of his government, as well as all the Cypriot political parties, becoming part of the Greek political system.


Notes
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From our discussion so far, some points emerge upon which we can build the narrative that is going to take us to the Turkish invasion of Cyprus in summer 1974.


	Turkey’s national policy in Cyprus did not fundamentally change during the Acheson mediation. The Turks may have deflated their maximum goal due to it being impractical under the circumstances, but they did not deviate from their minimum one, namely partition. Thus, Acheson, given Turkey’s regional primacy in America’s Cold War power calculations, could only transmogrify enosis to effectively mean ‘double enosis’. Georgios Papandreou’s Greece endorsed Turkey’s minimum requirement in Cyprus in order to serve the security interest of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), the United States and Turkey. The Karamanlis-Averoff cabinets had done the same some eight years before, almost immediately after assuming power in February 1956. In foreign policy terms, and as regards Cyprus, there has been continuity between right-wing and centrist governments in Greece. From this consensus, only the left-wing faction of the Énosis Kéntrou (Centre Union) under Andreas Papandreou and the Eniéa Dimokratikí Aristerá (United Democratic Left) led by Ilias Iliou stood out.

	The use of Colonel Georgios Grivas, the leader of the Ethniki Organosis Kyprion Agoniston (EOKA – National Organization of Cypriot Fighters) and the Greek division in Cyprus to eliminate Makarios in order to achieve ‘instant’ or double enosis, which was one and the same thing, remained on the table. However, as we saw, there were insuperable practical issues and imponderable factors, such as the domestic situation in Greece and Papandreou’s efforts to control Defence Minister, Peter Garoufalias, and the leadership of the pro-royalist Ministry of Defence, which was calling the shots in Cyprus.

	The real stumbling block was Makarios and his popular and ethnic bourgeois power base in Cyprus. This political power block opposed any scheme of enosis because it knew that this would mean the splitting of Cyprus between three NATO forces, pulverization of its non-aligned regime and rollback of the real, unconditional enosis of the entire island with Greece once and for all. Makarios had argued on more than one occasion that the dissolution of the Republic of Cyprus should occur only in case of unadulterated enosis with Greece. But no one knew when or if this moment would ever come.

	Due to Makarios’s hold on power in Cyprus, the key to a solution lay somewhere between Athens and Nicosia, rather than in Ankara. Ankara would have become a major player only after Athens was in a position either to convince Makarios to follow NATO policy for Cyprus while satisfying Turkey’s minimum strategic requirement, or to overthrow Makarios, inviting Turkey move into Cyprus following a prior arrangement. Both approaches proved difficult in practice due to complicated logistics. Turkey, in particular, was reluctant to go along with a Greek-instigated coup against Makarios, because there were no practical guarantees that Greece would have invited Turkey to create a military base in Cyprus afterwards, while giving the country, via its Turkish Cypriot minority, sovereign access to the sea and thereby safeguarding Anatolia’s land mass.

	As a result of this scheme under the superintending imperial power of the United States, events in Greece and Cyprus were intimately connected in the sense that Makarios had to be disciplined by the Greek elites to follow NATO policy. This was not the case between Turkey and the Turkish Cypriots, the latter being always easily controlled by Turkish elites. Furthermore, Turkey and the Republic of Cyprus had a policy as regards the fate of the island, but Greece was oscillating. Greece could either adopt Makarios’s policy of independence, or NATO’s policy of double enosis. Since 1956, Greece had chosen the latter, but in its efforts to contain Turkish demands it ended up making proposals without any serious and realistic context – such as that of the lease of the Karpas peninsula for 50 years. Hence the conflict with Makarios’s regime.

	Events in Greece in the mid-1960s took a dramatic turn, bringing to the fore radical demands for democratization, when the United States considered using ‘Covert Actions and Counter-Insurgency Programmes’ attached to the 303 Committee, the aim being the weakening of the power base of Georgios and Andreas Papandreou, especially that of Andreas Papandreou.1 A concatenation of events between 1965 and 1967 in Greece broke the back of the Papandreous’ power. The caretaking governments that succeeded Georgios Papandreou’s cabinet lacked any real power, the latter being invested almost entirely with the military and the backstage forces of the Cold War in Greece. The US Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) played a major role in installing a military dictatorship in Greece on 21 April 1967 in order to address the Cyprus issue on the basis of Dean Acheson’s partition framework, while preventing Andreas Papandreou from becoming Prime Minister of Greece and teaming up with Makarios in the eastern Mediterranean. The stakes were too high for the United States to contemplate the materialization of these eventualities. However, as we saw earlier, US policymakers were operating under a false understanding of the situation. History is usually the result of actions by agencies that act upon false readings of particular and complex situations. Neither Andreas Papandreou nor Makarios were admirers of Soviet communism or enemies of capitalism and the free market.2 Andreas put forth a Keynesian programme for Greece as director of a Centre for Economic Research, mostly funded by the Rockefeller Foundation;3 and Makarios, with the backing of the Anorthotikon Komma Ergazomenou Laou (AKEL – Party of the Working People) and the Cypriot peasantry, implemented a social programme for the poor and the deprived. Both leaders were, in fact, acute democratic managers of their domestic societal environments and in tune with the global progressive democratic tendencies of their time. Andreas, after all, enjoyed broad support and recognition within America’s democratic establishment. But that establishment was not calling the shots, especially as regards Greek and Cypriot affairs.

	The events of 1963–1964 in Cyprus sidelined the United Kingdom. It failed to manage the crisis and/or to exercise its rights as a guarantor power. Makarios’s policy prevailed all along, the culmination being United Nations (UN) Security Council Resolution 186 (4 March 1964) and the Plaza report (23 June 1965). Although the British continued their daily military-diplomatic meddling in Cyprus, the United States assumed the high politics of a solution firming up the principle of ‘no war’ between NATO allies.4 This ‘co-habitation’ in managing Cyprus created a certain uneasiness between London and Washington. In critical periods, such as that of summer 1974, the UK felt that its own interests in Cyprus were being superseded by Turkish sub-imperial posturing on the island, even contemplating, as we shall see below, military intervention to halt Turkey’s second military advance on the island (14–17 August 1974). The British attitude had made Kissinger, the chief manager of the crisis, furious. The UK backed down. In 1976, a House of Commons Select Committee would conclude that ‘Britain had a legal right to intervene, she had a moral obligation to intervene, she had the military capacity to intervene. She did not intervene for reasons which the government refuses to give’.5 The reason, as we shall see below, was that the United States was against British military meddling in Cyprus at the time when a NATO member state’s invading army was on the ground in the same territory. A NATO power cannot fight another NATO power: it breaks up the hub-and-spoke system of America’s neo-imperial governance set out by Dean Acheson and Paul Nitze in the aftermath of WWII.6 The UK, after the Suez crisis, was considered by the United States as a second-class power in the Middle East.7

	Last but not least, Acheson’s mediation framed America’s NATO policy in Cyprus, conditioning all the states concerned. And it framed it in terms of policy and operational principles within which all subordinate actors would have had to move: no war between NATO members, so no openings to the Soviet Union in the eastern Mediterranean; the US 6th fleet had no business in stopping a Turkish invasion, as President Lyndon B. Johnson said explicitly to the Papandreous; Greece would have to give some compensation to Turkey in Cyprus or elsewhere, in return for enosis; and Makarios would have to go along with all this, otherwise he would become a spent force. It was thanks to George Ball and Dean Acheson that the United States acquired a Cyprus policy that it now had to follow through despite the initial hiccups and the victories of Makarios. With Turkey sticking to its guns and having its strategic stakes in Cyprus acknowledged by the United States, the concessions should have come from the Greek side in one way or another. Kissinger did not invent policy in summer 1974. He managed the crisis within Acheson’s framework.8



Greek and Turkish informal and extra-institutional forces deepened their involvement in Cyprus, thereby undermining Makarios’s regime, the aim being the derailment of his civic nationalism and integrationist approach to Cypriot statehood. On 27 May 1960, the Turkish military had overthrown the government led by Adnan Menderes. One of the leading officers of the coup, Alpaslan Türkeş, was of Turkish Cypriot origin and later founded the extreme militant nationalist group, the Grey Wolves. He was also the founder of the Milliyetçi Hareket Partisi (Nationalist Movement Party). The military government promulgated a new Constitution, purged the army and the justice system and deported all members of parliament of Kurdish origin. Menderes, Fatin Rüştü Zorlu (Minister of Foreign Affairs) and Hasan Polatkan (Minister of Labour and Finance), were put on trial and executed by hanging after the infamous Yassiada trials.9 The Turkish government, acting on the orders of the military, had allowed thousands of agents, army officers and political personnel to infiltrate Cyprus, monitoring the situation on the ground, funding and assisting the enclaved Turkish Cypriots, guiding their armed provocations against the government and Grivas’s forces, and all this in order to consolidate the ethnic division and separation of the population according to the pattern established at Lausanne in 1922–1923. In April 1962, the Türk Mukavement Teşkilati (TMT – Turkish Resistance Organization) assassinated two prominent Turkish Cypriot journalists committed to intercommunal fraternity and cooperation.10 Preparations and planning for invading Cyprus began in the wake of the breakdown of the constitutional arrangements in December 1963. The Turkish army began to pull some of its units outside of NATO structures in order to be free of America’s chain of command and inspections. Defence expenditure received an extra boost and domestic production of landing craft and weaponry began in earnest in order to reduce excessive dependency on the United States. On 11 April 1965, the TMT assassinated two close friends, Derviş Ali Kavatzoğlou, member of the Central Committee of AKEL, and the Pankypria Omospondia Ergazomenwn (Pancyprian Labour Federation) trade unionist, Constantine Misiaoulis. False flag operations were also carried out by the TMT and other Turkish Cypriot paramilitary organizations under the command of Turkish officers. Events on the ground are of relevance to historical research, because we are in a position to gauge the extent of separatist policy, and how it was carried out in a society divided along ethnic as well as class lines. Fostering ethnic division and separation, a new constitution could be drafted guaranteeing, at least, Turkey’s minimum goal of partition and this without taking into account class determinants. Ethnic divisions in Cyprus obscured class cleavages and struggles. Rauf Denktash’s argument that ‘there are two nations in Cyprus’, the Turks and the Greeks, held water.11 If no Cypriot nation existed, then no Cypriot sovereign state could be built. Rather, there should be two sovereign states in Cyprus, turning Makarios’s policy premise of a united Cypriot state on its head. Nevertheless, Makarios’s strength came from his civic nationalism in opposition to NATO, and thus to imperialism. This is one of the cases in which – civic not ethnic – nationalism registers as a progressive force, because it resists imperial undertakings and policies as well as racist and ethnocratic bias.12 Turkish Cypriot elites could not be attributed with this qualitative posturing: they had been the crutches of British imperialism and Turkish sub-imperialism in Cyprus.

The above discussion provides a compass to begin to understand the degree of success of Makarios’s policy in Cold War conditions. Because of the broad support his policies were able to amass, including support among Turkish Cypriots via AKEL, neither the TMT nor other Turkish Cypriot nationalist organizations were in a position to overthrow Makarios’s regime. Makarios might have been walking a tightrope, but he enjoyed wide support in the UN General Assembly, which was dominated by former colonies of the UK and France. Also, by keeping Cyprus outside NATO’s remit, Makarios was in a position to rally the Soviet Union to his cause of unfettered independence. In other words, it could be argued that Makarios was pursuing a political strategy of limits: a fearless and tough negotiator, his aim had always been to undo slowly and patiently the imperial constraints hampering his politics and freedom of action dedicated to the cause of unfettered independence and self-determination. His reach would often exceed his grasp. In his Democracy at Gunpoint, Andreas Papandreou made the following observations about Makarios:

The four days I spent at the presidential mansion on the island gave me further insight into the workings of Makarios’ mind. An exceedingly intelligent and knowledgeable man, he knew how to talk for hours without giving a hint of his value system, strategy, or tactics. He was not just a president, not just an archbishop; he was a chief, in the tribal sense. He was identified with the cause of independence and self-determination. But beyond that, he was considered by the Cypriots as the almost infallible personification of their country. Anyone who thought that there might be a settlement of the Cyprus problem without Makarios’ explicit approval was hopelessly out of touch with reality.13


Given the impossibility of a solution to the Cyprus issue coming from Turkey or from Turkish Cypriot forces in Cyprus, it was clear to all parties concerned, above all to the British and the Americans, that it lay somewhere between Athens and Nicosia: more specifically, it rested on the sharpening of the rift between the two Hellenic capitals, the aim being the political control of Makarios’s regime, if need be, via its elimination. In other words, the key to the solution was the operational capacity of the Greek junta in Cyprus via the control of the National Guard. Grivas himself constituted another anti-Makarios destabilizing force in Cyprus proper. His policy was simplistic and never managed to garner wide popular support. Partly via the Greek Ministry of Defence under Garoufalias and partly at the CIA’s instigation, he accused Makarios of betraying the cause of enosis, by bringing Cyprus far too close to the communists and the Soviet Union. Grivas, an extreme nationalist officer, was the mastermind of the terrorist group X (known as Hites in Greek), founded in 1942, and whose chief aim had been to kill and torture communists, rather than resist Greece’s German occupation. On more than one occasion, Grivas was in a position to state publicly during the EOKA campaign in the 1950s that his enemies were the communists, not the Turks.14 In the 1960s and until his death on 27 January 1974, the distinction was blurred. In vain, Makarios tried to convince him to show restraint in his operations against pro-Turkish forces or Turkish Cypriot civilians. British Foreign Secretary James Callaghan’s opinion that ‘Makarios neither controlled Grivas nor disowned him’ seems wholly valid.15 The rift between Grivas and Makarios was becoming wider by the day. Similarly, the rift between Makarios, on the one hand, and the Greek junta led by Georgios Papadopoulos, on the other, expanded. All acts of the junta in, or about, Cyprus were aimed at preparing the ground for the eventual elimination of Makarios’s regime. Greek and Turkish aims coincided; in fact, the Greek and Turkish juntas were in cahoots. A National Intelligence Estimate report released on 7 June 1971 put the situation thus:

The new Erim government in Turkey has taken a hard line – particularly on the subject of intercommunal talks – which may raise the level of tensions considerably. Were the situation to heat up, there is very little that the Athens Government could do alone to restrain Archbishop Makarios and his Greek Cypriot followers. However, Athens has about 1,700 military personnel on the island, including 950 in the Hellenic Army contingent and some 600 officers and non-commissioned officers serving with the Greek Cypriot National Guard. They could play an important role under certain circumstances, such as providing a measure of control in the event of Makarios’ assassination. There are periodic talks between the Greek and Turkish Governments on the Cyprus issue. Both Athens and Ankara would of course find it difficult to arrive at a mutually acceptable formula, and even more difficult to impose it on unwilling Cypriots. This would be particularly the case with the Greeks, who would almost certainly have to make unpalatable and hitherto unacceptable concessions to the Turks, perhaps even an agreement to partition the island between the two countries. Such a solution would not be popular in Greece, where the goal of union of the whole island with the mother country (‘enosis’) still has strong emotional appeal, but the junta probably has enough strength to repress any public protests over the issue in Greece.16



Whereas the 1960–1967 period was predominately characterized by intercommunal conflict, secret service activity, Turkish threats to invade the island and Acheson’s backstage mediation, the following seven years (1967–1974) that coincided with the rule of the colonels in Greece were completely dominated by intra-Greek conflicts to such a degree that the Turkish premier, Mustafa İsmet İnönü, was pushed to say: ‘We do not have to worry about the Cyprus issue. The Greeks will solve it on the basis of our own interests’.17 If there is a common thread between these two periods, it is the frenetic activity of secret services and fully fledged inter-agency cooperation between all departments of the American apparatus, i.e. the State Department and the National Security Council, the Pentagon and the presidency. The CIA was taking the lead, not least because of the solid belief among American policymakers since the 1950s, which was that a pro-NATO solution to the Cyprus issue could only be the result of backstage politics and absolute secrecy via the professional hub-and-spoke mechanisms. This, inter alia, entailed meticulous and expert knowledge of every political detail, political personalities and their relations in Turkey, Greece and Cyprus. The CIA, through sub-contracting, developed an amazing network of spying activities, with tentacles and eyes everywhere. It maintained a database containing the biographies and a psychoanalysis of hundreds of individuals that was updated on a daily basis and showed where all the key actors had gone, whom they sat with and what they discussed. It was a kind of ‘Big Brother’ of the time.

The Greek junta was under enormous pressure from various American agencies, chiefly by the branch of the CIA in Athens, which was none other than the Greek Kentriki Ypiresia Pliroforion (Central Intelligence Agency). The aim was to settle the Cyprus issue in a manner that satisfied primarily Turkey’s geostrategic interests, followed by those of Greece. But the American message was contradictory. Whereas the official policy towards Greece was in support of democratization and human rights, behind the scenes it supported the regime to continue with repressive policies against the socialists and Makarios. The sidelining of Makarios and/or his political control had become the paramount aim of the CIA and the junta under Papadopoulos. The pressure on Makarios and the undermining of his rule and efforts at the UN were persistent, permanent and varied. A common understanding between the two juntas of NATO’s southern flank under the auspices and encouragement of the United States had been developed.

Papadopoulos’s first significant act in foreign policy was to ask the Turkish leadership for a meeting to discuss Greek-Turkish relations and the Cyprus issue. This suited his need for regime consolidation. Scoring a major success on a national issue would boost his hopes of creating a social base of support. The guiding framework was Acheson’s plan for double enosis, but the Greek delegation, led by Papadopoulos himself, went to the meeting without any diplomatic preparation and at the moment when the Turks had since 1965 rejected any idea of enosis, with or without compensation. The Turkish delegation was led by Prime Minister Süleyman Demirel, and his Minister of Foreign Affairs, İhsan Çağlayangil. On 9 and 10 September 1967, two meetings took place, one in Keşan, Turkey’s border town by the Evros river, and one on the other side of the land border, in the Greek town of Alexandroupolis. The meetings were disastrous, ending in total failure, with the Turkish delegation being completely taken aback by the amateur and crude way in which the Greeks pursued the talks on how to divide Cyprus with them.

In mid-November, Greek Cypriot policemen in the villages of Kofinou and Aghioi Theodoroi attempted to remove some barricades on the main road set by the Turkish Cypriot militia, which were in control of the surroundings hills. The Turkish Cypriots opened fire and the Greek Cypriot police, reinforced by units of the National Guard under the command of Colonel Grivas, responded. Further reinforcements arrived, including tanks, and the clash took on extraordinary proportions, because the Greek side escalated without any significant military or political reason. Grivas’s forces overwhelmed the Turkish Cypriot positions and even attacked UN Peacekeeping Forces in Cyprus (UNFICYP) interposed between the National Guard and the lightly armed Turkish Cypriots. The events caused a major political crisis and Grivas, answering to criticism, argued that the orders to attack the Turkish Cypriots came from Athens. Turkey put massive pressure on the Greek junta and amassed spectacular forces at the port of Iskenderun, threatening invasion.18 At the same time it asked the Greek junta to withdraw its division from Cyprus, which was there in violation of the 1960 Treaty of Guarantee, and to pay tribute to the Turkish flag. Moreover, Turkey demanded the dissolution of the National Guard. Makarios not only refused point-blank to do so; he even insisted that the Greek division on the island should be reinforced and play its role as a deterrent to any Turkish attempt at invasion. This fact betrays Makarios’s semi-secret and long-term wish for unconditional and unadulterated enosis, as opposed to Greece and Grivas’s acceptance of double enosis, which was misleadingly sold to the public as (unadulterated) enosis. But the Greek junta, under American pressure, backed down. Its jingoism proved to be a house of cards. President Johnson’s special envoy to Ankara, Nicosia and Athens, Cyrus Vance, told the Greeks that if the division were not withdrawn, Turkey would declare war on Greece and invade Cyprus. With Makarios staying put, the Greeks began the withdrawal of the division at the end of November, and the process was completed in January 1968. An interesting coincidence in all the above is that during that period one key staff member of the Anotati Stratiotiki Dioikisi Kypriakis Amynas (Supreme Military Command of Cyprus’s Defence) was Gregorios Bonanos, chief of staff of the Greek military junta under Ioannides during Turkey’s invasion in summer 1974. Bonanos, in the early hours of the Turkish invasion on 20 July, was resisting pressure by the Cypriot military headquarters to open fire on the invading forces. Ultimately, he broke his silence, sending a telegram with the famous words: ‘Turkey attacks Cyprus. But we are Hellas’.19 This was not a simple articulation of the moment, indicating the conjunctural wish of a dictator fearing war with a rather superior regional military power, but reflected rather the policy of the subordinate Greek state based on its long-term non-commitment to the defence of Cyprus. As Averoff put it as far back as 1957, ‘Cyprus is militarily mortgaged to Turkey’,20 meaning that Greece’s chances lay only at the diplomatic level through peaceful initiatives and garnering of international support for just and viable solutions to the problem. As we shall see below more explicitly, the government of national unity under Karamanlis that was sworn in during the early hours of 24 July 1974 amid conditions of extraordinary crisis and national humiliation followed exactly the same policy of no commitment to defend Cyprus.

From the 1950s onwards, and even more sharply in the 1960s, the Americans had made it clear to the Greeks that they would not allow war between NATO allies. The British also had full knowledge of this. In addition, UNIFCYP had no business to get involved in any hostilities in Cyprus. A telegram dated 7 July 1964 from the British Embassy in Washington to the Foreign Office in London underscored this sentiment:

The Americans have made it quite clear that there would be no question of using the 6th Fleet to prevent any possible Turkish invasion … We have all along made it clear that we could not agree to UNFICYP’s being used for the purpose of repelling external invasion, and the standing orders to our troops outside UNFICYP are to withdraw to the sovereign base areas immediately any such intervention takes place.21


In general, the British government, while closely monitoring the situation, followed the American lead which was premised on a two-pronged strategy: (a) in terms of frontline politics, the Americans encouraged a solution via intercommunal talks on the issue of the Cypriot Constitution, knowing effectively how difficult was progress on this front in terms of fulfilling Turkish goals in Cyprus due to Makarios’s extremely skilful and principled bargaining tactics; (b) in terms of backstage activity, the Americans were encouraging partitioning schemes detailing scenarios for the possible elimination of Makarios either through the use of Grivas’s forces, who returned to Cyprus in August 1971 with the junta’s approval, or via the Greek officers of the National Guard who were loyal to the junta. For the United States, what remained paramount was the cohesion of NATO’s southern flank disabling the Soviets from making inroads in the eastern Mediterranean. Thus, for example, on 3–4 June 1971, Osman Olcay and Christos-Xanthopoulos Palamas, the Turkish and Greek Foreign Ministers, respectively, during a NATO ministerial meeting in Lisbon, ‘discussed how to get rid of Makarios and put an end to the independence of the Republic of Cyprus by partitioning the island through “double-enosis”’.22 Nihat Erim’s cabinet in Turkey (29 March 1971–22 May 1972) had given up any hope of finding a solution to the Cyprus issue through intercommunal talks and showed a preference for direct contact with the Greek junta to arrange how to sideline Makarios. But although this had been agreed in principle, with both countries sharing the same objective, namely the elimination of Makarios, there were issues concerning the logistics.23 Following Makarios’s elimination, how could the resistance of Cypriot society to any Turkish intervention be tamed? What if the mainland Greek putschists refused to allow the Turkish army to establish a military base in Cyprus, thereby simultaneously starting the process for constitutional change? These and many other logistical discussions between the two juntas had the approval of the United States and the UK, if not their direct encouragement, advice and involvement. The goal, we repeat, was to preserve NATO unity.24 The complexities on the ground had been difficult to manage. Let us consider some of them.

Two coups against Makarios’s government were thwarted at the eleventh hour, one of which was pre-empted by Makarios’s secret service agents after intercepting phone calls revealing details of the coup. Several attempts at assassinating Makarios had also been made, and perhaps only General de Gaulle and Fidel Castro had more attempts made against their lives than the Cypriot leader. The anti-communist hysteria of Grivas and his followers that could only be matched by the anti-communist rage of the Greek junta had classified Makarios and his regime as a pro-Soviet enclave in the eastern Mediterranean that had to be eliminated at all costs, never mind Makarios’s own assurances, both public and private, that neither his policies nor his ideas were pro-communism. But Makarios, enjoying international support in the UN and, no doubt, some extraordinary luck, was shrewdly finding ways to escape from all political traps and assassination attempts. Pursuing a truly independent and multidimensional foreign policy, he was even able to import Czechoslovakian weapons into Cyprus to support the effectiveness of his police force and the new paramilitary force he founded, the so-called Efedriko (Reservists), in order to repel Grivas’s EOKA-B, as well as other Greek-led anti-socialist terrorist organizations.25 The Greek junta went so far as to instigate discord at the highest level of the Church of Cyprus, by encouraging three prominent Metropolitan bishops to openly challenge Makarios, on the grounds that his secular political role was incompatible with his ecclesiastical position. They called for his resignation from the presidency and his return to religious duties. Makarios did not back down. Having the overwhelming support of the Cypriots who organized massive public demonstrations rallying behind his cause, he responded to the three bishops authoritatively, taking the matter to a Supreme Ecclesiastical Synod he himself convened with the Patriarchs of Antioch, Alexandria and Jerusalem. The Synod found no fault in Makarios combining the conduct of political and religious duties and called the three bishops to a hearing. The three bishops refused to attend, and the Synod sacked them in absentia. Makarios, missing no opportunity, used the occasion to restructure the ecclesiastical hierarchy of Cyprus, further strengthening his independent system of governance. The stand-off between Makarios and the three bishops unfolded over the course of a year (1972–1973). To their credit, some centrist and right-wing political figures in Greece, such as Panayiotis Kanellopoulos and George Mavros, openly supported Makarios’s stance.26 It should be noted that at the time Greece and Turkey were ruled by obscure dictators and the military, under the auspices of the United States and NATO, the Republic of Cyprus was a fully fledged liberal democracy: Makarios was freely elected as a leader, even enjoying support from some Turkish Cypriots via AKEL; Cyprus’s Communist Party (AKEL) was legal, and there was some trade union activism whereby many Turkish Cypriots cooperated with Greek Cypriots; and for several years (1960–1970), Cyprus had a female Minister of Justice, the remarkable Stela Souliotis, the first woman in the world to hold such a position. Makarios’s government and efforts, backed by Cypriot society, were the only beacons of liberal (bourgeois) democracy in the eastern Mediterranean and beyond, against the obscurantist and repressive authoritarian regimes in Turkey, Greece, the Balkans and the Arab world. President John F. Kennedy’s admiration for Makarios was no accident, and vice versa.27

Turkey and Greece, with the knowledge and involvement of the CIA and the Pentagon, had established coordinating structures and backchannels working towards double enosis. In November 1971, a revealing wire from the US Embassy in Cyprus to the State Department included the following:

And a final dimension. We have had some glimpses into private channels of communication between Athens and Ankara. During a visit here, Acet’s deputy referred to a link using Papadopoulos’ private secretary (name not given) and Ambassador Turkmen. Specifically, he spoke of a message received on this channel in which Papadopoulos had signified his support of double enosis as the only solution. A military channel also seems to exist, using the Greek military Attaché in Ankara. At a higher level, we would be curious to know the content of exchanges now taking place in Athens between TGS Chief of Staff General Tagmac and his Greek counterparts. Locally we are aware of a ‘hot line’ between ‘Bozkurt’ and General Kharalamvopoulos … At the present time the facts carry us only to the conclusions that: Greece is embarked on a coordinated effort to build its assets in Cyprus; these are essentially being used in support of Grivas and against Makarios; Turkey and the Turkish Cypriots are militarily ready to carve out control of northeastern Cyprus; there exist coordinating mechanisms between the GOG and GOT; and, while Greece and Turkey are willing to give negotiations and diplomacy a further try, they are telling us it’s the last, that June 1972 is the limit, and that double enosis may in the end be the only way of solving the Cyprus problem once and for all.28


A few months later, at a Special Actions Group meeting, an inter-agency unit chaired by Henry Kissinger with the participation of CIA and Pentagon officers, the following conversation took place between Thomas Hercules Karamessines, a Greek American and the CIA’s Deputy Director of Planning and G. Warren Nutter, a US economist:

Kissinger: What are we trying to prevent? Is it in the US interest to take action to prevent a quick solution to a problem – even though we don’t like the solution? Is it in the US interest to prevent a long drawn-out situation from developing and which may involve other countries? I think the answer to the latter question is yes. The mere fact that Greece and Turkey agree on the solution is not in itself conclusive, although I think we should discuss it. We don’t want a protracted civil war, with outside forces involved. That would be a repetition of the India-Pakistan problem in Cyprus.

Nutter: If Greece and Turkey are working together, how long will it take them to get a military solution?

Karamessines: The Czech arms just arrived, and Turkey said it would stand by. Therefore, the Greeks can take over promptly if they want. Popular support, though, would be an iffy thing. A fair percentage of the people – about half – are committed to Makarios. After the initial shooting is over, these people might constitute a large base for guerrilla war. This is something we shouldn’t ignore.29

And three days later, during a meeting of the same group but with a different membership, it was revealed that US agencies had full knowledge of the various conspiracies to overthrow Makarios and had done nothing to prevent them:

Karamessines: We have had reports that the Greek forces in Cyprus can move at a moment’s notice. They just need the word to start moving.

Kissinger: Are we interested in the territorial integrity of Cyprus? The answer to that question is not ‘no.’ But if the answer is ‘yes,’ so what? What conclusions can we draw? We have no evidence of an impending attack …

Irwin: When Clerides says ‘the Greeks are planning to move tonight’, is he referring to Greek forces or the National Guard?

Kissinger: I think Clerides is just trying to get us involved. He wants us to act as if we think a Greek move is underway.

Karamessines: We have nothing [less than 1 line not declassified] indicating that the Greeks are planning to move tonight.

Kissinger: Have we asked [less than 1 line not declassified]?

Karamessines: We have, but there is no answer yet.30

However, not only did American agencies, especially the CIA and the Pentagon, have knowledge of the plots against Makarios, in fact they were organic elements of them. This was reinforced at another meeting of members of the same Special Actions Group:

Sisco: I have to hedge a bit here, but I think it would be seen substantially in internal terms. It is well-known that the Guard is commanded by 600 Greek officers who owe their primary loyalty to Athens. The line between internal action and international intervention would be the direct involvement of the Greek troops on the island. Under the terms of the London-Zurich accords, as you probably know, Greece and Turkey have certain rights if the status quo is upset.

Kissinger: Does that include military activity?

Sisco: Yes. They can quell ‘civil strife.’

Karamessines: They can take actions to restore the provisions of the agreement if those provisions have been upset.

Kissinger: Greece and Turkey would have better grounds for intervention, then, if they say they want to solve the arms problem than if they say they want to replace Makarios.

Sisco: Absolutely.

Irwin: Under the Treaty of Guarantee, Greece, Turkey and Great Britain can move to restore the constitutional status quo.

Sisco: That’s why the Greeks argue that the arms alter the delicate balance on the island. It gives the Greeks some semblance of legality under the London-Zurich accords.

Kissinger: I get the impression the Greeks either know very well what they are doing or they are colossally inept.

Sisco: In the two previous crises, they started out with thunderous moves, and then they collapsed.

Irwin: That may be true, but it is different now – because the Turks are there to bolster them.

Sisco: That is a big difference.

Noyes: Is it likely there may be a joint Greek-Turk operation?

Sisco: I think if one side moves, the other side will also move.

Karamessines: I agree.

Nutter: We haven’t encouraged them.31

Both of these conversations can be said to show the deep involvement and knowledge that all US government agencies had in relation to the plots and the conspiracies surrounding Cyprus and Greek-Turkish relations. Nutter’s assertion that ‘we haven’t encouraged them’ could be interpreted euphemistically to mean that the United States did in fact condone them. Keeping this phrase in the official minutes points to the opposite speculation: that, in fact, ‘you have encouraged them, you have been involved’.32


Notes
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	The events are described well in Kranidiotis (1985, vol. 1, pp. 454–479).
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US Secretary of State Henry Kissinger knew that the Soviets had no intention of sabotaging the policy of détente in order to defend Cyprus against the Turks. Détente, which is considered to have ended in the aftermath of the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in 1979, created an institutionalized framework of bilateral dialogue between the two superpowers, the United States and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR). Important arms limitation talks took place, leading to the signing of the SALT I and SALT II treaties, both credited to the Nixon administration. Kissinger also feared that an unsuccessful military attempt by the Turks to partition the island could lead not only to a full-fledged war with Greece, but also to the withdrawal of Turkey from the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and the Central Treaty Organization.1 A Soviet-Turkish understanding in the region would have caused havoc to NATO’s European position, jeopardizing the defence and security of Israel and forfeiting the overall US military/nuclear rights in Turkey, the Middle East, the Black Sea and North Africa. As with the United Kingdom, Turkey and its solid sub-imperial posture loomed large in every geostrategic calculation of the United States. The UK, especially, believed that Greece’s strategic importance ‘derives largely from that of Turkey and from her geographical position as the link between Turkey and the rest of the Alliance’.2 As a consequence, the British assessment went as follows:

We should aim to divorce Cyprus as much as possible from other issues affecting our relations with Greece and Turkey, although Greece particularly will be loathe [sic] to do so. We should also recognise that in the final analysis Turkey must be regarded as more important to western strategic interests than Greece and that, if risks must be run, they should be risks of further straining Greek rather than Turkish relations with the West.3


Turkey’s sub-imperial position reigned supreme. The only possible chance Greece had to match up to this strategic assessment was unadulterated enosis (union) with Cyprus inasmuch as Greece-Cyprus sea and air lanes, as NATO lanes, would shield the eastern Mediterranean from Soviet encroachments. But Israel was a different case altogether. NATO and US positioning in Italy, Greece and Turkey did not only concern the blocking off of the USSR. They were part and parcel of the strategic notion for the defence and security of Israel, as well as the safe transportation of oil and gas into Western markets at stable prices denominated in US dollars. Israel was increasingly becoming the bastion of US deterrence against Arab oil nationalism and its security was of paramount importance for America’s neo-imperial interests.4 America’s balance of payments crisis in the 1960s, the disastrous war in Vietnam and trade union militancy driving up wages, pushed the Nixon administration in August 1971 to deliberately bring the country outside the Bretton Woods remit of a fixed exchange rate regime. The new floating dollar necessitated a new policy framework to make up for the loss of its faltering hegemonic position. Meanwhile, America’s gold reserves had shrunk by half, following successful French and Japanese acquisition of gold from the United States in exchange for dollars. In June 1974, following months of preparation and diplomatic wheeling and dealing, Kissinger established the US-Saudi Arabian Joint Commission on Economic Cooperation with the specific purpose of stabilizing oil supplies and prices. One year later, an agreement was concluded, committing the Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) to pricing oil exclusively in dollars.5 The Yom Kippur War of October 1973, a surprise combined attack of Arab states on Israel, drove a wedge into those processes. The importance of the survival of Israel for the United States compromised any other international commitment of the superpower, including détente. In a telephone conversation between Kissinger and British Foreign Secretary James Callaghan on 13 October 1973, Kissinger’s response to Callaghan’s question about why a ceasefire between Israel and the Arabs could not be achieved in order to save détente was ‘détente is not an end in itself’.6

The Yom Kippur War is very significant not only for the reasons stated above, but also for our research purposes:


	It was a crisis of major proportions because during the first few days of the war Israel, fighting on several fronts, was losing ground on the battlefield and when the United States tried to draw support from NATO powers this was lukewarm and not openly given. Only Portugal offered the Azores for use. Turkey had no reason to support Israel after being prevented twice by the United States from invading Cyprus. Greece was not forthcoming, due to the connections of the government between Arab oil interests and Greek shipping tycoons, not to mention Makarios’s pro-Arab stance. Greece, in addition, had concerns about possible reprisals against the Greek community in Egypt, in the event of Greek support for Israel. Interestingly, even the UK, under the cabinet of Edward Heath, the most pro-Europe Prime Minister the country had ever had, refused to give full support to the Americans and refused them the use of the British military bases in Cyprus (Dekhelia and Akrotiri-Episkopi). The Arab surprise attack was openly assisted by Soviet supplies of sophisticated weaponry.7 The war led to the first Arab oil embargo, causing havoc to the economies of the West and reinforcing the trend towards stagflation (stagnation and a decrease in gross domestic product and profitability levels accompanied by high inflation).

	The Yom Kippur crisis dovetailed with Spyros Markezinis’s democratization experiment in Greece envisaged by Georgios Papadopoulos as a means of achieving a smooth transition to democracy without major negative repercussions for himself and his cabinet. Papadopoulos began to mend fences with Makarios and gave an additional boost to the intercommunal talks, endorsing mediation by the Turkish and Greek jurists appointed by their respective governments. Officially, Washington and the State Department, as well as the European Economic Community (EEC), were supporting this. Karamanlis, in his self-imposed exile in Paris, was fully aware of these developments and had been in contact with Markezinis, Averoff and other right-wing politicians. His aim was to prepare the ground for his return to Greek politics as Prime Minister, in conditions of a new democracy under a new constitution. According to the British Ambassador in Athens, Tom Pappas, a Greek American entrepreneur and friend of Papadopoulos who, among others, held the Esso franchise in Athens, had told the US Ambassador in Athens that Pappas had seen Karamanlis in London and that Karamanlis had told him that he wholeheartedly approved of Markezinis.8 Nevertheless, doubting its success, Karamanlis did not openly endorse Markezinis’s experiment.

	The 1973–1974 juncture is a period in which rifts within the Greek junta become acute, especially that between Brigadier Ioannides’ faction and Papadopoulos’s ruling faction.9 Whereas Papadopoulos – especially after the defeat of his scheme against Makarios by way of using the three Metropolitan bishops – changed his policy towards Cyprus, opting at the same time to open up the regime, Ioannides’ faction saw this as a betrayal of the cause of the ‘revolution of 21 April 1967’ coupled with the abandonment of enosis. Furthermore, during this period, Greek students’ resistance to Papadopoulos became more pronounced, culminating in the occupation of the Athens Polytechnic in November 1973. If one takes into consideration the ideas Papadopoulos developed during a strange interview with the Turkish mainstream daily, Milliyet, on 29 May 1971, then the junta leader, in coordination with US agencies, may have had a longer-term plan as regards Cyprus and Greek-Turkish relations. These plans included a federation between Turkey and Greece which, in the words of Papadopoulos, might not be achievable in the present day but ‘it will in 20 or 50 years’ time’. In the same interview, he praised the friendship between Greece and Turkey, rebuking Cyprus as a spoiler whose problems might be fixed by cooperation between Greece and Turkey, both of which were NATO powers.10

	Finally, the 1973–1974 period coincided with Turkey disputing Greece’s rights in the Aegean Sea and the coming to power of Bülent Ecevit’s unstable coalition government in January 1974. But already in November 1973, following the discovery of oil near the Greek island of Thassos in the northern Aegean, Turkey disputed the continental shelf of the Greek islands and sent to the Aegean an exploratory ship, accompanied by several warships. By spring 1974, a Greek–Turkish war seemed more imminent than a crisis over Cyprus where, after all, intercommunal talks were registering some progress. But it is interesting to note that the key business of Ecevit’s coalition was not so much the Aegean Sea dispute or Cyprus, rather it was the opium poppies affair, with the United States cornering Turkey and even threatening to bomb the poppy fields if Turkey did not curtail production. Opium production, it should be noted, was a major source of income for the Turkish economy.11



Papadopoulos’s experiment with Markezinis – he was sworn in as Prime Minister on 8 October 1973 – failed for several reasons, the most important of which were the empowerment of Brigadier Ioannides’s faction within the junta’s apparatus and the cold shoulder he got from key right-wing and centrist politicians, including Panayiotis Kanellopoulos, leader of the Ethniki Rizospastiki Enosis (National Radical Union), and George Mavros, leader of the Énosis Kéntrou (Centre Union). Others, however, agreed to discuss cooperation with Markezinis, some of them under certain conditions. Averoff himself adopted a positive stance and sought to ‘build bridges’. Andreas Papandreou, firmly called those in discussions with Markezinis ‘traitors’. Interestingly, the two communist parties of Greece, one pro-Soviet and the other Eurocommunist,12 looking forward to becoming legalized were quite keen on the process of democratization led by Papadopoulos-Markezinis, transplanting into the student movement the same, rather conformist, line via their youth organizations.13 At the time the radicalization of the youth went well beyond the party bureaucracies of the communist left. The Athens Polytechnic events in mid-November 1973 forced Papadopoulos, in a desperate move to undercut the rise to power of Ioannides, to declare martial law on 17 November. It was no use. The students’ spontaneous radicalization which had taken advantage of the openings brought about by the Markezinis’ experiment, was to be stopped by Ioannides, who had Papadopoulos arrested on the morning of 25 November at his villa in Lagonissi. The new junta was far more brutal, determined to restore the ‘values’ of the ‘revolution’ of 21 April 1967. Importantly, it was determined to deal with Makarios, the ‘red priest’, once and for all. In his memoirs, Markezinis argues that the fall of his government in November 1973 was due to the CIA’s intervention.14 Ioannides appointed a new cabinet and revamped the army leadership, but preferred to rule behind the scenes, hence his nickname the ‘invisible dictator’. It should be noted that Ioannides’ privileged interlocutor was not the US Embassy in Athens under Henry Tasca, but the CIA’s agents in Athens, especially the Greek American, Gust Laskaris Avrakotos, a staunch anti-communist, who was posted to Greece in 1963.15 When soon after the coup of 21 April 1967 Andreas Papandreou was imprisoned, Avrakotos advised the colonels not to release him, as world public opinion demanded, but ‘to shoot the motherfucker because he’s going to come back to haunt you’.16 There are accounts producing circumstantial evidence arguing that Avrakotos was the agent who gave the final ‘go ahead’ to Ioannides to execute his pre-ordained coup of 15 July 1974 against Makarios, giving Turkey the perfect excuse to invade and partition the island five days later on 20 July.17

Being the product of a political crisis and of the statist model of development, the 37th government of Turkey (26 January–17 November 1974) was a coalition government of the Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi (Republican Peoples Party), under the premiership of Bülent Ecevit, and the Islamic Millî Selâmet Partisi (National Salvation Party) under Necmettin Erbakan. In July 1974, Ecevit, asserting his leadership in the coalition, lifted the ban on opium cultivation that was adopted by the military governments under heavy American pressure. The ban symbolized Turkey’s dependence on US military and financial aid and contrasted a national developmental platform promoted by both Erbakan and Ecevit. Poppy straw farming continued, but it was brought under a licensing system and controlled by the state.18 But Erbakan, an ardent anti-socialist, opposed Ecevit’s policy of amnesty, while pushing the coalition towards a neo-Islamic nationalist synthesis embedded in the greater Middle East and buttressed by small and medium-sized Islamic businesses in Anatolia.19 Turkey experienced a new major political crisis in May 1974, bringing the coalition to the brink of collapse. No doubt challenging the Greek junta over continental shelf rights in the Aegean was a foreign policy issue that could boost the cohesion of the coalition, but the toppling of Makarios by Ioannides on 15 July was a better and rather unexpected gift, giving a new lease of life to Ecevit’s cabinet, provisionally consolidating his coalition along nationalistic ideological lines. Meanwhile, many left-wingers and radical trade unionists lined up behind Ecevit, approving his interventionist Cyprus policy. Ecevit’s decision to invade Cyprus was very popular in Turkey at the time. Bülent Gökay observes:

Most of those on the Turkish Left adopted a nationalistic attitude towards the Turkish operations in Cyprus. The fact that military regimes collapsed in both Greece and Cyprus helped Turkish nationalism to disguise its true interests for some time behind the façade of anti-fascism. The fact that the Soviet Union supported the Turkish intervention, at least in the early stages, encouraged the TKP [Türkiye Komünist Partisi – Turkish Communist Party] and other pro-Soviet socialists who were trailing behind Ecevit’s Social Democratic Party. All trade unions, including the pro-TKP DİSK, supported this nationalist madness and initially they backed Ecevit. DİSK even launched a campaign for its members to donate one day’s wages to the state, and a small group of Communists within and outside the TKP who described the Turkey’s army’s ‘Peace Operation’ as an ‘invasion’ were labelled as ‘traitors’.20



At the same time, Erbakan was trying to present himself as even more of a patriot. He had argued for the occupation of the whole of Cyprus by Turkey’s invading forces, whereas Ecevit, and via him, the Turkish generals, were in contact with Kissinger, coordinating with him throughout. All Turkish hostilities in Cyprus stopped on 17 August 1974 after the American Ambassador in Ankara delivered the following message from Kissinger to Ecevit:

For the Ambassador from the Secretary: You should see Ecevit at earliest possible time and give him the following message from me (but do not leave any paper with him): we have received disturbing reports that despite your assurances Turkish forces are continuing to occupy more territory and that fighting is still in progress. I cannot emphasize strongly enough my earlier warning that the domestic situation in the United States has now reached a point where further Turkish military operations will put the USG [US government] in an impossible position. If they continue, we will be obliged to take public steps which would threaten our ability to work together toward a just solution in Cyprus and result in a further deterioration of the Western security position in the area. I therefore ask that the GOT [government of Turkey] take all steps necessary to see that the ceasefire is strictly observed.21


Bringing all the above together, that is, the Middle East crisis and the predicament of the United States in relation to oil security and Israel’s defence; the looming stagflation and the weakening of the dollar’s position in international markets; the critical and unstable domestic situations in Greece and Turkey as well as the global policy of détente, Makarios’s government rose above all this, despite the machinations of NATO powers to destabilize it. A beacon of democracy, it had to fall. Makarios’s steady approach was the cultivation of the international factor through the United Nations, at the time a powerful instrument for the cause of the global South, which had just been decolonized. His independent and non-aligned approach did not preclude enosis with Greece, but this had to be unadulterated. His popular democratic support in Cyprus and Greece was unquestionable. He was envied by all. An assessment prepared by the US Inter-Departmental Group for Near East and South Asia on 6 May 1974 put it as follows:

The Archbishop is a ‘big leaguer’. His stature and charisma far exceed that of any mainland Greek leader (which no doubt accounts at least partially for the dislike of recent Greek juntas for him). This international standing together with his internal support gives Makarios and the GOC [government of Cyprus] a freedom of action not enjoyed by Greece with its political instability, or by Turkey with its fragile coalition government.22



Meanwhile, David Hunt, the British High Commissioner to Cyprus, wrote to the Foreign Office: ‘Makarios has the intellectual abilities, which would enable him to make his mark in a country of a hundred times the population. His mind is clear and agile … I do not believe he ever told me a deliberate lie’.23 Now Ioannides and his henchmen’s diplomatic ineptitude was about to manifest itself.
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Turkey had been preparing to land troops in Cyprus since 1963, with American permission, and following an arrangement with Greece, or without it. Henceforth, it began diversifying its defence industry, paying particular attention to building its own landing craft, which it did not have in 1964, when it threatened to invade. The Soviet Union opposed Dean Acheson’s approach for ‘double enosis’ (union), as Cyprus would have fallen into the defence and security orbit of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). For the same reason, unadulterated enosis was equally problematic. As things stood, Cyprus was used as a trampoline, projecting Anglo-American influence in the Middle East. In no way did the Soviets want to see something worse than that, that is, a Hellenic Cyprus as full-fledged member of NATO. The Arab nations, too, considered a NATO with Hellenic Cyprus as a member state as an instrument in the service of Israel, a rather legitimate point of view in terms of Arab interests and resistance to Anglo-American neo-imperial undertakings in the Middle East. From as early as 1957, US Secretary of State Henry Kissinger had earmarked Cyprus as a ‘staging area’ for the Middle East:

For the foreseeable future, we should be able to count on Okinawa or perhaps the Philippines as a staging area for the Far East, in Cyprus or Libya as staging areas for the Middle East and on Great Britain as a staging area for Europe. And if our policy is at all far sighted, we should be able to create other friendly areas close to likely dangerous ones.1


But if the Turks had been on a peculiar type of war footing as regards Cyprus since 1963, then the Greeks were in a different mood: their efforts were concentrated either on how to control Makarios in order to accept a pro-NATO partition solution, or to get rid of him. As we saw earlier in the volume, these efforts culminated in the coming to power of the colonels, some of whom were on the payroll of the US Central Intelligence Agency (CIA). Nevertheless, the colonels under Georgios Papadopoulos, after more than six years in power (April 1967–November 1973), had failed either to control or to eliminate Makarios. Soon after the ‘invisible dictator’, Dimitrios Ioannides, snatched power away from the Papadopoulos faction, he began to conspire against the Cypriot leader.

On 27 January 1974, Georgios Grivas died of heart failure in his hideout in Limassol at the age of 76. His Ethniki Organosis Kyprion Agoniston B (EOKA-B – National Organization of Cypriot Fighters) paramilitary organization, already lacking any significant support in Cypriot society, entered into crisis, depriving Ioannides of a useful plotting agency against Makarios’s government. Thus, the only pro-Ioannides forces in Cyprus that could assist him in carrying out his plans were the officers of the units of the Ellinikes Dynameis Kyprou (ELDYK – Hellenic Force in Cyprus), stationed there since 1960 as per the Treaty of Guarantee, and the Greek officers in command of the Cypriot National Guard, the overwhelming majority of whom were from mainland Greece and in cahoots with Ioannides’ dictatorship. Ioannides himself had served in Cyprus in 1963. Makarios, in an interview with Italian journalist Oriana Fallaci in November 1974, described Ioannides as a criminal:

Fallaci: So you too were expecting the coup.

Makarios: No. I never thought they’d be so stupid as to order a coup against me. In fact, to me it seemed impossible that they wouldn’t consider its consequences. I mean Turkish intervention. At the most I thought they might do such a thing by making a deal with Turkey, that is, authorising Turkey to intervene so that Greece could then respond, to be followed by partition and double enosis. I went on thinking so even after the coup, when I got to London. It took me sometime to realise that Ioannides had simply acted out of a lack of intelligence. And yet I knew him. In 1963 and 1964 he had been in Cyprus as an officer of the National Guard, and one day he came to see me, accompanied by Sampson, in order to explain to me secretly a plan that would settle everything. He had bowed to me, he had kissed my hand most respectfully, then: ‘Beatitude, here’s the plan. To attack the Turkish Cypriots suddenly, everywhere on the island. To eliminate them one and all. Stop’. I was flabbergasted. I told him I couldn’t agree with him, that I couldn’t even conceive the idea of killing so many innocent people. He kissed my hand again and went away in a huff. I tell you, he’s a criminal.2

Whether or not Makarios was to be taken at face value is a moot point. The historical reality is that Ioannides began working on plans to overthrow Makarios soon after the death of Grivas, in February–March 1974. Sorting out logistical issues was not easy and it would have been difficult to reach an understanding with Turkey on the specifics, not least because of the tensions over oil exploration rights in the Aegean Sea. Ioannides’ puppet government could not, on the one hand, discuss in secrecy with Bülent Ecevit’s coalition government the specifics of toppling Makarios and, on the other, face Turkish warships next to Greek islands in the middle of the Aegean Sea. The preferred formula of the United States on the issue of hydrocarbons was a form of co-sovereignty of the Aegean between Greece and Turkey. The more the political crisis in Ecevit’s cabinet over the issue of amnesty was deepening (April–May 1974), the busier the Turkish generals were becoming in amassing troops opposite Cyprus, and the more the CIA was intensifying their contacts with the dictator, leaving Henry Tasca, US Ambassador to Greece, out in the cold.3 Tasca was not in Kissinger’s good books.4 It seems that Kissinger was in cahoots more with the CIA than with the State Department’s official policy of democratization in Greece, a view which Tasca supported – his employer, after all, was the State Department. Soon after Grivas’s death, his successor, Major George Karoussos, was approached by the CIA which wanted to explore whether EOKA-B was still prepared to contribute to the toppling of Makarios. Karoussos asked the CIA’s liaison officers how the Turks would react and whether or not they were going to intervene. The response he received was remarkable. They effectively told him that the Turks were uncontrollable and that in the event of a clash there would be winners and losers.5

We are witnessing here the sub-imperial power, Turkey, asserting its relative independence in regard to its imperial master, the United States, precisely because its regional sub-imperial interests accommodated the global interests of the master much better and more profitably. The other sub-imperial factor, the British state, wanted to maintain its security posture incarnated in the two military bases, which were also serving US interests. Greece mattered only to the extent that was in a position to make a credible threat to go to war and break up NATO’s security and communications lines in the Mediterranean and the Balkans, thereby directly affecting Middle Eastern security.

The process of intercommunal talks, meanwhile, endorsed by both Papadopoulos and Makarios, continued. Taking place under the auspices of the United Nations (UN), they took on the adage of ‘reinforced talks’ because of the participation of a Greek and Turkish expert, Justice Michael Dekleris, a Greek jurist and associate Councillor of State, and Professor Orhan Aldikacti of Istanbul University. Clerides and Denktash represented the Greek and Turkish Cypriots, respectively. In his account of the negotiations published in Greek in 2003, Dekleris argued that by May–June 1974 agreement had been achieved with his Turkish counterpart on almost everything, including the key controversial issues of the powers of the President and Vice President, as well as on local administration.6 In July, and in fact on the eve of the coup against Makarios on 15 July, a final agreement was almost reached and a new meeting was arranged for 16 July.7 Because of the political crisis in Turkey in May over the issue of amnesty, that was opposed by Necmettin Erbakan, a key coalition partner in Ecevit’s cabinet, the assessment by Dekleris, Clerides and others within Makarios’s camp was that ‘by the end of the summer Ecevit’s government would have collapsed and that the final negotiations on the new Cypriot constitution would have taken place under a new and more accommodating Turkish leadership’.8 None of this happened. Ecevit and Erbakan found a compromise solution extending the life span of their coalition government, whereas Ioannides and his co-plotters in Greece were moving forward swiftly with the coup against Makarios.

The key intriguers, that is, Ioannides’ henchmen, all of whom held a higher rank than him (but that did not matter), were General Phaedon Ghizikis (President of Greece), General Grigoris Bonanos (Chief of Staff) and Adamantios Androutsopoulos (Prime Minister). They had been meeting under conditions of total secrecy – bar perhaps their CIA liaison officer – and on a weekly basis in the house of Androutsopoulos since at least March–April 1974. The other staff officers of the three Corps, Andrew Galatsanos (Army), Peter Arapakis (Navy) and Alexander Papanicolaou (Air Force) joined the key intriguers at a later stage.9 Ioannides, who conspired in the coup against Makarios, made no contingency arrangements and plans to prevent a Turkish invasion in response. Herein lies the biggest part of the blunder, if not a deliberate and conscious betrayal of Cyprus.

At the time, Makarios, feeling the heat and unable to control the restless Greek officers of the National Guard, was readying concrete plans for their removal from Cyprus, including a reduction in the number of the soldiers of the National Guard and the removal from service of two rotations on 20 July 1974. The announcement from Makarios of all the above precipitated Ioannides’ decision to implement his plans. If Makarios had managed to remove the Greek officers of the Guard, Ioannides would have had no means to topple him. As pressure on Cypriot policy was mounting from all quarters, Makarios, on 2 July, decided to send an open letter to Ghizikis in which he detailed the issues in a masterful and proud way. One famous passage reads as follows:

More than once I have sensed, and on occasions felt, the invisible hand stretched out from Athens seeking to destroy my human existence. Yet, because of the national need to remain united, I remained silent … The Republic of Cyprus should be dissolved only if, or when, unadulterated enosis takes place. However, because this is impossible, the Republic should be reinforced and protected … I am not a district governor appointed by the Greek government, but the elected leader of a great section of Hellenism, and as such I demand appropriate treatment from the mother country.10


The open letter was not the cause of the coup of 15 July. All it did was perhaps precipitate it. On 7 June, the National Intelligence Daily, a publication widely read by the US State Department, the Pentagon and national security officials, stated:

Ioannides claimed that Greece is capable of removing Makarios and his key supporters from power in 24 hours, with little if any blood being shed and without EOKA-B assistance. The Turks would quietly acquiesce [in] the removal of Makarios, a key enemy …. Ioannides stated that if Makarios decided on some type of extreme provocation against Greece to obtain a tactical advantage, he is not sure whether he should merely pull the Greek troops out of Cyprus and let Makarios fend for himself, or remove Makarios once and for all and have Greece deal directly with Turkey over Cyprus’ future.11



Ecevit, meanwhile, having patched up his differences with Erbakan, continued to test Ioannides’ nerves in the Aegean Sea throughout May and June. Ioannides, who was a staunch anti-communist and anti-Turk, knew nevertheless quite well that Greece could not face a combination of military pressure by Turkey and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR) via Bulgaria. This was shown on several occasions, sometimes with outbursts, in front of CIA officers. One such episode was recorded by Alexis Papachelas in an interview with Ron Estes, CIA Operations Officer in Athens. It took place at the end of June:

[Ioannides] was out of his depth, crazy, really neurotic. I’m telling you he was wild, mad, totally out of order. I told him: what are you going to do with the Turks? He answered saying he’ll take them on and get to Constantinople. I said to him that he’ll be captured by the Turks and then kicked the table. I was shocked.12


Thus, in July, after Makarios had sent his open letter, the plotters’ focus switched completely to Cyprus, in the belief that the toppling of Makarios, who was widely disliked in Ankara, would lift the pressure in the Aegean and Thrace, a sentiment that was shared by Ghizikis (see below). This proved to be a great illusion: following their invasion and occupation of 37% of Cyprus, the Turks have continued to refine, expand and reinforce their claims on the Aegean Sea and Thrace to the present day. But tensions within Kissinger’s team also mounted. Thomas Boyatt, director of Cypriot affairs in the State Department, clashed with Kissinger in his efforts to draw attention to the impending Greek–Turkish conflict in the Aegean and Cyprus that was jeopardizing NATO’s cohesion. Kissinger showed no interest in taking any of this advice seriously, and eventually pushed Boyatt out of the State Department.13

Throughout July and up to the date of the coup against Makarios, Ioannides was persistently refusing to talk to, let alone meet, Tasca. Having outlined his plans to the CIA, he was expecting to receive the green light to carry out his scheme. We have many witnesses, including Ioannides’ own, that he did indeed receive the green light from the CIA. Ghizikis, in his confidential discussion with Averoff some six months after the events of July–August, confessed that the CIA would have had no issue with the elimination of Makarios and that the agency did indeed encourage Ioannides to carry out his scheme. Averoff questioned Ghizikis’ rationale by asking him what reasons the CIA had to approve or encourage Ioannides, since such an action could lead to a war between two NATO allies. Ghizikis responded that this encouragement came solely from the CIA.14 Ghizikis was in effect saying that there was a rift between the CIA and other, more cautious, American agencies. Ghizikis also explained to Averoff the main aims of the coup:


	reverse Makarios’s policy of the reduction of officers and soldiers in the National Guard;

	overthrow Makarios so that the flirting with the Soviets and other leftist forces would be stopped once and for all;

	in the case of conflict with Turkey, then Turkish forces would be busy in Cyprus to the relief of Evros (Thrace) and the Eastern Aegean islands; and

	better management of the Cyprus issue (not immediate enosis) without obstacles from Makarios.



Apart from the anti-Makarios and anti-communist hysteria, the most interesting aim is the third one. The plotters thought that a Cyprus conflict would take the pressure off Greece. In fact, if we take into account all our previous analyses and historical evidence dating from the 1950s to July 1974, it was the Greek state elites as a whole, and not just the dictators, who thought in this way. In giving away a slice of Cyprus, thereby dismantling the Republic of Cyprus, the Greek state had been keen on sacrificing Cyprus in order to mitigate Turkish demands in the Aegean and Thrace. The idea proved immaterial and lacking in any substance, because Turkey continued to assert its perceived rights in the Aegean Sea and Thrace, and has pressed Greek governments more strongly ever since. The response of the Greek state, which has continued to follow Kissinger’s advice, has been to decouple Greek-Turkish bilateral issues from the Cyprus issue. This has locked the post-1974 Cypriot elites into intercommunal discussions on the basis of a bizonal/bicommunal federation premised on the political equality between the Turkish and the Greek Cypriots. To be more precise, the Turkish and Greek Cypriot elites have continued to hold discussions on the basis of this formulation since the death of Makarios on 3 August 1977. Makarios, without being against the concept of bicommunality, was reluctant to commit to bizonality. He had good reason to believe that this would legitimize Turkey’s fait accompli on the island, leading to its perpetual division and possible control of the entire co-federal state by Turkey, which was in fact Turkey’s ultimate goal as outlined by Nihat Erim in the 1950s.

Kissinger, meanwhile, wanted to check the Soviet Union’s intentions. He did not like surprises, and although he had been given solid assurances for many years that the Soviets had no intention of supplying Makarios with any assistance – as opposed to what they did in the case of the Yom Kippur War by supporting the Arabs – he found it opportune to apply his remarkable telephone skills, calling Anatoly Dobrynin, the Soviet Ambassador to the United States, on 20 July 1974, the date of the first Turkish landing in Cyprus:

Kissinger: Anatoly. We just got a message from Cyprus that your Counsellor asked the British High Commissioner how the British would feel about the introduction of Soviet troops to restore order.

Dobrynin: Troops?

Kissinger: I can’t believe this.

Dobrynin: I have no information. I have no telegram telling me this. I doubt that very much.

Kissinger: I can’t believe he would do this.

Dobrynin: I doubt this and you don’t have anything from your mission? Your mission in Moscow?

Kissinger: In Moscow?

Dobrynin: I mean in Moscow. They might have been in touch with them.

Kissinger: We have nothing from Moscow and nothing from Cyprus. Only that there is still fighting going on.

Dobrynin: Who was it …

Kissinger: Your second man in the Embassy.

Dobrynin: The second man come to the British … to me it sounds unbelievable.

Kissinger: Me too. If you planned something like this you would talk to us.

Dobrynin: Yes.

Kissinger: You know, we would not look on it with favour.

Dobrynin: I know …

Kissinger: Let’s see if it calms down. There are plenty of troops there.

Dobrynin: What is the latest report?

Kissinger: The latest report is they are still fighting.

Dobrynin: What about Makarios?

Kissinger: I have a report from Israel. They say they heard him on the radio.

Dobrynin: I know, but nothing from your Embassy. I will check with Moscow. I don’t have anything at all.

Kissinger: I don’t want to start a crisis to keep you here. I don’t want anything to interfere with your vacation.15

This conversation, so characteristic of Kissinger’s so-called telephone diplomacy, exposed Kissinger’s lies to the Greek Foreign Minister, George Mavros, when he visited Washington, DC, at the end of September 1974 to discuss the Cyprus crisis and to try to find a solution. Effectively, Kissinger told Mavros that it was the Soviet Union that had encouraged Turkey to invade Cyprus:

Mavros: Tell him [Ecevit] to end the Turkish stay on the island.

Kissinger: I agree. We want to get the Turks off the island though there may eventually be Greek and Turkish contingents. I will make a flat prediction: when we cut military aid to Turkey the Soviet Union will move toward Turkey. I can show you our intelligence report. It was the Soviet Union that urged Turkey to invade Cyprus. We opposed it. I would ask you to read the New York Times editorials in early July. They were inciting the Turks to attack. No American officials dealt with Sampson. But I felt if we made a public statement Turkey would have an excuse to attack the island. From the first day of the coup the Turks intended to go in. There was no government in Greece with international standing, nor was there a legitimate government in Cyprus. This is a reality. The newspapers said I was pro-Sampson.16

As a first-rate planner and head of the notorious Military Police that pursued socialists and communists, Ioannides dealt with the logistical details of the coup brilliantly. His staff travelled back and forth from Nicosia, meeting key military personnel during the fortnight before the coup, including a ‘no agenda’ meeting on 14 July in order to mislead Makarios into believing that nothing was going to happen.17 And although it was well known that Turkey was ready to invade in case Makarios was overthrown, Ioannides was plotting in total secrecy till the very end, including the use of Major Constantine Kontossis of the 2nd Office of the Cypriot National Guard, who had memorized the speech of the ‘new’ President of Cyprus, as well as the members of the new government, so that journalists could be informed following the toppling of Makarios.18 Some wanted the new President to be Nikos Sampson, the ‘butcher of Omorphita’, a most hated individual among Turkish Cypriots. No other Greek Cypriot personality wanted to be involved in stepping into Makarios’ shoes. Sampson’s reign lasted for about a week, as his ‘government’ collapsed in tandem with the disappearance of Ioannides soon after the first landing of the Turkish troops on the small beach of Keryneia, Pente Mili, in the early hours of 20 July. Kissinger, adopting a ‘wait and see’ approach, refused to take a firm position concerning the recognition or the condemnation of the Sampson government. Instead, he mandated his trusted aide Undersecretary of State, Joseph Sisco, to make a lightning-quick diplomatic mission in London, Athens and Ankara where he - met twice each with Foreign Secretary Callaghan and Prime Minister Ecevit. The key aim of his mission was to prevent, by whatever means possible, a Greek–Turkish war. The sufferer, Cyprus, was of secondary importance. The mission succeeded, but the patient died. As we noted earlier, the United States did not care much who was going to win in Cyprus, Greece or Turkey. Both, after all, were NATO subaltern states and whatever the outcome the United States would be at the top, and the Soviet Union would have to go along with it. Thus, the key goal was the prevention of war between Greece and Turkey.
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US diplomat Joseph Sisco did what he could to prevent a Greek attack on Turkey in reprisal for the Turkish invasion of Cyprus in July 1974. But what did the British do? The United Kingdom, it should not be forgotten, was a guarantor power as per the Treaty of Guarantee. Like Greece, it had the right to intervene, although what is rightly contested from the point of view of international law is whether this right meant military intervention. An intervention can be civilian under the auspices of the United Nations (UN), or it can even have military components, so long as all the individual units are multinational forces geopolitically unrelated to the region. However controversial and in violation of the UN charter, as indeed was the colonial Treaty of Guarantee itself, Turkey could argue that it intervened in order to restore the status quo ante in Cyprus, meaning the restoration of Makarios to power. But US Secretary of State Henry Kissinger was against this perspective. He did not want Makarios to become Turkey’s stooge as this would have given Turkey too much power in the eastern Mediterranean, thereby complicating the Cold War balance of compromises in the region and beyond. The UK, too, was extremely sceptical about this perspective: an increase in the extent of Turkish power on the island would have undermined the strategic utility of its military bases and other installations on the island. As regards the Soviet Union, it condemned the coup against Makarios from the very start, because it saw it as a step towards enosis, i.e. the NATOization of Cyprus, further strengthening American interests in the region. Contrary to many journalistic approaches keen on presenting the pro-Greek coup as an attempt at enosis, Sampson’s address after the toppling of Makarios by the National Guard and the Ellinikes Dynameis Kyprou (ELDYK – Hellenic Force in Cyprus) on 15 July 1974 did not declare enosis. During his address Sampson also presented also his new cabinet that lasted for one week. But we need to look into the British attitude in more detail.

Following the coup, the British government, obviously rattled by a clear violation of the Treaty of Guarantee and intelligence reports of Turkish military manoeuvres, considered various courses of action. While President Makarios was in the process of being escorted by the British to safety (see below), the Foreign and Commonwealth Office (FCO) legal advisers were writing that the Turkish request for joint action appeared to be a legitimate one, and that the Treaty authorized ‘the Turks to take unilateral action’, if joint action were refused.1 As a guarantor power, the UK was clearly obliged to continue to recognize Makarios’s government, since it could hardly use its usual criterion of ‘having affective control of a country’ to recognize a regime that had effected a takeover in violation of a settlement which the UK itself had guaranteed. Such legal constraints did not, of course, apply to the United States, whose foreign policy was essentially in Kissinger’s pocket, particularly because the Watergate scandal was coming to a head. Since the UK’s intelligence services knew of a likely Turkish invasion (and had informed the FCO),2 so, of course, did the Americans, at the very least. Communication between Kissinger and the British Foreign Secretary, James Callaghan, was fast and furious. Kissinger told the latter on 16 July that he ‘was concerned to avoid legitimizing the new regime in Cyprus for as long as possible’ but that he ‘was concerned to keep other powers from becoming involved in the situation for as long as possible’.3 In a typical sign of diplomatic ‘piggy-backing’, Callaghan actually asked Kissinger to give careful thought as to what ‘might be done with President Makarios’.4 Earlier that day, Callaghan had agreed that Makarios could be flown to ‘the Sovereign Base Areas’, suggesting that he then be put on a warship, rather than being flown to the UK.5 In the event, Makarios was flown to Malta, arriving at night on the same day. Although Makarios wished to fly straight on to London, he was ‘persuaded’ to stay the night, not leaving until the next morning. Part of this persuasion included the specious and false reason ‘that the aircraft had one or two problems’.6 Although not yet proven, it is likely that the UK and the United States (or, rather, Kissinger) were manically ‘co-coordinating’ their positions, and that they needed Makarios out of the way for even a few hours. Certainly, he would have been an embarrassment if he had been in immediate contact with the UN, where the UK and the United States were doing their best to avoid a resolution calling on the UK to exercise its right to intervene. Somewhat problematic for the British government perhaps, the UN Secretary General, Kurt Waldheim, told the British Ambassador to the UN that the threat of ‘the promise of British military power being deployed would lead to a swift Greek withdrawal and probably the collapse of the Nicosia regime’.7 The Ambassador referred in a telegram to the FCO that there were moves in the UN Security Council to try to get agreement on a resolution which would ‘fall well short of what Makarios would like’ before he [Makarios] got to New York. 8 At the same time, in a ‘top secret’ memorandum, the Deputy Under Secretary of State at the FCO, Sir John Killick, wrote that the Ministry of Defence thought that it would probably be militarily possible to restore Makarios to power, but that the Ministry would probably want to ‘put in a lot more’ as an insurance.9 Killick also wrote, perhaps ominously, ‘that continued support for Makarios in circumstances in which we could not effectively restore him to power would prevent us from establishing the working relations with the regime effectively in control which we would need in order to maintain the SBAs [Sovereign Base Areas]’.10 He continued: ‘Makarios outside Cyprus might move closer to the Soviet Union and the latter would be in a position to exploit this situation in the Eastern Mediterranean area.’11 This suggests that at this early stage, the British government was in a quandary about what to do, yet was nevertheless using an alleged Soviet threat as a reason to support Makarios’s return, if they had to.

Despite the FCO’s legal advice that the Turkish request for joint action appeared to be legitimate, the British were keeping their options open. A crucial meeting was held at the British Prime Minister’s official London residence, 10 Downing Street, after dinner on Wednesday 17 July, attended by the British and Turkish Prime Ministers, their respective Ministers of Foreign Affairs and other high-level officials. According to Bülent Ecevit, the Turkish Prime Minister, the Sampson coup constituted a violation of international relations, and if the new regime was allowed to take root, it would be tantamount to an extension of the regime in Greece; in other words, the situation was one of ‘unnamed enosis’. Ecevit then requested that the UK show solidarity with Turkey by allowing Turkey to send its armed forces to Cyprus via the British bases, failing which the alternative was unilateral action. Despite the legal advice that if joint action were refused, Turkey could take unilateral action, this latter possibility was not raised by the British at this meeting; on the contrary, the Foreign Secretary refused to offer use of the British bases and urged the Turks to support a meeting of the guarantor powers, including Greece. Nevertheless, Ecevit stonewalled, claiming that he had had no luck when he spoke to the Greek Prime Minister, Adamantios Androutsopoulos, in Brussels. The British Prime Minister, Harold Wilson, then pointedly asked Ecevit whether his problem in sitting down with the Greeks was a political one resting with his own parliament. Revealingly, Ecevit conceded that this ‘was one factor’, which means that Turkish domestic politics played an important role in the military’s decision to invade. Clearly, at this stage, the British were still keen to be seen to be going by the book, with the goal of restoring constitutional order as per the Treaty of Guarantee, while the Turks were stonewalling. Indeed, at the meeting, Ecevit refused even to recognize Greece as a guarantor power. Wilson then rejected a Turkish request for a Turko-British statement condemning Greece’s actions. It should be noted that the Greek government had vehemently denied any involvement in the Sampson coup, and evidence suggesting the contrary had not yet emerged. The meeting broke up at 12.30 on the morning of 18 July without agreement, let alone a joint communiqué.12 Kissinger was in his element.
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US Secretary of State Henry Kissinger was active on the phone, one of his favourite diplomatic tools. In a revealing comment on Kissinger’s modus operandi, the British Ambassador to Washington, Peter Ramsbotham, wrote after a telephone conversation with Kissinger on 17 July 1974:

My conversation with Kissinger was apparently not recorded in the State Dept., and we have just received the somewhat bizarre request that we should give the gist of it to Sisco [the US Assistant Secretary of State who was to shuttle furiously from capital to capital, firefighting] before he leaves for London … I fear it is all too likely, given Kissinger’s idiosyncratic methods of working, that he may not record the telephonic conversation he had with the Secretary of State. I hope therefore that you can arrange for the gist of these to be telegraphed to me as soon as possible … Otherwise, improbable though it may seem, I fear there will be a danger of both the State Dept. and this Embassy working in the dark with all the resultant risks of confusion and misunderstanding.1


This illustrates the danger of running a ‘one-man show’ in diplomacy; not only was Kissinger not a career diplomat, but he often bypassed the proper channels of communication, thereby obfuscating his own privately agreed agendas. However, the telephone conversation referred to above does reveal Kissinger’s agenda:

Kissinger seemed puzzled as to why we were working to move so quickly and in such absolute support of Makarios … It was surely a mistake to commit ourselves now to Makarios and thus narrow our options when it was far from certain that Makarios could return to power. Kissinger was also concerned at the line we were taking about the withdrawal of Greek officers in the National Guard. Whatever role they had been playing, they had at least acted as a force against communist infiltration in Cyprus. Kissinger was clearly suspicious that Makarios, returned to power in those circumstances, would not hesitate to regard the Russians as his saviours and allow an already strong communist party to gain further strength … He hoped we could agree to play the hand more slowly.2



This shows that Kissinger was playing for time in trying to keep Makarios out of the picture, and, crucially, supporting the National Guard, when the latter itself had spearheaded the coup, chasing Makarios all over Cyprus to find and ultimately eliminate him. Kissinger disagreed with the British view that the Greek officers in the National Guard should be withdrawn. The reason for this was clear: to give Turkey an excuse to invade. Interestingly, unlike the Foreign and Commonwealth Office (FCO), which was of the view that were Makarios beyond Cyprus’s shores he might move closer to the Soviet Union,3 Kissinger apparently thought the exact opposite, namely that if restored to power, Makarios would regard the Soviet Union as his saviour. Whether Kissinger genuinely believed this, or was using the ‘communist threat’ argument to prolong the crisis, must be left to the reader to decide. In any event, he now clearly had doubts about Nikos Sampson and desired Glafkos Clerides, the President of the Cypriot Parliament, to take over from Makarios.4 Kissinger saw that with the collapse of the junta in Athens, Sampson, a puppet of Dimitrios Ioannides, became a spent force. He was elaborating an anti-Makarios position in a very interesting way:

Kissinger: If a coup fails, it would weaken the influence of Athens in the entire area. As I assess the situation, for us the best outcome would be a Clerides government. I just don’t understand why the Turks would want to bring Makarios back. I don’t think [the Turks] understand our analysis of the situation. Somebody has to go to London and explain our position.

Clements: It’s one thing for the Turks to invade, and another thing to take over only part of the island. That would downgrade Greek influence throughout the entire area.

Kissinger: If the Turks bring Makarios back, he would have to rely more on the Eastern bloc. We can’t let Makarios become a stooge of the Turks.5

During that meeting, Kissinger also refused to discuss the opium poppy affair with the Turks (see Chapter 9 in this volume), but ordered the dispatch to Turkey of spare military parts worth $20 million, because stopping them would be a blow to a most important ally of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO).6

All this was happening while Turkey was openly preparing to invade Cyprus. In a staff meeting on 18 July, Kissinger tried again to explain why his preference was not for the return of Makarios to power in Cyprus:

Kissinger: If we tie ourselves to Makarios without any precise way of returning him to power on the Island we will be giving anyone the right to support him. Also, such support for Makarios could foster unilateral attempts to get enosis. If we attempt a strong anti-Greek posture, it could trigger a Turkish attack. We want our European allies to understand that we do not want to elaborate any theory which would bring the Soviets in, or on the other hand establish a regime on the Island which would give the Communists any major role in Cyprus’s internal affairs. Nevertheless, we do not want to exclude the Makarios option at this point. We want to avoid the United Nations being used in an unconstitutional way during a Civil War which is a situation independent of the UN. Specifically, I want it known that we are not drifting and our Ambassadors should understand that we want the situation to crystallize. What, in effect, is the possibility of the British using force on the Island?

Ambassador Buffum: There has been one report of British use of one Sovereign Base Area, but this is highly unlikely.

Kissinger: The British cannot use force. Also, we have to determine what we would gain from supporting Makarios, except for psychic satisfaction and playing up to the New York Times.7

Kissinger’s delaying tactics before, during and after the invasion are brought into sharp relief in a message he sent to British Foreign Secretary James Callaghan just after the Turkish landing on the morning of 20 July 1974. Here he offers a monocausal explanation as to why ‘no Makarios’, without actually explaining anything:

[H]ere is the message you and I discussed. It is for your scrapbook. I was about to send it to you when our Ottoman friends cut loose … It is essential that we work closely together in all of this so that we do not set in motion any train of events before we have a precise view of what we want to achieve … If pressure from the outside should be brought to bear to restore Makarios, this will only solidify the regime in Athens.8


Apart from these obvious stalling tactics, the argument that Makarios’s return would ‘solidify the regime in Athens’ is particularly specious, since it could be equally argued that Makarios’s return would hasten the regime’s downfall. In any case, first, Kissinger gave no reason to support his contention and, second, the regime was in any case on the point of collapse, regardless of Makarios’s position. The inescapable conclusion is that Kissinger’s delaying tactics encouraged Turkey to press ahead with its invasion, thereby simultaneously serving Turkey’s own crumbling political system.

Greek military preparations were to prove chaotic: as a former Greek Ambassador, Leonidas Chrysanthopoulos, writes:

The general mobilization was an organizational disaster because the mobilization authorities were unprepared for such a task. The military units were unprepared to receive soldiers who had been mobilized, many did not know at which units they should present themselves and there was inadequate logistical support for the transport of the mobilized soldiers to their units. In 1975 I met a civilian employee of the mobilization authorities and when I asked him why the mobilization had failed, he told me that they never believed that a general mobilization would ever be declared! It was also true that there was not much relish at that moment, among the population for going into battle.9



Two days after the Turkish invasion, Kissinger was, bizarrely, still doing all he could to give the Turkish military as much breathing and attacking space as possible: on 22 July, he telephoned Callaghan at 5.00 p.m. (GMT), only nine hours before Sampson resigned, to say that the Americans did not want Sampson as the final outcome, but that before they turned on him they wanted to see what the ‘general package looked like’.10 At the same time, Kissinger was still trying to convince the British officials why Makarios was not the solution. The following conversation between Ramsbotham and Kissinger is revealing:

Ramsbotham: We are not backing Makarios as the future President.

Kissinger: I object to him because he is ambitious, able and strong; with the present balance of forces in Cyprus he must get the Turks out, and this can only be done with Soviet help.

Ramsbotham: I think you are wrong on that. I hold no brief for him; indeed, he has caused the UK a lot more difficulties than he has the United States, but he has handled that lot in Cyprus successfully for 14 years without outsiders like the Russians coming in.

Kissinger: I enjoyed talking to Makarios. He is wily and clever and gets subtle points. But I now see a balance of forces which will drive him to the Soviet bloc. Clerides might be able to do it.

Ramsbotham: Maybe the Turks don’t feel so strongly now in view of their poor performance.11

Ramsbotham knew that Kissinger was irritated by Turkey’s incompetence which, despite meeting almost no resistance, had failed to occupy Kyrenia and connect its forces with the northern Turkish Cypriot sector of Nicosia, that is, connecting the bridgehead with the North Nicosia-Agyrta-Kioneli enclave (lodgment). When Ramsbotham asked Kissinger on 23 July ‘how he saw the next moves’, the latter replied that he would like to procrastinate until he could see clearly how the forces were balanced. By this time, notwithstanding the differences of opinion on Makarios’s status, the British government was moving in tandem with Kissinger: Ramsbotham told Kissinger that the British government’s approach (to the conference in Geneva that was about to commence on 25 July) was similar to that of the United States.12 Even on the question of restoring Makarios to power, the British were not sticking to their guns, particularly since their High Commission in Nicosia had reported that the local repercussions of Makarios re-establishing himself in Cyprus as President ‘would be extremely dangerous’.13 This assessment had, of course, been made while Sampson and the National Guard were still in control. Yet it was adhered to for many months and adopted by all the parties concerned. Kissinger embraced it warmly, and so did Constantine Karamanlis. In the event, Makarios did not return to Cyprus until 7 December 1974.

As a result of Kissinger’s stalling tactics, the Turkish armed forces were able to continue their advance with impunity after the so-called ceasefire that was meant to take effect on 22 July at 17.00 local time (United Nations Security Council Resolution 353). Four days earlier, the High Commissioner in Nicosia, Stephen Olver, had reported that the Turkish Cypriots were not, in fact, in any danger and that Turkey had no pretext for military intervention.14 On 18 July, he reported:

I have no evidence of any immediate threat to the Turkish Cypriot community. There have been no attacks on the community during the past few days. The Turkish Cypriot Minister of Defence, Mr. Orek, confirmed to a member of my staff this morning that the Greek Cypriot community, and in particular the National Guard, had been behaving with admirable caution: there had been a few minor casualties through bullets straying inadvertently across the Green Line, but in general the Turkish Cypriot community had no cause for complaint in this respect.15


For the Turkish government, and Kissinger, the ceasefire was somewhat academic, and the Turkish attack actually continued during the Anglo-Greek-Turkish talks held on 25–30 July in Geneva. On 25 July, Olver reported on the Turkish reinforcements, and the Turkish consolidation of various areas, adding – perhaps a touch naïvely, given Kissinger’s position – that ‘the results of such flagrant violations could be politically very serious’. The US Ambassador in Athens, Henry Tasca, was already ‘highly incensed at Turkish duplicity’, describing Turkish conduct as ‘outrageous’, particularly since the Turkish government had inexplicably delayed clearance for Sisco’s flight to Ankara.16 During these frenetic days, the Chiefs of Staff Committee was meeting at the Ministry of Defence in London. Some interesting points emerged.

The Deputy Chief (Intelligence) of the Defence Staff thought that the main danger for the island was more likely to come from criminals and hooligans than from intercommunal strife. But then it was Turkey’s plans itself. Chrysanthopoulos writes:

The cease-fire became effective at 17:00 hours on 22 July. Turkey accepted the date and time of the cease-fire only after its Generals considered it adequate to allow heavy Turkish reinforcements to land in Cyprus and assist the Turkish Armed Forces to reinforce the corridor between Kerynia and Nicosia. Turkish reinforcements disembarked in Cyprus at noon of July 22. Indeed, there was heavy fighting between 12:00 noon and 17:00 during which Kerynia was occupied by the Turkish invasion forces. At a press conference that Ecevit gave at 17:00 of July 22, he stressed among other things that the cease-fire was purely theoretical and that only Turkish Air Force sorties had been stopped while in general the fighting continued.17



But what also emerges is that Kissinger conceded Turkey the right to determine the timing of the (pseudo) ceasefire:

Kissinger: Did we send that message to the President [Ecevit]?

Ingersoll: Yes.

Kissinger: Well, there won’t be a ceasefire until we hear from Ecevit.

Schlesinger: The ceasefire has been extended until noon?

Kissinger: I don’t know what time – there is no fixed time.18

However, one day before the plotters – after discussions with right-wing and centrist politicians – had laid the ground for a political transition on 23 July, Ankara announced that the junta had fallen. According to Admiral Peter Arapakis, the Commander of the Greek Naval Forces, Kissinger told Ecevit that ‘a change had been made’.19 It seems that Turkish elites had been informed about the changes in Greek domestic politics before anyone else and before they themselves were sure about what was going to happen. Kissinger was obviously deeply involved in the backstage machinations. In any event, following negotiations with the politicians, the Greek President, Phaedon Ghizikis, invited Karamanlis to return and assume power. There is an important point to be made here regarding Averoff’s role.

When the junta officers met with the politicians, among whom was the centrist leader, George Mavros, and a politician affiliated to the Ethniki Rizospastiki Enosis (ERE – National Radical Union), Evangelos Averoff, the agreement was that Panayiotis Kanellopoulos, the leader of the ERE and the last serving Prime Minister before the 1967 coup, was to head the transition government and manage the Cyprus crisis. But soon after the end of the meeting, Averoff held a separate meeting on his own with the junta officers, during which he convinced them that the best choice was to invite Karamanlis to return from self-exile Paris. He argued that he himself could arrange this by arranging Karamanlis’s itinerary. And so it came to pass. Karamanlis, who arrived from Paris on French President Giscard d’Estaing’s aeroplane, was sworn in on the morning of 24 July. Averoff was given the crucial Defence Ministry. But none of the junta officers, who had engineered the coup against Makarios, was removed from office. In fact, as we shall see below, they remained in their positions and advised both Karamanlis and Averoff on crucial security matters, such as the feasibility of building a deterrence mechanism for Cyprus, civilian or otherwise, thereby exercising Greece’s rights stemming from the Treaty of Guarantee. The junta survived within the new Karamanlis-Averoff cabinet. From a bureaucratic point of view, the element of continuity of the ‘new’ government with the junta was far stronger than that of discontinuity. As we shall see below, and more crucially, so was the case as regards the deterrence strategy adopted by the Karamanlis-Averoff cabinet. In other words, the junta survived. All the key officers were released from duty only after the ending of hostilities in Cyprus on 17 August 1974. Andreas Papandreou called this arrangement ‘NATO’s changing guardianship’ in Greece.20 Two months later, Averoff, ‘whom most consider a gentleman and a moderate’, would tell the US Ambassador that ‘Andreas is the only man alive whom I would kill with my own hands’.21

Clerides, with Makarios’s agreement, assumed the presidency of Cyprus, thus restoring the constitutional order that had existed before the Sampson coup. But Turkey was now on a roller coaster, knowing full well that it had a blank cheque from the United States. The FCO was highly critical of Turkey’s para-legalistic gyrations, writing:

But the Turkish side is in effect saying that the 1960 constitution is defunct. They are, of course, freely having their cake and eating it by applying the view only when it suits them. And the Turkish Cypriots, supported by Ankara, have consolidated their hold on the north to an extent that makes them more than ever reluctant to yield anything near the minimum acceptable to the Greek side as a basis for a settlement.22


During the pseudo-ceasefire, which was observed by the National Guard, on orders from Averoff and his junta staff officers, and did not take any offensive positions, the Turkish troops captured, among others, Sysklipos (24 July), the Buffavento Castle, Agridaki and Aghios Ermolaos (all between 24 July and 2 August); on 6 August they captured the large villages of Lapithos and Karavas. Even more crucially, during the ‘lull’, reinforcements from Turkey continued to arrive in Cyprus by air and sea, thereby increasing qualitatively and quantitatively the levels of its military forces. The lull certainly appears to have been merely theoretical for the Turkish government. On 4 August, only four days before the next round of talks was due to be held in Geneva, an angry Callaghan wrote to Ecevit:

I am increasingly disturbed by reports from several sources reaching me from Cyprus that villagers [Greek Cypriots] are being evicted from their houses in the Kyrenia area controlled by you and your armed forces and that their men are being held as hostages … I can assure you that Her Majesty’s Government will continue to exercise their influence to ensure that both communities are treated with humanity. Otherwise, I fear that we shall get nowhere at the next round in Geneva.23


In vain. Ecevit knew that he enjoyed Kissinger’s backing. The stability of his coalition government and its immunity from Soviet influence were far more important than the plight of Greece and Cyprus on the ground.


Notes


	Washington to FCO, 17 July 1974, telegram no. 2416.

	Washington to FCO, 17 July 1974, telegram no. 2414.

	Washington to FCO, Killick to Goodison, 17 July 1974, telegram no. 2414.

	Washington to FCO, 17 July 1974, telegram no. 2414.

	See Mallinson (2016, pp. 120–131).

	‘Minutes of Meeting of the Washington Special Actions Group’, Washington, July 17, 1974, 10:10–10:48 a.m. Subject: Cyprus. Participants: Chairman – Henry A. Kissinger State, Robert Ingersoll, Joseph Sisco, Robert McCloskey, Wells Stabler, Thomas D. Boyatt, William Clements, Robert Ellsworth, Harry Bergold, Gen. George S. Brown, Lt. Gen. John Pauly, William Colby (CIA), George Lauder, Richard Kennedy, Harold Saunders, Ms. Rosemary Niehuss, James G. Barnum, in FRUS (1969–1976).

	‘Memorandum of Conversation’ Washington, July 18, 1974. Subject: Cyprus Crisis. Participants: Honourable Henry A. Kissinger, Secretary of State, Honourable Robert McCloskey, Ambassador at Large, Honourable William Buffum, Assistant Secretary for International Organization Affairs, Mr. Wells Stabler, Deputy Assistant Secretary for European Affairs, Mr. Lawrence Eagleburger, Executive Assistant to the Secretary of State, Mr. Edward Djerejian, Special Assistant to the Under Secretary for Political Affairs, in FRUS (1969–1976).

	Washington to FCO, 20 July 1974, PRO FCO 9/1895, file WSC 1/10, part F, telegram no. 2445.

	Chrysanthopoulos (2002, p. 21).

	Acland, 22 July 1974, PRO FCO 9/1897, file WSC 1/10, part A, note for the record.

	‘Memorandum of Conversation’, Washington, July 22, 1974, 4:30 p.m. Participants: US: Secretary Kissinger William B. Buffum, Assistant Secretary for International Organization Affairs (Notetaker), UK: Sir Peter Ramsbotham, British Ambassador to the United States, Jeremy Greenstock (Notetaker), in FRUS (1969–1976).

	Washington to FCO, 23 July 1974, PRO FCO 9/1898, file WSC 1/11, part I, telegram no. 2476.

	Nicosia to FCO, 17 July 1974, PRO FCO 9/1892, file WSC 1/10, part C, telegram 230.

	According to the Commander of British Forces Near East, ‘Turkey … was fast talking herself into military intervention to protect the allegedly beleaguered Turkish Cypriot community. That they were in fact in no danger and that Turkey had no genuine pretext for military intervention is well illustrated by Mr. Olver’s [British High Commissioner, Nicosia] telegram’. Commander, British Forces Near East (Cyprus), report, 15 May 1975, WO 386/21.

	Olver to FCO, telegram, 18 July 1974, BNA WO 386/21, file BFNE/1500/24, Annex P, in Mallinson (2011, p. 61).

	Athens to FCO, 20 July 1974, PRO FCO 9/1895, file WSC 1/10, part F, telegram no. 242.

	Chrysanthopoulos (2002, p. 33).

	‘Minutes of Meeting of the Washington Special Actions Group’, Washington, July 21, 1974, 9:33–11:23 a.m. Subject: Cyprus. Participants: Chairman – Henry A. Kissinger, Robert Ingersoll, Robert McCloskey, John Day Arthur Hartman, Helmut Sonnenfeldt, Amos Jordan, Harry Bergold, Denis McAuliffe, James Schlesinger, Gen. George Brown, John Pauly, William Colby (CIA), George Lauder, Richard Kennedy, Harold Saunders, Rosemary Niehuss, David Ransom, James Barnum, in FRUS (1969–1976).

	Psycharis (1975, p. 204).

	See Fouskas (2022, pp. 223–239).

	‘Telegram from the Embassy in Greece to the Department of State’, Athens, November 20, 1974, in FRUS (1969–1976).

	Oliver to Goodison, 4 March 1975, letter, BNA FCO 9/2159 Batstone to Jones, file WSC 1/7, part B, in Mallinson (2011, pp.173–174); Batson to Jones, minutes, 21 March 1975, file WSC 1/7, part B.

	FCO to Ankara, 4 August 1974, PRO FCO 9/1907, file WSC 1/10, part R, telegram no. 920. Also on 4 August, Walter Cronkite of CBS News reported that Turkish forces had moved into four more Greek Cypriot villages, while the Greek government protested against the Turkish advances, threatening to denounce the ceasefire agreement; see also Chrysanthopoulos (2002).








13The Sisco missionMassaging the ‘guarantors’

DOI: 10.4324/9781003349136-13


US Secretary of State Henry Kissinger believed that the three ‘guarantor powers’, Greece, the United Kingdom and Turkey, needed a proper arm-twisting exercise so that they did not take any steps towards undermining the interests of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) in the eastern Mediterranean and beyond. Although he knew that Turkish Prime Minister Bülent Ecevit’s generals were about to invade Cyprus, his attention was not on how to prevent this from happening, but how to streamline British attitudes to come close to US interests and how to get the Greeks ‘not to fight’, as US Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) director, William Colby, put it to him. US Assistant Secretary of State Joseph J. Sisco’s diplomatic mission to London, Ankara and Athens, which began on 18 July 1974, had precisely those aims.

Sisco met twice each with British Foreign Secretary James Callaghan and Prime Minister Ecevit.1 We will confine ourselves to giving a short summary of these meetings here, leaving those with the dictators in Athens for the end of the book. But before doing so, we would like to argue, in no uncertain terms, that Ecevit left Ankara for London having in his pocket the generals’ final decision to invade Cyprus in the early morning of Saturday 20 July. Thus, in a way, the London meetings were a kind of smokescreen, although the British position was not so predictable. Kemal Yamak, Head of the Special War Operations of the Turkish army and a key participant in the small military group which made the final decision to invade, argued that the Turkish plans for the invasion would not have changed even if the British had decided to participate.2 The decision was finalized in the early hours of 17 July, when Ecevit formally submitted the ‘political order’ to the generals, and then started packing for the trip. Two comments need to be made, both of which are inter-connected.

The first concerns the comparison between the Greek decision to topple Makarios on 15 July and the Turkish one to invade five days later. The Greek decision was taken by Ioannides alone, most likely in cooperation with Gust Avrakotos, the CIA’s agent in Athens, and other CIA instigators at various periods after Dimitrios Ioannides had assumed real power on 25 November 1973. But it was a personal decision. On the contrary, the Turks made a collective military decision, including assessing with the politicians if they could defend it in political terms, both nationally and internationally.

Our second comment, which is more extended and partly hypothetical, derives from the capacity of the Turkish polity to make and deliver collective decisions. Arguably, under these parameters, it was easier for external agencies to manipulate the Greek polity than the Turkish one. However, we doubt that the Turkish decision was taken unbeknownst to the United States, that is to say, without the approval of the American state. This assumption makes sense because the American state, by giving the green light to Turkey to invade Cyprus, was risking war between two, or even three, NATO powers, thereby endangering NATO’s cohesion. In fact, the generals’ only hesitation related to what would happen if Greece got involved by exercising its treaty rights, leading to a short war that the United States would have to stop. Thus, logically, senior US policymakers and military personnel must have become acquainted with Turkey’s final military plan. Today, we know that the plan was phased into first and second phases; yet no operational pause between the former and the latter phase was allowed or provided.3 That is why the Turkish troops did not stop landing, dropping paratroopers and expanding the lodgement they had occupied during the pseudo-ceasefire (22 July–13 August), whereas the Greeks, as we shall see below, were complaining bitterly about it. Kissinger’s procrastination and stalling throughout the negotiations might not be unrelated to this, which means that he might have been informed of the details of the Turkish plan, or confidentially briefed about it. Time and again, although logical, these are hypothetical questions. We have found no archival or other evidence proving these logical assumptions, yet whatever is thinkable is possible, particularly given Kissinger’s idiosyncratic telephone diplomacy (see Chapter 10 in this volume).

Before his flight to London, Ecevit had to sell the generals’ decision to key politicians. It was not difficult. The only senior politician to disagree with the decision was former Prime Minister Süleyman Demirel, who was very sceptical about the Cyprus operation.4 In the meantime, the plans were hurriedly revised by the generals to fit into the circumstances, as the army at Mersin needed more than 10 days to prepare, with less than four days available.5

Sisco’s first meeting with Callaghan reconfirmed Kissinger’s worry about Callaghan’s preference for restoring Makarios to power. Callaghan argued that the British parliament and public opinion were very strong on this issue and he did not believe that United Nations (UN) efforts should be delayed. Sisco, religiously following Kissinger’s line, emphasized that the United States and the UK must present a joint effort to the UN to avoid restoring Makarios to power, since this would prejudge further negotiations. If Makarios were ‘re-introduced’, Sisco noted, ‘an unstable situation would be created’.6 Furthermore, Sisco added that the US government did not see Nikos Sampson, who was installed as President of Cyprus by Ioannides’ regime after the coup against Makarios, as a permanent feature of the political landscape.

The second Sisco-Callaghan meeting was more interesting, because it took place after Sisco’s first meeting with Ecevit. Sisco now knew at first hand that there was no way the Turks would miss the chance to move militarily in Cyprus, unless they got what they wanted by peaceful means. Thus, their meeting concentrated on possible elements of a package to resolve the Cyprus crisis. They discussed7:


	flexible constitutional arrangements, obviously at the expense of the Greeks;

	Turkish access to the sea under possible UN supervision, which would have meant extension of the North Nicosia-Agyrta-Kioneli enclave to the beaches of Kyrenia;

	the replacement of the Greek officers in the National Guard;

	closer UN supervision of troop rotation, and

	the strengthening of the Turkish presence on the island. Callaghan noted that he did not necessarily preclude the use of military forces by the UK, since important British interests were involved.



Neither Sisco nor Kissinger liked this last point at all. It was an eventuality, nevertheless, that came to the fore during Turkey’s second massive advance on the island after the failure of the Geneva II negotiations on 14 August.

Sisco’s first meeting with Ecevit dealt partly with Ecevit’s sensitivities about Turkey’s domestic situation and partly with the Turkish Prime Minister’s abhorrence of the Greek strategy in Cyprus. He emphasized the ‘strengthening of the Turkish presence in Cyprus and the need for Turkey to get access to the sea’.8 Ecevit agreed that it would be useful to have further talks with Sisco in Ankara.

At the second meeting with Sisco, Ecevit took an even more extreme line, presenting some ideas which amounted to the partition of Cyprus. Ecevit noted that Turkey could not tolerate the situation created by the Greek coup in Cyprus, believing that creeping enosis (union with Greece) was taking place. He called for two autonomous provisional governments. He also asked for free access to airports and seaports, albeit supervised by the guarantor powers. Sisco agreed to examine all these ideas and discuss them further with Ecevit in Ankara on 19 July.

But as we said earlier, Ecevit had the military’s decision in his pocket. Precisely because the Turkish military took the decision to invade on the morning of the 17 July, Ecevit eventually called for a ‘strengthening of the Turkish presence’, 9 which no Cypriot or Greek government could accept. He was also adamant at his second meeting with Sisco that he would not talk to the Greeks at all.

After Sisco’s London experience, the US Deputy Secretary of State, Robert Ingersoll, recommended:

The thrust of our position at this time, therefore, is to avoid assuming a public posture which commits us to any particular course of action. We view as unlikely the restoration of Makarios and we do not accept a Sampson regime. Consequently, the situation in favour of either one or the other should not be allowed to freeze, thus creating the conditions for the development of a compromise and negotiated settlement which would permit the maintenance of constitutional arrangements in Cyprus, both in their internal and external aspects.10



Sisco’s visits to Ankara and Athens bore no fruit. The Turks had taken their final decision to invade and Ioannides did not yield to the Turkish demands for military access to the sea and airports of Cyprus. Ioannides was receiving messages from various sources, including the British Ambassador, Robin John Hooper, that Turkey would invade Cyprus.11 No use. Greece’s intelligence officer in Kyrenia, Alexander Simeoforides, having reliably intercepted Turkish communications, had been informing the Greek government for days that Turkish forces were ready to leave the port of Mersin and invade Cyprus. Then again when the Turkish armada was one mile off the coast of Kyrenia, he kept sending frustrating messages to the junta officers. His warnings fell on deaf ears. Our interviewee, Evangelos Petroulakis, who at the time was employed in the intelligence department of the Greek air force, was able to monitor the felling of trees and the work of bulldozers on the Turkish shores in Mersin that had been facilitating the embarkation of tanks and artillery onto the Turkish boats.12 Neither Ioannides nor any other of the junta officers believed, or pretended they did not believe, these reports. The view shared among them, which was the view that trickled down to the headquarters of the National Guard in Cyprus, was that the Turks were preparing for their annual military exercise. Even when the Turkish fleet and the landing craft were visible from Kyrenia in the early hours of 20 July, the rumour was that the Turkish manoeuvres were training exercises. Meanwhile, the CIA seems to have known everything, including how much territory the Turkish forces were poised to take and where they planned to stop. The most important thing, Colby told Kissinger, is ‘to make the Greeks not fight’.13

Sisco’s and the US Ambassador to Turkey, William Macomber’s, efforts in Ankara came to an end. The most important thing now was how to stop the Greeks from fighting. Colby also told Kissinger that the Greeks would not dare to use their air force to reach Cyprus and that the most likely reaction on their part would be to cross the Evros border, the only land border between Greece and Turkey. The Greeks might enjoy some initial advantages, but the CIA’s and the Pentagon’s assessment was that the Turks, in the end, would prevail. Thus, Sisco now had only one massaging mission: ‘to make the Greeks not fight’. This would require Sisco travelling back to Athens from Ankara. Under the circumstances, it was not easy, because the Turks in the meantime had begun landing in Cyprus and anti-Americanism in Athens was at its highest. The Turks had told Kissinger and Sisco that they would not open fire on anyone in Cyprus so long as they were fired at. This was obviously nonsense. In the first place, a foreign army carrying the insignia of a foreign state was violating the territory of a sovereign state by disembarking tanks and heavy artillery on that territory; warships and landing craft were not ferries carrying tourists. Second, the Turkish air force, in parallel with the landing of troops and tanks in Pente Mili, bombed not just positions of the National Guard but also the military camp of the Ellinikes Dynameis Kyprou (ELDYK – Hellenic Force in Cyprus), that is, of the Greek state. How could such a statement – ‘we won’t fire at them if they don’t fire at us’ – make any conceivable sense?14 However, this nonsensical view appears to have been spread by Kissinger himself to various departments, eventually reaching President Nixon.

In the tumultuous meeting of Sisco and Tasca with the junta, including Ioannides, that took place at 19.00 p.m. on 20 July, Sisco promised to Ioannides that the United States would force the Turks to leave Cyprus, leaving only a token force there. He told Ioannides and the junta in categorical terms not to attack Turkey from the Evros river. Ioannides, having completely lost his head, told Sisco that the Americans had misled him and that he would go to war. Being in an uncontrollable state of mind, he then retracted his statement. The Commander of the Greek Naval Forces, Peter Arapakis, narrates the episode as follows:

[Ioannides declared to Sisco and the Americans:] ‘You are frauds, you misled us, we will declare war’, and angrily moved towards the door to leave the room. But coming back he used some body language to tell us that this was a bit theatrical, aiming to scare the Americans and that no war would happen … There is some evidence showing that the CIA did play a role. Bonanos revealed that Ioannides told him that he had assurances from the CIA that the Turks would not intervene. ‘The Americans do not want Makarios in power, they are with us’, the Greek American businessman, Tom Pappas, told Ioannides.15


Tasca sent a telegram to Sisco straight after the meeting, saying that Ioannides was placing some conditions on Turkey in exchange for peace, and that these were an immediate ceasefire and the removal of Turkish troops from Cyprus. Sisco refused these conditions, but was by then beginning to realize that there was a rift between Ioannides and the other junta officers.

General Grigoris Bonanos, Commander-in-Chief of the Hellenic Armed Forces Supreme Command, during the early hours of 20 July, recommended ‘restraint’ and resisted for nearly three hours desperate calls from Cyprus’s National Guard to open fire against the invading forces, after which he whispered the famous words ‘Turkey attacks Cyprus; but we are Hellas’, indicating the military-political decoupling of the two states and dissociating Greece from any responsibility regarding the defence of Cyprus. The order to open fire was given at around 9.00 a.m. following the disembarkation of some 2,000 Turkish troops and the ferocious bombing of ELDYK’s and the National Guard’s positions. Turkish paratroopers were dropped in the North Nicosia-Agyrta enclave before the actual landing of troops at 5.45 a.m. and the warships began firing at positions of the National Guard on the mountain range of Pentadaktylos behind Kyrenia well before 7.00 a.m. From a military point of view, such delays are considered suicidal. But Bonanos and the other armed forces chiefs were far more moderate and ready to accept Sisco’s mediation in order to minimize, rather than reverse, Turkey’s territorial gains in Cyprus.

Soon after the meeting with Sisco and Tasca, a War Council meeting took place at the Greek Pentagon. Until recently, we had no minutes or reliable witnesses about this crucial meeting, until a tape with a recording of the meeting, at the time recorded by one of the staff officers present and then passed on to Bonanos, came into the hands of investigative journalist, Alexis Papachelas. It inspired him to write (in Greek) the monograph A Dark Room. Listening carefully to the 38 minutes-long tape, one realizes the totally chaotic and parlous state of affairs rattling at the core of the Greek state apparatus, not to mention the shallow arguments and the disarticulate thoughts, most of which were behind the events. It was as if the core of the Greek state was organized not from within but from without, from agencies and forces that, having total control of it, could disperse it with a swing of their sword. The sharpest and most curious, yet contradicting, comments come from Ioannides himself. This is probably because he knew what was going on from his CIA contacts:

Ioannides: On one point we are wrong, that we are at war, regardless of how long it will last, ten years or one day. War has started. Our response shall be ‘Turkey started the war and Greece defends itself’. So at least we go to war … In the events of 1964 we have been accused of not declaring enosis … Let’s finish this once and for all. Let’s declare enosis. We call Sampson and tell him to declare enosis and we declare war. From then on, we see what happens. That’s how wars are, there are various phases.

Bonanos: In a first phase, we call up the reserves of the Third and the Second Corps.

[Bystander]: A call up has already been ordered.

Ioannides: NATO has arranged all that … that’s the aim. Let them enter Kyrenia and then we intervene.

Androutsopoulos: What the Americans want is this: they don’t want Greece to go to war with Turkey. Somebody will have to pay the costs … Our position should be how not to pay the costs.

Ioannides: Mr Prime Minister, we know the solution, don’t we? We are now sitting here. They’ll take Kyrenia. We must know that. So what costs are you talking about? Whatever the Turks want they do it!

Androutsopoulos: No, not if we are in a position to stop them.

Ioannides: But we will stop them afterwards, after taking the port, Kyrenia, and connecting with Nicosia, after that they’ll stop. We are sure about that. So let us do our general mobilization here in Greece and talk less about these things here.

Bonanos: [in response to a question about war and peace with Turkey]: I’ll answer you. As far as I am concerned [as Commander in Chief of Armed Forces], we are not in a position to start a war … And we will not attack in Evros. We will be simply ready to defend ourselves if attacked.16

This is what happens when you do not really have a state organization consolidating primarily the class and bureaucratic interests of your own society in a rational and technocratic manner, that is, if you do not really have a sovereign bourgeois state whose political elites can sideline positions that are not adjustable to the class and bureaucratic interests they represent. We are witnessing here Ioannides, on the one hand, saying that he will declare war on Turkey after having accepted the proclamation of enosis by his puppet regime in Cyprus; and then, on the other, he is effectively revealing his plot that the Turks will take Kyrenia, connect with their Nicosia-Agyrta enclave, and that the ‘double enosis’ scheme would then be put into operation. How did he know that the Turks would take Kyrenia and then stop? The only logical answer is that he knew from the CIA and, as events on the ground showed, the CIA misled Ioannides. Papachelas argues that Ioannides had fallen into the trap designed by the CIA, with Kissinger and Ecevit being contributory factors, hence Greece’s restraint in the first hours of the Turkish invasion.17

The meeting also confirmed the rift between Ioannides and the rest of the junta chiefs of staff, especially Bonanos. Ioannides, feeling misled and entrapped, was becoming increasingly volatile and untrustworthy. The generals began isolating him, but the danger of a Greek attack across the Evros border was not completely out of the picture, as Ioannides was in control of the chain of command in the army. At the same time, Kissinger, Sisco and Tasca were trying to deliver UN Security Council Resolution 353 calling for a ceasefire. But there was total paralysis. Sisco and Tasca could find no responsible leader to talk to. Arapakis, via the official report of the US Congress made public on 20 July 1975, presents the facts as follows:

Sisco, walking up and down in Tasca’s office, blew up: ‘This is the goddamest government I have ever had to deal with … The PM could not be found. Bonanos, the head of the armed forces, could not be found. Ioannides, as always, was nowhere to be found. Finally, at 02:40am, Sisco and Tasca reached Admiral Arapakis who was asleep in his office: ‘Would the Greeks accept a ceasefire?’, Sisco asked Arapakis. ‘Yes’, the Admiral answered. The US Undersecretary persisted: ‘But can you speak for your government?’ Arapakis asked for time to determine that issue. The final act. The Admiral rang through immediately to Androutsopoulos and Bonanos, who had not been at home for Sisco. ‘The Americans are fooling us’, Androutsopoulos said. ‘Wait until tomorrow and then we will make a decision’; Bonanos also equivocated. So did the Foreign Minister, Kypraios. Finally, Arapakis called back and said that he had the sanction of his government. ‘Did you get the concurrence of General Ioannides?’, he was asked. ‘Yes’, Arapakis lied. With this audacious gambit, Arapakis set the stage for the final act in Ioannides’ downfall. The cease-fire was proclaimed for the following day at 14:00pm.18



In the end, Greece did not declare war on Turkey and the defence plans for Cyprus were not implemented. Sisco’s massaging mission proved successful. Congratulated by Kissinger for succeeding in preventing a war between Greece and Turkey, Sisco left Athens late on the evening of 22 July, that is, after the fall of Kyrenia. Some of the military responses and actions that took place during the early waves of the invasion (20–22 July) – see below – were not big enough to escalate into something more serious, although Kissinger, at one point, shouted ‘how did the Greeks manage to send their air-force to Cyprus?’,19 meaning the NORATLAS mission on the night of 21–22 July.20

Events of great political and security significance multiply in times of crisis. The junta was totally unable to rationalize and provide any comprehensive action plan. What became extremely pressing for all was the need to call in the politicians to negotiate a solution. On 23 July, Ioannides, in his own words, took ‘a two days’ leave’, promising to the other junta officers that he would not create problems by using his influence in the army. Soon afterwards, at 14:00 p.m., Ghizikis convened a meeting with centrist and right-wing politicians, among whom were Markezinis, Mavros, Kanellopoulos, Averoff and a central banker, Xenophon Zolotas. As we saw earlier, after Averoff’s crucial intervention, the onus fell on Karamanlis to manage the crisis. Averoff was sworn in as Minister of Defence. The centrist leader, Mavros, took the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and represented Greece at the two Geneva rounds of negotiations. Averoff had been the real driving force behind Karamanlis’s Cyprus policy since the 1950s, and remained so during this ‘hot summer’.
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The first ceasefire was not decided by Commander of the Greek Naval Forces, Peter Arapakis, and US Assistant Secretary of State, Joseph Sisco, as Arapakis would like us to believe in his autobiographical account of his role in the events of July–August 1974. It was decided by US Secretary of State Henry Kissinger and Prime Minister Bülent Ecevit only after the Turkish forces occupied Kyrenia, landing three waves of invading marines and tanks, so that they could push forward, connecting their beachhead with the North Nicosia-Agyrta-Kioneli enclave, thereby creating a lodgement. There was, however, a significant delay – Kissinger was surprised at ‘how well the Greeks fight’, despite their disorganization and civil war, and as the National Guard was still chasing Makarios across the island, with the state machine in a parlous state of affairs. This shows the way in which the preference of the top imperial power (United States) for the sub-imperial one (Turkey) manifest itself on the ground, and not just in diplomacy.

Constantine Karamanlis, who was able to make decisions – or implement decisions taken before his arrival and commitment to the junta officers on the morning of 24 July, avoided sidelining, let alone sacking, the culprits. He and Evangelos Averoff had decided to manage the crisis with the junta officers, not without them. With the exception of Dimitrios Ioannides, all the officers remained in their crucial positions throughout the crisis. We are witnessing here the military-bureaucratic continuity of the regime. But even more crucially, there had also been strategic and tactical continuity as regards the defence and security of Cyprus and Greece’s legal commitments as a ‘guarantor power’.

The most problematic tactical aspect of Karamanlis’s and Averoff’s arrangements with the junta had been that technical-military advice concerning Greece’s contribution to the defence of Cyprus became dependent on the people who had conspired to topple Makarios and, misled by the US Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), let the Turkish troops invade Cyprus with virtually no resistance. From a strategic point of view, Averoff’s belief since 1956–1957, namely that Cyprus was ‘militarily mortgaged to Turkey’, held sway, overruling even Karamanlis’s thoughts on reinforcing the defence of Cyprus (see below). But if militarily Cyprus was a lost cause for Greece, could diplomacy perform miracles? Not really.

On 20 July (see Chapter 13), the United Nations (UN) Security Council had approved Resolution 353 which, inter alia, deplored the outbreak of violence and, recalling Resolutions 186 (1964) and subsequent resolutions on the matter, called on all states to ‘respect the sovereignty, independence and territorial integrity of Cyprus’ and, as a first step, ‘to cease all firing’. It did not accuse Turkey for being an invading force, demanding only ‘an immediate end to foreign military intervention in the Republic of Cyprus’, and mentioning Makarios’s letter of 2 July to the Greek government, endorsing his demand to withdraw the Greek officers from Cyprus.1 The resolution also called on the parties concerned to immediately start negotiations. The first round of negotiations in Geneva (known as Geneva I) began without the participation of Greek and Turkish Cypriot delegations under Glafkos Clerides and Rauf Denktash, respectively: they had not been invited. Clerides, up until then President of the Cypriot parliament, following the provisions of the 1960 Constitution, had replaced Nikos Sampson, whose regime had disintegrated under the pressure of the events of 20–22 July.

The United Kingdom’s role was constrained by the decision it took not to intervene, thus abrogating its treaty rights. British Foreign Secretary James Callaghan, at times, felt that the exercise was going nowhere, and he was right. Thus, the UK confined itself to a mediation role. Greece, in a way, had intervened, although it refused to admit so. Centrist leader, Georgios Mavros, without any preparation, received guidelines from Karamanlis, but in effect the bulk of instructions came from Demetris Bitsios and John Tzounis, two experienced diplomats in the Greek Ministry of Foreign Affairs (the former becoming Foreign Minister three months later). Mavros’s job was to avoid any constitutional commitment concerning the political future of Cyprus, while pressing for the implementation of Resolution 353. Under these circumstances, Turkey held the high moral ground, as well as the military advantage.

The landings continued during the negotiations and, according to the plans, the army did not cease its operations. Turkish Minister of Foreign Affairs, Turan Güneş, following Ecevit’s guidelines, pressed for an agreement in principle on constitutional matters, which Mavros refused to contemplate. Mavros raised repeatedly the issue of the continuing Turkish advance in violation of Resolution 353, but Güneş counter-argued that this was happening because Greek forces were attacking and killing Turkish Cypriots across the island. Güneş demanded that all the enclaved Turkish Cypriots be freed and that all the Greek forces should leave the enclaves. The crucial issue was the withdrawal of all the troops, which signified the withdrawal of the Turkish troops. Callaghan attempted to produce a statement which, under certain conditions, would refer to this. Güneş refused point-blank. In the end, Turkey prevailed. Greece and the UK accepted almost everything the Turkish side requested, including the recognition of two independent administrations in Cyprus, one under the Greeks and the other the Turkish Cypriots. Mavros also accepted the evacuation of the Turkish Cypriot enclaves by the Greek troops, without obtaining any commitment from Güneş about the return of Greek Cypriot refugees to their homes. He simply managed to achieve the insertion into the final declaration of 30 July on the situation in Cyprus of the vague promise that ‘all forces, including the irregular ones’ should abstain from all offensive hostilities. Mavros and Callaghan even failed to achieve an understanding on a broader involvement of the UN in Cyprus, acting especially as a constraint upon the continuous landing of Turkish troops. Turkey, aiming at securing its foothold and expanding its lodgement, refused to halt the flow of military landings on the island. All this, it should be noted, took place under the watchful eye of Kissinger. On the phone, Kissinger and Ecevit agreed to the formulation of the crucial paragraph 4 of the declaration:

The three Foreign Ministers, reaffirming that Resolution 353 of the Security Council should be implemented in the shortest possible time, agreed that within the framework of a just and lasting solution acceptable to all the parties concerned and as peace, security and mutual confidence are established in the Republic of Cyprus, measures should be elaborated which will lead to the timely and phased reduction of the number of armed forces and the amounts of armaments, munitions and other war material in the Republic of Cyprus.2


This was the technique through which Kissinger and Ecevit outmanoeuvred Mavros and Callaghan. However, they could not do the same with Makarios. When Kissinger met him in Washington on 29 July, he was evasive, refusing to take any responsibility for and trying to avoid any substantive involvement in the events, saying, after all, that the United States was not a guarantor power. According to Kissinger, too many powers and interests were involved. But Makarios cut him off:

Makarios: What are the prospects for a settlement?

Kissinger: Right now, there are too many cooks. Callaghan needs a quick success. The Soviets have their own motives. The Government in Greece has its problems. And, Ecevit … We have been encouraging a settlement. We have not been all-out active. We can’t be the only country to produce a settlement, but this may change. In this phase of the Geneva talks the prospects are good. In the next phase Turkey will have to change its position. There are still too many cooks.

Makarios: I prefer an American cook.3

Makarios wanted to hear Kissinger’s (that is, the United States’) position on the matter. Kissinger refused. That was a privilege that only Ecevit enjoyed, even if only on the telephone. Thus, the implementation of Resolution 353 was postponed. Diplomacy has adapted to the phased operation of the Turkish military. The ‘guarantor powers’ agreed to reconvene in Geneva, this time including Turkish and Greek Cypriot delegations, on 8 August, although the Cypriot delegations arrived on 10 August. A separate and distinct dynamic existed between Turkey and the UK. Turkey, under Kissinger’s protection, with its military advances, was cross-cutting British military and security interests on the island. Callaghan’s view of Turkish tactics, especially during the second round of negotiations (Geneva II), was highly critical:

At this point, I should stress the disastrous effect of the manner in which the Turkish Foreign Minister approached his task. He behaved in an erratic and irresponsible way from time to time. The records do not, mercifully, give his speeches in full: they would be as intolerable to read as they were to hear. Nor do they draw attention to the weary hours of waiting in which no meetings took place, while the Turkish Cabinet deliberated or the Turks disputed a minor point of protocol and Mr Günesh [the Turkish Foreign Minister] absented himself from the Palais des Nations, at, it was said, a casino across the French border. He enjoyed the confidence neither of his staff, who complained to mine privately that he gave them no directives, nor of his government, who regularly instructed him to repudiate commitments he had already undertaken. This meant, especially in the more informal exchanges with him, that I was frequently unable to assess the weight to be placed on what he said. In particular, it led to confusion in the last hours of the second Geneva conference, when discussion was prolonged in the expectation, which ultimately proved false, that Mr Günesh’s stance would be changed by instructions from Ankara.4


The British did at least consider their military options, since they were fully aware of the duplicitous Turkish position at the Geneva talks. It looked as if the rift between Turkey and the UK was growing, sending a chilling message to Kissinger at a time when Ford, following Nixon’s resignation, had just become President of the United States. A top-secret Ministry of Defence memorandum dated 10 August to Callaghan stated:

The Turkish army is looking for an excuse to continue operations … I have asked for an urgent assessment by the Chief of Staff of those forces which could be made available for reinforcement and the likely timescales but I believe that there could be no question of offering the extra 5,000 men postulated without reducing force levels in Northern Ireland and withdrawing units from BAOR [British Army of the Rhine]. The build-up would take, I would assess, up to a fortnight and I would not be surprised if the Chief of Staff would wish to include air defences in the face of the considerable threat from the Turkish Air Forces.5


But Kissinger supported the Turkish view all along. This was the view of power politics. The Turks had taken the decision to take a slice of Cyprus, and for this purpose put troops on the ground that were advancing on the island. No war between North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) allies was allowed. So Turkey had to be supported against Greece and the UK as an active NATO power on the territory of a non-NATO state. Crucially, Turkish intervention did no harm to the national interests of the United States, as the US was cultivating better relations with Turkey following the precedents of 1964 and 1967. A telegram from the US mission in Geneva reporting Assistant Secretary of State Arthur Hartman’s private meeting with Callaghan, commented on the UK’s top-secret memo as follows:

Immediately after long session with Callaghan this afternoon I was called back to his office to read what Callaghan referred to as an alarming intelligence report. He thought that our people had access to the same report dated August 9 [less than 1 line not declassified]. The report is information obtained without the knowledge of the source [less than 1 line not declassified]. It reports a Turkish army plan to begin another military operation on August 20 designed to take over all areas above the line drawn five miles east of Morphou through the Nicosia area and on to Famagusta. The plan is to complete the operation in 18 hours using mainly elements of the 39th Infantry Division. Paratroop units are said to have already withdrawn from the island for use in this second phase operation.6


Kissinger was extremely worried about the prospect of a British military involvement to block the Turks’ further advance on the island. In a telephone conversation with President Ford, he called this ‘the stupidest thing’ he had ever heard. He struggled to explain to the President what the United States could do to stop this from happening:

Ford: You think the letter to Ecevit will first hold off any military action and secondly maybe lead to some modification of their demand.

Kissinger: Right. The British are all out backing the Greeks right now and are even threatening military action against the Turks which is one of the stupidest things I have heard. All they have there in Cyprus are a few Phantoms and 1,000 troops. It is purely a political thing. They could not pull it off. They want to get a crisis started and we would then have to settle it and they would claim credit.

Ford: Why don’t you proceed. I will be here in Washington all weekend. It seems sensible to me and I would rely on your good judgment.

Kissinger: Right, Mr. President. If anything happens, I will call you. I will not bother you with every tactical move … It is to take a position which is between the British and the Greek position and the Turkish one so we can ameliorate the Turkish demand but not let the Turks claim that we were the ones that thwarted them and at the same time be tough against unilateral Turkish military moves … The Turks want a quick result leading to partition of the Island into Greek and Turkish parts with sort of a general federal government which would however be very weak. They have about 15 percent of the island and want 30 percent. They might try to grab it.7

With the United States behind Turkey, Callaghan, Mavros and Clerides failed to achieve anything really meaningful in diplomatic terms. The Turks put forth exorbitant demands that, if not satisfied through peaceful means, would be enforced by their military power on the ground. War steps in when diplomacy fails, but from the evidence that unfolded in the background and which we have unveiled so far, it seems that the Geneva II negotiations were doomed to fail. They were set up in a way in which Turkey, with the backing of Kissinger in the background, would give the Greek side an ultimatum in the form of ‘either this or war’, an ultimatum about which neither the UK nor Greece would do anything to reverse.

Many accounts reach similar conclusions.8 What also bedevilled the negotiations was the previous Greek commitment to accept the principle of two separate administrations – Greek and Turkish-Cypriot. On this issue Callaghan supported the Turkish side, because whereas Mavros argued that this endorsed partition, for Callaghan it was recognition of realities on the ground. Soon after the final declaration of 30 July, Turkey accused the Greeks of violating it, since their military did not immediately evacuate the Turkish Cypriot enclaves. Thus, they moved on and occupied the town of Lapithos and Karavas, further expanding their occupation area. Ecevit, in coordination with Kissinger, had agreed to try to impose on the parties a bi-communal federation divided into two geographical zones. This was a tall order because, among others, it required the physical separation of populations. But demands made by Necmettin Erbakan, a key coalition partner in Ecevit’s cabinet, for the occupation of the whole of Cyprus were even taller. Makarios did not agree with the declaration and threatened to make public statements against it, accusing the new Karamanlis government of submissive politics. Meanwhile, Karamanlis turned down an invitation by Ecevit to meet, despite the fact that all the parties, including the Greeks and the Greek Cypriots, had agreed not to involve the Soviets – although the Greeks, desperate as they were, secretly tried to do so. The Soviet Union participated in the Geneva II negotiations with its deputy Foreign Minister, Victor Minin. The Soviets asked for the maintenance of the independence of the Republic of Cyprus, implementation of Resolution 353, the removal of all foreign troops, and raised the issue of Makarios’ return. When Clerides asked Minin if the Soviet Union would intervene to halt the Turkish advance, Minin asked Clerides to clear it with the Americans first.9

With the start of Geneva II on 8 August, Mavros threatened that if the Turkish advance in Cyprus continued, then Greece would have no option other than to send Greek troops to Cyprus, as a guarantor power. The Secretary General of the UN, Kurt Waldheim, believed that Mavros’s statements and threats were either empty or wishful thinking.10 On 8 and 9 August, Waldheim helped the parties to cooperate and, in coordination with the UN Peacekeeping Force in Cyprus (UNFICYP) and Greek and Turkish military personnel, got the parties to agree a demarcation line which the Turkish troops could not go beyond. Clerides, nevertheless, who arrived in Geneva on 10 August, was fully aware that diplomatic failure meant the further advancement of the Turkish troops on Cypriot soil. Every side has its rights and wrongs. The Greek side insisted on a return to the treaties of 1960, but Turkey and the Turkish Cypriots counter-argued by saying that the treaties had been abrogated by Makarios in 1963 and that they were a dead letter, which was correct. Yet the Turks called on the Treaty of Guarantee to provide legal justification for their intervention of 20 July, inasmuch as the Cypriot Constitution had been violated with the toppling of the elected leader, Archbishop Makarios (see Chapter 11). And not only that. The late Neoklis Sarris, in his classic account of Turkey’s operations in Cyprus published in 1977, observes:

Ecevit’s government asked for an implementation of article 66 of the Turkish constitution, which authorises on behalf of the Grand Assembly the sending of troops abroad, in this case Cyprus. But authorisation is given only when there is an act of war against Turkey, which is against international law and agreements which Turkey had signed and from which arise obligations and responsibilities. In other words, Turkey admits that it committed an act of invasion not as a ‘guarantor power’, but as a power alleging violation of international law and, therefore, went to war against a country that has done nothing to her; so Turkey launched a war of conquest against the very letter of its constitution.11


Sarris tells us that the rapporteur of this legal reform of the Turkish Constitution was Turan Güneş himself in 1961.12 History is neither linear nor stable, yet it is full of ironies and this is one of them. Throughout the Geneva II negotiations, Güneş did not cease to demand a new constitution for Cyprus because of the emergence of new realities in Cyprus. The Greek stance was defensive and legalistic, because ‘the weak suffers what it must’, as Thucydides put it long ago in his classic The Peloponnesian War. Clerides, for example, argued that the declaration of 30 July mentioned restoration of constitutional order in Cyprus and a return to it, with a President and a Vice President. No use. For Güneş the 1960 Constitution was invalid. The Turkish army was in Cyprus and went there to enforce a new legal order on the island. Thus, everything should start from scratch.

Mavros’s position was that Greece, Turkey and the UK were there as ‘guarantor powers’ and not as states parties imposing a constitutional settlement on Cyprus. For the Cypriot Constitution the Cypriots themselves were responsible. Furthermore, he argued that what Turkey was asking for was, in effect, recognition of the fait accompli it had created in Cyprus. Denktash, following Güneş, argued even more forcefully for the geographical separation of the Greek and the Turkish Cypriots, the only way for the Turkish Cypriots to obtain their human security many times violated by acts of aggression by the Greek Cypriots. He also insisted that there was no going back to the Constitution of 1960.

On 12 August, the sides began to submit proposals. Callaghan’s team, in a typical mediating manner, would draft a two-point proposal mentioning the independence and sovereignty of the republic, which nevertheless would have to recognize the existence of two autonomous administrations. The British called for further negotiations with the Greek and Turkish Cypriots and a further meeting of the guarantor powers, to take place in September. Mavros’s proposals, prepared mostly by Tzounis, were the weakest. They tried to separate the issues into two, the first being the Constitution and the second the reopening of Nicosia airport, proposing that the constitutional issue be taken up by Denktash and Clerides, a view that Mavros asked all three guarantor powers to adopt. To all intents and purposes, the Greek proposal had no chance, as it did not touch upon the core issue of bi-communality and geographical separation as requested by the Turkish side. Introvert and legalistic, it brushed off power relations, hoping to produce legal results while not taking into account the relationship of forces on the ground, especially in Cyprus. Thus, only Denktash’s and Güneş’ proposals made sense under the circumstances. Both asked for an agreement in principle. Güneş said that if agreement in principle were not reached, then the Turkish army would impose it.

Denktash proposed an independent Cyprus composed of two nationalities having complete administrative and geographic separation, whereas the federal state should take into account these two politically equal entities. The Turkish Cypriot state would occupy around 34% of the territory of the ‘new’ Cyprus. The Greek side turned down this proposal, not least because it made no reference whatsoever to the demilitarization of Cyprus. Güneş, in coordination with Kissinger and Ecevit,13 presented to the conference a more flexible proposal, very similar to that of Denktash, but structured not alongside two geographical zones – a thorny concept because, after all, it required forceful population movement – but alongside cantons. The new Cyprus would have a cantonal system of governance. The Turkish Cypriot area, totalling 34% of the territory, would have six cantons and the Greek Cypriot two, one of which would be the Karpas peninsula. The Turkish cantons would include the North Nicosia-Agyrta-Kioneli enclave (lodgement) and five other enclaves, now cantons. The powers of the central government would be based on the bi-communal physiognomy of the new Cypriot federal state.

Güneş’ proposals – and credible threats – made the Greeks feel the heat. With troops on the ground, Turkey would have sent army units to the new cantons, effectively dissolving the Republic of Cyprus (administration, police, legal system, etc.). The invasion would become legal, as well as the occupation of the entire island. There was no provision as to how this cantonal arrangement could come about, as Güneş was asking only for an ‘agreement in principle’.14 Clerides had in his possession the latest pieces of intelligence from Cyprus, confirming the readiness of Turkish troops for further advance once Güneş’ proposals had been turned down. By 13 August, matters had come to a head. Kissinger not only refused Callaghan’s proposal to put pressure on the Turks to meet the Greeks half-way, but also pointed out that he saw no reason to halt military aid to Turkey as punishment for the invasion. Briefing President Ford, he was equally, if not more, explicit:

Kissinger: The problem in Geneva is that the Turks see that the more the negotiations are protracted the more difficult the unilateral military move becomes. The Greeks are procrastinating – they want to go home for 36 hours and then resume discussions. The Turks so far have refused to grant a 36-hour extension because it would make it that much harder to take unilateral action.

Ford: What would we do if the Turks moved?

Kissinger: We would have to vote against them in the Security Council. We would have our hands full to keep the Greeks from going to war. The Turks right now are extremely nationalistic … The Turkish tactics are right – grab what they want and then negotiate on the basis of possession. But if the Turks run loose in Cyprus, the Greeks could come unglued. We certainly do not want a war between the two, but if it came to that, Turkey is more important to us and they have a political structure which could produce a Qadhafi … We have been trying to bail the Cyprus situation out after it got out of control. The British have made a mess of it. If the Turks move to take what they want, they will be condemned in the Security Council and the Soviet Union will beat them over the head with it. Some of my colleagues want to cut off assistance to Turkey – that would be a disaster. There is no American reason why the Turks should not have one-third of Cyprus. We will make a statement today that will get the New York Times off our back, but we should not twist their arm. I would like to mention the Turkish poppy issue. President Nixon signed a letter to Ecevit which, because of Cyprus, we have not yet delivered. We could redo the letter for your signature, or I could send it. I think the whole poppy situation is a loser. Do you want to have a brawl with the Turks, or should I? Maybe I should do it.

Ford: The other side of the coin is that you already have very good relations with Ecevit and there would be less damage coming from me.

Kissinger: Let’s wait a bit. If we come out of the Cyprus thing all right, we will have more leverage. The Turks can’t focus on it now anyway.

Ford: Yes. Let’s wait a bit.15

Kissinger’s views on 13 August 1974 notwithstanding, what would make anyone believe that on 19 July 1974 he had had a different, more balanced, view? That is a legitimate question. Then, it becomes clear from the above-mentioned high-level conversation that Kissinger runs the show. President Ford agreed with whatever Kissinger said and decided; the British messed things up; the Greeks were procrastinating; and the Turks were doing the right thing by playing power politics: ‘they negotiate on the basis of possession’. Under such circumstances, and given the overall historical parameters and strategic priorities in the region in Cold War conditions, Turkey was indeed more important to the Americans than Greece, yet they did not want war between the two, and thus, Kissinger, from his perspective, could ‘see no American reason why the Turks should not have one-third of Cyprus’.

Under enormous pressure, Clerides asked the conference for a recess of 36–48 hours to discuss the proposals with his staff, Makarios and Karamanlis.16 Both Callaghan and Mavros agreed. Callaghan put extra pressure on Clerides, revealing to him that Kissinger was not keen on preventing a second Turkish advance, so if concessions were made at the diplomatic table, there would be no bloodshed.17 Güneş refused, although up until midnight 13 August he continued to analyse a new draft with proposals. Kissinger’s statement arrived, confirming his involvement in the conference and that he had spoken to Ecevit four times, having also contacted Callaghan and Karamanlis. Sarcastically, Kissinger noted that the position of the Turkish Cypriot community on the island should be improved and that the system of governance should be negotiated on the basis of ‘various independent Turkish Cypriot areas’. His last points were that diplomacy was not exhausted and that any resort to military action would be considered unjustified by the United States.18 When Turkey launched the second advance on the island on 14 August at 4.30 a.m., Kissinger, again sarcastically, said to his team in the Special Actions Group: ‘Well, you know, if this situation leads to double enosis, Makarios will become a Greek politician. There’s no joy in that’.19 Momentarily, what crossed his mind was that Makarios could have become the Greek Prime Minister if the areas left under Greek Cypriot control decided to unite with Greece.

Kissinger was in such a powerful position that, essentially, he recruited Callaghan to his Turkish cause. Intense pressure was applied on the new Karamanlis government, straight after the second Turkish advance on 14 August: in a curiously Kissingeresque message to Karamanlis, Callaghan stated:

The arrival of the Greek forces [in Cyprus], whatever their purpose, would increase the risk of further Turkish forces being sent to the island and of those already there moving yet further forward. It would almost certainly lead to murderous assaults on Greek Cypriots in the area now held by the Turkish armed forces. It would also raise the spectre of a disastrous extension of the fighting outside Cyprus, with little prospect of outside intervention to protect the interests of Greece.20


Extraordinarily, Callaghan asked Kissinger to ask Ecevit how far south the Turks were planning to advance; Kissinger claimed that he was ‘unable to get through’, and that he had asked the US Ambassador in Ankara to ask on his behalf.21 Kissinger knew very well roughly how far south the Turks were planning to advance, as we have seen. In any event, the British government had clearly now finally succumbed to US policy, whatever its self-righteous indignation about Turkish behaviour. More revealingly, at 11.30 a.m. (GMT) on the night of 14 August, when Callaghan asked Kissinger whether he would be prepared to attend a NATO ministerial meeting if he called one, Kissinger agreed ‘as long as it was not held before Monday 19 August’.22

This blatant delaying tactic on Kissinger’s part reveals above all how desperate he was to give the Turkish government as much time as possible to achieve its objectives. The UK was now toeing the US line. Callaghan was not even prepared to meet Karamanlis ‘before he [Karamanlis] had talked to the Americans’.23 The UK was now clearly playing second fiddle to the United States as regards Cyprus. To illustrate this more clearly, the following report of (yet another) telephone conversation, on 15 August, between Kissinger and Callaghan, reveals Kissinger’s studiously and expediently dilatory approach:

[Callaghan] expressed my concern about Turkey’s intentions in the rest of the Aegean … Had the Americans thought what they would do in the event of Turkey trying to capitalize outside Cyprus … Kissinger said he would crack down on the Turks in those circumstances. I told him that I was not sure that we could wait until the Turks acted. If for instance they created a situation where the de facto position of the island resulted in enosis, whether double or otherwise, the consequences could only be unfortunate. An alliance between Makarios and Papandreou would result in a neutralist government in Greece. Kissinger said that he would ask his staff to do a study of the issues I had raised.24


The devil is shown to be in the detail. An incisive look at the last hours of the negotiations reveals the backstage reality that allowed Turkey to fulfil its plans to occupy one-third of the island. It shows that Kissinger, not the UK, was in charge, even though the United States was only an observer. The Foreign and Commonwealth Office gives some of the backstage reality:

At that point, I [Callaghan] did not suspect, as I do now, that the Turks regarded the conference as little more than an opportunity to secure more time and diplomatic cover to prepare for a second attack … The Americans told my officials that they thought the British delegation should at an early stage in the second conference table a proposal on which a settlement could be based. They themselves temporarily induced the Turks to table a multi-cantonal proposal. I believed that it was best to leave time for the parties to make contacts. The intransigent tactics adopted by the Turks and the Greek reluctance to accept any form of geographical solution meant that a British plan would have been unlikely to succeed. As it was, the British Government had the advantage of committing ourselves formally to no solution, and of keeping our hands free for the future.25



Makarios, who had been deliberately sidelined by all the NATO powers under Kissinger’s guidance, was quick to recognize the realities on the ground and began pushing for a multi-cantonal solution but, as against the Kissinger-Güneş proposal, he aimed at a strong central government democratically controlled by the Greek Cypriot majority on the island. Makarios’s proposal, among other things, aimed at controlling the Turkish migration to Cyprus, thus thwarting one of Turkey’s key aims of repopulating Cyprus from mainland Turkey to balance the Greek majority element.26 According to the British ambassador in Washington,

he [Kissinger] was uncomplimentary about Makarios, whom he had seen a few days ago. He had to guard himself against Makarios’ practice of misinterpreting their conversations to the press and elsewhere. Makarios had tried to make out that a multi-regional solution was still a possibility, since the Americans could persuade the Turks to accept it. Kissinger had denied this and had told him that if a bi-regional solution was obtainable, the Americans had already shown that they would not object to it. He had been careful not to say flatly that the bi-regional solution was the preferred American one, nor to leave Makarios in a position to quote him as saying that, because the latter was only too capable of making this into an issue, portraying the Americans as bullying the Greeks into accepting humiliating terms.27


From all the above, we can see that Kissinger had not been forthcoming with the facts, and was squirming semantically: for it was the Americans, and therefore Kissinger, who had ‘induced the Turks to table a multi-cantonal proposal’, yet with bi-communality at the heart of the central government serving Turkey’s maximum strategic objective on the island’s governance system, i.e. the political-strategic control of the whole of Cyprus.28 Kissinger claimed that the Americans had at the Geneva negotiations not asked Turkey to accept a multi-regional solution for Cyprus,29 when in fact the Americans had induced the Turkish negotiation team to table a multi-cantonal proposal.30

That is how we arrive at the morning of 14 August. Turkey would immediately invade in the full knowledge that they would not be stopped, because of the American stance:

The Turks seem to have concluded early on that American pressure would not be backed by anything stronger [e.g. military action]; this was no doubt a factor in their tactics at the second Geneva conference. It is certainly the case that Dr. Kissinger was concerned with the maintenance of Turkish goodwill as a bulwark between the Soviet Union and the Arab States as well as the continued use of the US bases in Turkey.31


Just after the big invasion of 14 August, Ramsbotham wrote:

while the Turks could not justifiably claim to have American approval for their position, particularly now that they have started fighting again, they could reasonably gamble that American disapproval would not be so forceful as to compel them to stop.32


Kissinger was embarrassed by Makarios’s veracity, and was perhaps also frustrated that the Archbishop was a statesman to contend with. Unlike the Soviets, who had remained on the sidelines at Geneva, the Americans played a prominent part, mainly as facilitators, in the negotiations; and a man of Makarios’s calibre and integrity would be unlikely to expressly misrepresent Kissinger’s words following a later meeting with him. It was, rather, Kissinger who appeared to be indulging in misrepresenting, as it was indeed the Americans who had fed the Turkish delegation with the cantonal idea. Makarios’s sharpness consists of the fact that he turned the cantonal idea on Kissinger’s head by adopting it on his own terms, exposing the Turkish-American position while embracing a humanist perspective: containing the waves of refugees and alleviating their suffering.

With Kissinger’s full knowledge and tacit approval, Turkish forces broke out of their lines of 9 August and pushed forward with their armoured vehicles and tanks. A memorandum dated 14 August to Kissinger, from Hal (Helmut) Sonnenfeldt, who, like Kissinger, had also left Germany in 1938, and who was known as ‘Kissinger’s Kissinger’, stated:

You wanted some brief ideas on what we do next. Nothing I can think of will stop the Turks now from trying to secure by force what they demanded in their ultimatum. In fact, as has always been true, the only conceivable modus vivendi will have to rest on a de facto division of the island, whatever the form. If the Turks move fast and can then be gotten to stand down, it may pre-empt Greek counteraction and then give us a chance to try for a deal. (It may also save Karamanlis.) While the Soviets can serve as a bogey, we must keep them at arms [sic] length. They cannot become the arbiter between US allies. Their interests differ drastically from ours: we want a modus vivendi between Greece and Turkey, they want a non-aligned Cyprus, preferably with Greece or Turkey or both disaffected from NATO. Thus, we should:


	urgently try to contain Greek reaction; 24 hours at a time;

	bluntly tell the Turks they must stop, today, tomorrow at the latest;

	warn the Turks that Greece is rapidly moving leftward;

	send high-level US man to Athens to exert continuing direct influence on Karamanlis;

	assuming the Turks quickly take Famagusta, privately assure the Turks we will get them solution involving one third of island, within some kind of federal arrangement;

	assure Greeks we will contain Turk demands and allow no additional enclaves etc.



You should not get involved directly till the fighting stops; then you must, since there is no alternative and we only have the clout. I do not think Brussels/NATO is the place to use when the time comes. The Greeks are probably too sore at NATO and the vehicle of a ministerial meeting is awkward. Anyway, you need Ecevit and Karamanlis. London may be unacceptable to the Turks because of Callaghan’s blast at them.33



Kissinger, for all his later protestations, did not want Makarios as president of Cyprus. In a letter to Callaghan, he wrote:

It is clear that Makarios is not in touch with the realities of the situation on the island and I am not sure that there is very much that we can do at this stage to open his eyes. As you indicate, Makarios will be consulting Karamanlis and Clerides in Athens after the Greek elections. We are told that Karamanlis is opposed to Makarios’ return … I am not sure that Karamanlis will be in a position to prevent Makarios’ return … Hopefully, Makarios can be convinced of the new realities on the island and the need not to compromise the fragile but essential Clerides-Denktash negotiations.34


For Kissinger to claim that Makarios, with his vast experience and contacts, was not in touch with the realities on the island, was simply ingeniously disingenuous. Makarios did not want a bi-zonal solution, while Clerides was prepared to accept one: in April 1975, during discussions in Vienna, the American Ambassador quoted Makarios as saying that the Turks would never agree to a settlement which he or any other Greek, except ‘that traitor Clerides’, could sign.35 In the end, Karamanlis and Clerides supported Kissinger’s position. Importantly, Karamanlis was convinced by Kissinger, Averoff and their junta generals not to fight. Ecevit and his generals already knew that. The Karamanlis-Averoff cabinet was not as unpredictable as the junta officers during the first phase of operations in July.
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Had acting President of Cyprus Glafkos Clerides agreed to Turkish Minister of Foreign Affairs Turan Güneş’ proposals, Turkish troops would have spread out all over the island, legitimizing the invasion and the dissolution of the Republic of Cyprus imposed by a show of arms. To his credit, Clerides saw this, and British Foreign Secretary James Callaghan agreed to his request for 36–48 hours’ recess. Centrist leader Georgios Mavros also agreed, whereas Turkish Cypriot politician Rauf Denktash said that if Turkey agreed he would also follow suit. Soon after Turkish troops began advancing eastwards towards Famagusta and the Karpas peninsula, and towards Morphou in western Cyprus, Clerides’s delegation flew to Athens to meet Constantine Karamanlis and ask for military help. Karamanlis refused point-blank. Although US Secretary of State Henry Kissinger and Turkish Prime Minister Bülent Ecevit knew where Turkey’s advance would stop, the Greeks and the Greek Cypriots did not. Also, we should bear in mind that Necmettin Erbakan, a key coalition partner in Ecevit’s cabinet, was putting pressure on Ecevit to take the entire island, although this would have created massive logistical and political problems for Turkey due to the composition of the population and international protests. In particular, the Greek military officers in Cyprus were afraid of Turkey taking the city of Larnaca and the infrastructural facilities of the area, including the oil refineries, something which would have ruined the social economy of the republic. Of note is the attack of the Turkish troops on the military camp of the Ellinikes Dynameis Kyprou (ELDYK – Hellenic Force in Cyprus) early in the morning of 14 August, defended by some 320 lightly armed soldiers but supported by Greek Cypriot artillery fire, as well as the attack on positions of the National Guard around Nicosia.1

The evidence we have produced so far shows that of paramount concern to the Unites States was the avoidance of a Greek–Turkish war, while continuing to serve the Turkish national interest. To this end, Kissinger employed the Sisco mission during the first waves of the Turkish invasion (20–22 July), whereas during the ceasefire he operated via Callaghan, Hartman and Karamanlis in order to achieve the same goal, while keeping Makarios away from Cyprus and the United Kingdom away from the idea of intervening to halt the incursion of the Turks. Ideally, Kissinger wanted the Greek side to back down so that Turkey could accomplish its aims, even its maximum strategic objective (i.e. political-strategic control of the whole of Cyprus), through the Geneva II negotiations. This did not happen. Then, from 14–17 August when hostilities resumed in earnest, Kissinger operated directly through Karamanlis, making it clear to him that going to war would only harm Greece, allowing Soviet and Bulgarian interests to make inroads in mainland Greece and the eastern Mediterranean. Kissinger knew full well that, due to the Greek civil war in Cyprus and the dilapidated condition of the Greek state machine caused by the junta’s mishandling of key state institutions, such as the army, the Greek polity was disorganized and inefficient. His coordination with Ecevit serving Turkish and North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) interests broadly along the lines of Acheson plan, further disarticulated Karamanlis’s deterrence policy. For example, Karamanlis and Minister of Defence Evangelos Averoff had given strict orders to the National Guard in Cyprus not to open fire on the Turkish forces, even though they were advancing in violation of the agreed ceasefire.2 As we shall see, Karamanlis was severely obstructed not just by the junta officers to develop a credible deterrence against Turkey’s policy in Cyprus, but also by his Defence Minister, Averoff.

We provide here evidence to back up counter-factual history, i.e. scholarly counter-factual contemplation, showing that other alternatives for the Cypriot people were in place, which were not taken up by the Karamanlis-Averoff government for a number of reasons, two of which stand out:


	The government’s deterrence policy was constrained by the junta officers disabling it to produce rational decisions on the basis of the interests of Greek and Cypriot society; this, inter alia, failed to include Andreas Papandreou’s inroads into national policymaking.3

	Karamanlis and Averoff’s cultural anti-Soviet obsession and, significantly, their obsession with the notion that NATO powers should not fight each other, especially given that Cyprus, being far away from the main Greek naval and air bases was, according to Averoff, ‘mortgaged to Turkey’.



The Turks, after occupying 37% of the republic, agreed to a ceasefire on 16 August at 6 p.m. However, skirmishes continued through the following day. Their second push – much wider and relatively easier than the first because of the quality and quantity of reinforcements disembarked in Cyprus during the ceasefire – stopped at the 58th parallel, the line that Mustafa İsmet İnönü’s government had proposed ten years earlier to Dean Acheson and the United Nations (UN) mediator, Galo Plaza. And they stopped, as we saw in Chapter 14, after Kissinger had issued a stern warning.

Kissinger was concerned about Turkish ineptitude in the first two days of operations in Cyprus and nervous about the Greeks getting involved, which prompted the development of a Greek deterrence policy. In the first instance, Greece’s deterrence could have developed in two feasible ways: (1) through the reinforcement of the air defences of Cyprus by mobilizing the newly acquired Phantom fighter aircraft which were able to fly over Cyprus for between 8 and 10 minutes with a view to bombing the beachhead; and (2) reinforcing the naval deterrence of Cyprus by using submarine power. The junta did none of the above; nor did the Karamanlis-Averoff government of national unity. The junta, very reluctantly, despatched 12 NORATLAS (transport planes) to Cyprus on the night of 21–22 of July, whose units contributed to the defence of Nicosia airport.4 Kissinger’s discussion and anxieties during a short meeting with his Special Actions Group on 22 July is characteristic of the prevailing mood in the US State Department at the time. The invading troops were doing so badly that there was speculation that the Turkish army might topple Ecevit’s cabinet:

Kissinger: How could the Greeks land aircraft at Nicosia airport?

General Walters: How could the Turks not stop it? A transport making a landing is a very vulnerable target.

Kissinger: If I have learned anything since coming to Washington it is that you have only two choices in using force: either you use strong force or none at all. If you are going to use force, it should be used massively. There are no awards for moderate use of force.

General Brown: There are indications that they have taken your advice.

Kissinger: I want somebody to tell me what the situation is on the island so that I can tell Makarios.

General Brown: I would tilt toward the former. I think the Turks will pour in enough stuff during the ceasefire to put them in a better arguing position.

General Walters: I agree.

Jordan: There is the possibility that the Turkish army might overthrow Ecevit.

Kissinger: I don’t know so. He’s a strange one. He really stalled on the ceasefire, gave me the weirdest collection of excuses I’ve ever heard. First of all was the business about the Phantom ‘Greek Armada’. Secondly, he gave us this stuff about the Greek airplanes using Turkish callsigns, and thirdly he talked about announcing the principle of the ceasefire but leaving the details to be decided later. We finally gave an ultimatum. The British and the French agreed to support us with separate messages but, in the event, their communications arrived too late, after the decision. Neither the Greeks or the Turks trusted the other enough to announce their ceasefire first. So, we had to announce it. First the Turks accepted, then the Greeks. Now we’ll go into negotiations. There is a task force under Hartman working on our negotiating positions. We’re going to bring Sisco back, I don’t think he’ll go on another mission again soon. He did a great job under impossible conditions. We’ll send Buffum here as our representative to Geneva … The enclaves that were under Turkish control, did they lose them all?

General Walters: Yes, almost all.

Kissinger: Why were the Turks so incompetent?

General Walters: Well, I think that one-to-five ratio was a big factor. They [the Turks] couldn’t even take Nicosia airport.

General Brown: I think history will show that they were rather inept in the whole operation. I think analysis will show that their whole situation was amateurish. Their air support was ineffective.

Kissinger: And they didn’t even get their paratroopers anywhere near their enclaves.

General Walters: Well, those enclaves are small and it’s hard to drop them right on them.

Kissinger: But at least it would have kept the Greeks busy.

General Brown: The whole operation at Famagusta was a debacle. There was no pre-planning or coordination, just a debacle.5

Also, we learn from Bedrettin Demirel, the Commander of Turkish Forces, that his units did not have an evacuation plan in case plans went awry and the landing forces had to leave Cyprus.6 However, the Greeks were more disorganized, not least because even during the first day of the landing of Turkish troops, several units of the National Guard were still fighting or were monitoring pro-Makarios forces instead of being on the alert to their positions according to the plans for the defence of Cyprus.7

But the Greeks did not do any better. Recent military studies on Turkey’s operations in Cyprus question the ineptitude of the Greek side, which failed in several instances to block strategic passages on the mountain range of Pentadaktylos, thus preventing the linking up of the beachhead with the North Nicosia-Agyrta-Kioneli enclave.8 Importantly, the plans for the defence of Cyprus from possible Turkish invasion had not been implemented. An example is the use of ELDYK on 20 and 21 July to break up the Nicosia-Agyrta-Kioneli enclave through the fortified area of Kioneli, at the moment when ELDYK’s mission was the destruction of the beachhead in Pente Mili beach west of Kyrenia. The Turks’ biggest blunder was the sinking of one of their warships, the Kocatepe, by their own air force, which mistook it for a Greek vessel (see above).

But Kissinger did not care much about the ineptitude of the Greeks. He was more perturbed by the incompetence of the Turks. Had the Turks failed, then Ecevit would have been overthrown and the Soviets would have cajoled the new Turkish government away from NATO’s embrace. This would have broken up America’s hub-and-spoke system of imperial governance in the Balkans and the Near/Middle East, additionally jeopardizing the security and defence of Israel, one of Kissinger’s key preoccupations. Throughout July and August, Kissinger, apart from engaging in telephone diplomacy and ensuring Callaghan’s complicity, was constantly asking his staff to provide information and contingency plans in case a Greek–Turkish war broke out. As we shall see below, the incoming reports were making him increasingly conscious of the fact that NATO deterrence policy could not be put into operation without Greece, even if Greece were assessed as being less strategically vital than Turkey in the broader scheme of things.

An important memorandum from Hartman dated 22 July highlights possible actions the United States could take if warfare in Cyprus and/or between two NATO allies, Greece and Turkey, got out of hand:

In addition to the men on TF 61/62 and at Vicenza (2,011 in 17 hours), forces available are: the rest of the Vincenza Airborne Battalion now in Germany (861 in 83 hours); two Mechanized Battalions in Germany (about 2,000 in 154 hours/6 days); and the 82nd Airborne Division at Fort Bragg (about 14,000 in 192 hours/7 1/2 days): total about 19,000 men in about a week.

Possible military moves toward Greece and Turkey. Such moves might have two purposes: to pressure Greece and Turkey to stop fighting and to counter threatening Soviet gestures. Moves to pressure Greece and Turkey might include US or US-encouraged NATO threats to withhold military supply following hostilities [21/2 lines not declassified]. Either move might jeopardize Greek and Turkish post-conflict ties with NATO, since the threat to withhold military supply might provoke recourse to non-NATO suppliers [1 line not declassified]. Military moves in the area to counter threatening Soviet gestures (deployment of Soviet forces to Bulgaria, Soviet moves in the Straits, pressure on Romania to guarantee transit) are difficult to envisage, and the appropriate response might be outside the area; at the same time, threatening Soviet military gestures in the area are considered unlikely, barring a quite protracted extensive Greek-Turkish conflict in Thrace. … Activate NATO. Cessation of a Greek-Turkish war is a natural goal for NATO. In this context, efforts by both the SYG [Secretary General] and SACEUR [Supreme Allied Commander Europe], who should enjoy the confidence of the military on both sides, might be considered. Injection of the NATO (and European) presence might mitigate the weakening of NATO’s Southern Flank which will result from the war.9


Hartman’s analysis and suggestions do not portray a rosy picture in the event of a Greek–Turkish war, quite the opposite, as implied in the words ‘[c]essation of a Greek-Turkish war is a natural goal for NATO’. Hartman even points to the units to be mobilized to stop a Turkish–Greek conflict. This proves our counter-factual contemplation that had Karamanlis followed a different deterrence path from that of the junta, that is, if he was serious about mobilizing the squadron of Phantom fighter jets and the submarines, then it would have been highly unlikely for the United States to stand idly by. Turkey would have been contained in the Kyrenia-Agyrta-North Nicosia area, further bloodshed would have been avoided, and a negotiated solution would have been easier to be agreed, thereby avoiding a large influx of refugees. Turkey was very anxious about Greece acquiring these planes from the early days, because the Phantoms, unlike other planes, could fly from Crete, operate over Cyprus and then return to the airfield in Crete without needing to land in Lebanon or risk destruction in the air. As early as January 1972, Turkey complained to the United States for this very reason. The Turkish Minister of Foreign Affairs, Ümit Haluk Bayülken, complained that the sale of Phantoms to Greece did not serve Greek deterrence against Bulgaria and the Soviet bloc, rather it served Greek deterrence against Turkey:

Bayüllken then expressed GOT’s [the government of Turkey’s] concern about possible sale of F–4s to Greece. These planes, which could range over Turkey and Cyprus and safely return to bases in Greece, would alter delicate balance between Greece and Turkey which had existed since Lausanne and which had been ‘kept by NATO’. GOT appreciated Greek needs, but Greeks did not need F–4s. The Bulgarian border is close and short-range aircraft would suffice. Furthermore, Greek possession of F–4s might also have effect on solution to Cyprus, i.e. GOG [the government of Greece] might be less willing to pursue compromise solution. Secretary then asked question about Cyprus and Greek-Turkish relations, and discussion shifted to Cyprus.10


The importance of Greece and Turkey as a united bloc of deterrence preventing a Soviet incursion is also highlighted by the following memorandum to that effect submitted by the Deputy Director of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to the President’s Chief of Staff on 25 July. It reads as follows:

That request was to provide a supplemental paper giving a general appreciation of the impact of the loss of all US military facilities, installations and capabilities (excluding intelligence elements) associated with withdrawal of US Forces from Greece and Turkey as a result of the Greek/Turkish confrontation in Cyprus. 2. (S) US facilities in Greece and Turkey are of major military importance to the United States. These facilities provide: a. Command, control and communications for the eastern Mediterranean. b. Essential elements of the US Defence Communications system. c. Major Military Airlift Command cargo and passenger facilities. d. [2 lines not declassified] e. A U.S. presence which demonstrates U.S. resolve to support NATO’s Southern Flank. f. Major War Reserve Material stocks for US air and naval forces. 3. (S) US military facilities in Greece and Turkey would, in general, be expensive to replace. In some cases, regardless of cost, replacement would be most difficult because of these nations’ geographic locations. The selection of alternative locations is complicated by increasingly difficult base rights negotiations and a trend toward greater quid pro quo that other countries are exacting as the price for their cooperation. 4. (S) The strategic importance of Greece and Turkey should be emphasized. Greece and Turkey are important links in the overall NATO defence to deter or defeat Soviet aggression and provide important forces in the Western line of defence across the southern border of communist-dominated Eastern Europe. They serve as a barrier between Warsaw Pact ground forces and the eastern Mediterranean. 5. (S) US withdrawal from facilities in Greece and Turkey would: a. Weaken the NATO Alliance and make the Mediterranean area more vulnerable to Soviet penetration and influence. b. Encourage other NATO nations to reassess their positions and probably precipitate a major divisive move within the Alliance. c. Diminish US influence and possibly change the pro-West attitude of Greece and Turkey. d. Possibly induce either or both to leave NATO, adopt a passive attitude, or deny use of NATO facilities to the Alliance. e. Cause other countries to question the credibility of US commitments. f. Probably result in the denial of the use of Greek, Turkish and NATO facilities in both countries for US contingency operations. g. …[1 line not declassified] h. Severely degrade US Mediterranean and Middle East communications/navigation support. i. Possibly result in denial of US overflight rights which would adversely impact on US capability to support Middle East peacetime and contingency operations. j. [31/2 lines not declassified]… k. Possibly enable the USSR [Union of Soviet Socialist Republics] to overfly Greece and Turkey to conduct air operations against US and Allied forces operating in the eastern Mediterranean and littoral areas thereof. l. Possibly result in the Government of Turkey becoming more amenable to USSR pressures for increased transit of USSR forces through and over the Bosporus, with resultant diminution of the influence of US and Allied forward force presence. 6. (S) Considering the above factors and the information contained in the Appendices hereto, the security interests of the United States would not be served by a permanent withdrawal of US defence facilities from Greece and Turkey.11



However, it should be noted that Kissinger was already very well informed about the key strategic importance of Greece and the havoc it would have caused to cooperation between Greece and the United States in the Balkans and the eastern Mediterranean. For example, in a memorandum submitted to him by the Policy Planning Staff in February 1974, we read:

Attachment B: U.S. Defense and Broadcasting Interests in Greece. Greek Ports Beyond homeporting in Athens, access to Greek ports by elements of the Sixth Fleet is very important to the Navy in terms of logistic support and maintaining on-station time in the Eastern Mediterranean without excessive periods at sea between port visits. Souda Bay NATO Maritime Airfield ASW aircraft operate regularly from the base and carrier attack aircraft occasionally fly training missions there. Considerable amounts of Sixth Fleet logistic support stages through the facility. Athens Air Base Most Military Airlift Command flights to the Middle East and South Asia stage through Athens. MAC terminal and maintenance support facilities located there make the field a focal point for logistic support of other U.S. military activities in Greece and for the Sixth Fleet. Some airborne reconnaissance missions operate from the base. USN Communications Station—Nea Makri. The station provides primary command and control communications for the Sixth Fleet in the Eastern Mediterranean and the Black Sea. It also provides the HF link to Cyprus, Italy, Spain, Germany, and Turkey and serves as the area’s diplomatic telecommunications relay. Tropospheric Scatter Stations Five stations provide wideband command and control communications [1 line not declassified]. They also provide the wideband communications link with U.S. Defense activities in Turkey. Iraklion Air Base [1 paragraph (2 lines) not declassified] NATO [less than 1 line not declassified] The U.S. and FRG are the principal users of this Greek operated facility. It is employed primarily for annual [2 lines not declassified]. Timbakion. An air weapons training facility which is much needed by NATO is being developed and is due to be operational in mid-1975. NATO Depots POL, ammo and mine storage facilities are available for U.S. use at Souda Bay. [less than 1 line not declassified] [1 paragraph (4 lines) not declassified] Broadcasting Stations. The Voice of America maintains facilities at Rhodes, Thessaloniki, and the newly-opened station at Kavalla, representing an investment in excess of $30 million. These facilities broadcast to Eastern Europe, the USSR, and the Middle East. It is hard to imagine relocating these facilities, for there is no potential site for relocating them which would be politically acceptable to other countries or technically acceptable to the United States.12


At the start of the first round of negotiations in Geneva, Kissinger asked his team to prepare yet another strategic assessment of the problem, laying out the negotiating positions of each side and what would be the repercussions of a Greek–Turkish war:

Our fundamental interests in the area are: (1) to maintain the western defence-deterrence capability, which requires NATO cohesion, the maintenance of US/NATO facilities in the area, and Greek-Turkish harmony; and (2) to contain Soviet influence. An unstable Cyprus threatens both these interests. Greco-Turkish contention weakens the defence capability of the Alliance, and Greco-Turkish hostilities would deal it a severe blow. Further, if badly handled, the crisis could easily result in a better Soviet position in Cyprus and in either Greece or Turkey or both. Thus, the US does not have fundamental objectives as regards Cyprus itself except in the context of Cyprus’ effect on other US interests.

Intentions and Objectives of the Parties. Turkey: The Turks are determined to use their strong position in Cyprus to solve the Cyprus problem once and for all along the lines of de facto governmental separation of the two communities within the framework of an independent Cyprus. This is described by the Turks as ‘the restoration of two autonomous administrations’ coordinated only at the top by the Greek Cypriot president and the Turkish Cypriot vice president. This arrangement must be recognized by the Greeks in a formal document. The Turks oppose a return to the 1960 constitutional system as unworkable. They also oppose the return of Makarios. They do not speak of partition (double enosis), presumably because they do not think that Greece, the US, the Soviets, and the international community would tolerate the disappearance of the independent state of Cyprus. Moreover, Turkey may try to use its gains in Cyprus to pressure Greece to resolve other Greco-Turkish issues, principally the dispute over Aegean oil and the demarcation of territorial waters. Turkey may calculate that, with Karamanlis in power in Athens, there is a good chance to solve outstanding problems. Finally, Turkey believes it is bargaining from strength and will not approach the negotiating process in a concessionary mood.

Greece: Karamanlis, like Ecevit, wants to resolve outstanding Greco-Turkish problems … The Greeks would prefer an independent, unitary Cyprus with minimal guarantees for the rights of the Turkish community. They know that enosis is unacceptable to Turkey. In between, they would probably like the status quo ante without Makarios and without additional Turkish troops. Their minimum would be continued Cypriot independence. The Greeks might accept a federal solution if the Turkish military were reduced to a symbolic presence and if the federal arrangements were not simply a guise for Turkish extraterritoriality. If the Greeks concluded that there was no give at all in the Turkish position (i.e. that the Turks had effectively combined their autonomous enclave with Turkey) they might well move to do the same on the Greek side and approach the Turks on the basis of de facto enosis for both sectors.

Cyprus (The Greek Cypriots): The Turkish Cypriots are under Ankara’s control, but Athens will have to take the views of the Greek Cypriots into account. Whatever Athens agrees to with the Turks will have to be sold to Greek Cypriot opinion (despite Ankara’s total misconception that Greece can impose its will on the Greek Cypriots). In the past, Athens has had trouble dealing with Makarios, but once brought around, he could deliver Greek Cypriot agreement. Clerides is more amenable to Athens’ direction and more appealing to the Turks, but may well be unable to secure acceptance of Greco-Turkish compromises. The leftists want continued independence under Makarios; the rightists want enosis without Makarios. The Greek Cypriots have the potential to sabotage an agreement between Athens and Ankara.13


It is clear that the Karamanlis-Averoff government did in fact have deterrence options throughout the period of the pseudo-ceasefire that would have encouraged the Americans to get their act together in order to maintain NATO cohesion. Instead, they stayed put and followed the advice of the junta officers, who had let the Turkish troops invade in the hope that – in Ioannides’ words – ‘they will take Kyrenia and then stop’.14 Thus, there was regime continuity between the junta and the Karamanlis-Averoff political government both in terms of elite-administrative continuity and strategic management of the crisis. Both governments passively accepted the structural assessment of the West since 1922 and of the United States and NATO since 1952 that Turkey was strategically more important than Greece and, therefore, that Greece had no chances of developing with any degree of success an independent deterrent policy against Turkey, on its own and without Western support if matters came to a head. However, as we have seen already, this structural assessment on the part of Greece’s Western allies, epitomizes historical agency. Given the conjunctural strategic assessment of US departments that viewed Greece and Turkey as a united geostrategic bloc, if Karamanlis’s Greece had shown independent determination in defending Cyprus, then two outcomes would have been possible: (1) either the United States would have blocked the second Turkish advance, thus containing Turkey in the Kyrenia-North Nicosia lodgement; or (2) in the event of hostilities between Greece and Turkey starting, whether in Cyprus, the Aegean or Evros, then the United States would have had no option but to intervene in order to preserve the unity of NATO and deactivate the Soviet factor from the area.

This is what we can call a strategy of limits, whereby a political agency pushes its interlocutors to the limits of their strategically calculated tolerance, beyond the looming catastrophe and the point of no return. This strategy makes the interlocutor-opponent believe that they have won, but in fact this is half-truth, as you are also a winner. Makarios and Andreas Papandreou were two great masters of this strategy.15 Karamanlis and Averoff were not. Ecevit, too, pursued this type of risky policy in the gamble it took to coordinate the logistics of the invasion with Kissinger, diagnosed that all Karamanlis could do to stave off domestic pressure from the socialist left was to take Greece (provisionally) out of the military structure of NATO and legalize the communist party. Of note is the fact that even Dimitrios Ioannides contemplated leaving NATO because he felt that he had been betrayed by the Americans.16 Kissinger and the State Department were on top of things. They understood that Karamanlis’s actions were designed to pre-empt the left, while ‘putting the bee on the back of the junta for what happened’. The following revealing discussion took place on 16 August:

Kissinger: Have you seen the intelligence report that the French are trying to replace us in Greece?

Buffum: The French are also taking the lead at the UN Security Council. We should vote for the French resolution which asks that negotiations be reconvened, the outcome of which should not be prejudiced by military gains. Of course, the Turks are kicking in New York about that.

Kissinger: The French resolution is alright. It could mean there shouldn’t be future military operations. We can vote for it.

Hartman: I think this is a conscious policy on the part of Karamanlis to try to avoid coming to the conference table.

Sisco: He is going to (a) put the bee on the back of the junta for what has happened and (b) push us around but he can’t do too much.

Kissinger: Karamanlis is kicking us to pre-empt the left. If we had someone in Athens we could trust, we could contact him to say we understand the situation but he should not push us too far.17

The Kissinger-Ecevit coordination and the perceived supremacy of Turkey in NATO’s chain of command in the eastern Mediterranean by Karamanlis, coupled with persuasion on the part of Averoff and the junta that Greece had no independent credible deterrence against Turkey, merely encouraged Karamanlis to make empty threats amid defeatist crisis management. Karamanlis always believed that Greece’s relations with Turkey were more important than that country’s relations with Makarios’s regime in Cyprus. In any event, this management of the Cyprus crisis proved beneficial to the United States and the UK, less beneficial to Turkey in the long run, but very damaging to the interests of Cypriot society as a whole. Greece, as we shall see below, again following Kissinger’s advice, began decoupling the Cyprus issue from Turkish-Greek bilateral relations, possibly because it hoped that by leaving Cyprus to negotiate Turkey’s agenda in Cyprus – so-called bizonality/bicommunality with political equality between the two communities – it would have achieved a good deal for itself over the Aegean Sea and Thrace disputes. But before moving onto this last theme of our work, it is very interesting to outline some events within the Greek polity that took place from 24 July–17 August 1974, which is the critical period dominated by Karamanlis and Averoff. They show beyond reasonable doubt that alternatives to their defeatist policy existed but were not taken up.

As predicted by Kissinger, Karamanlis, in order to stave off reactions from the socialist left, upon assuming power ordered a general amnesty and the return of passports to all resistance fighters against the junta, allowing them to leave the country. Significantly, he closed down the infamous prison camp on Yiaros Island and discreetly looked for senior military allies in the army, such as Generals Panourgias Panourgias and John Davos. The former became his military adviser, and the latter Chief of Staff, on 19 August, after the junta officers had retired following the end of hostilities in Cyprus. These elements of discontinuity and change contributed nothing to the institutional capacity of the junta regime to produce NATO policy during the Cyprus crisis. In addition, rumours of a new coup against Karamanlis’s cabinet were widespread. This forced Karamanlis to become more dependent on the junta officers, as he needed them to order some relocation of army units away from Athens in order to minimize possibilities for a coup.

The feedback that Karamanlis and Averoff received from the junta officers soon after they assumed power was that Greece had no military capacity in projecting power to Cyprus without impeding Greece’s own defence plans in Evros and the Aegean Sea. This assessment, which travelled well beyond 1974 and which, for some, is valid to the present day, contradicted the very existence of Greek military plans for the defence of Cyprus. For what is the purpose of drafting such plans if they are inapplicable in practice and when needed most? Clerides asked Karamanlis several times for help, but Karamanlis refused point-blank. Some, like Alexis Papachelas, judge this as an attitude from a responsible leader,18 but Clerides, the ‘moderate’, asks:

Was an airborne transfer of troops from Greece to Cyprus possible? The answer is yes. It was possible. After all, it happened when fourteen planes with commandos flew to Cyprus [i.e. the NORATLAS mission on 21–22 July]. And the second question is: since all problems regarding the defence of Cyprus were known beforehand by the very same generals who had prepared the plan ‘K’, which provided for the mission of three submarines and a squadron of Phantoms to operate in Cyprus flying from Crete, why was this plan put together if it was never intended to be implemented?19


Generals are not meant to be idealists and dreamers. When they put military plans together, they do so responsibly and only if these plans can be sourced and delivered. The answer to Clerides’ questions is that the junta officers knew that the Greek army did have the capacity to advance an independent (from NATO) deterrence policy for the defence of Cyprus, but opted not do so.

On 14 August 1974, Karamanlis received an extensive top-secret report signed by all the junta officers on ‘Reinforcements of Cypriot National Guard during the military operations of 20 July–2 August 1974’.20 The report states that

since 1968 there were the following provisions on the part of Greece to defend Cyprus in the event of a Turkish invasion: a) Use of ELDYK forces for a counter-attack on the invading forces; b) Use of one submarine and two torpedo boats to hit the Turkish warships and landing craft; c) Use of one squadron of aircraft to destroy the landing forces.21


The report is very detailed, noting, for example the movement of the air forces from their bases in mainland Greece to Crete, even before 20 July, which means that Ioannides and other junta officers knew that Turkey was about to invade Cyprus. On 22 July, the report says, nine Phantom fighter jets flew to Crete. The navy was made available and readied four torpedo boats and two new submarines, which were ordered to sail from Rhodes towards Cyprus. However, they were ordered to return, when conflict between Turkey and Greece loomed large, the report states. Self-restraint prevailed, the report goes, because the submarines were useful for the defence of the Greek islands, since the Turkish fleet in Izmir was ready to engage against Greece and because the Sisco mission prompted the government to consider the Soviet threat. The report stresses that this threat was strong, and that persistent American pressure and threats forced the then leadership of the country, i.e. Ioannides and the other junta officers, to show self-restraint. It also says that there were other logistical problems, such as that many planes could not reach Cyprus, operate and then return back to their base in Crete, whereas the Phantoms, the only planes that could do that, took time to get ready with a noticeable delay of more than three hours. By the time the officers decided to use the Phantoms (at 11.00 p.m. on 22 July), the Turks had already occupied Kyrenia. Therefore, ‘the previous government did not stay inactive; it simply did not create conditions of escalation of the crisis’.22 This is true, but they fail to add that this was at the expense of Cypriot society. The ultimate conclusion is that ‘the reinforcements planned with naval and air-force components for the battle of Cyprus did not get involved because they would have caused a Greek-Turkish war’. Only planes belonging to the NORATLAS fleet flew to Cyprus. Two ferries, the Sappho and the Kydon, slated to transport ammunition and other military and medical aid to Cyprus, were not given the order to leave the port of Keratsini, near Piraeus, Athens. Ultimately, apart from the NORATLAS planes, only the Elli carrying ammunition reached the port of Limassol on 31 July, that is, after the first round of the Geneva negotiations.

The report, signed by the junta Chiefs of Staff,23 makes it clear that Greece could have intervened in Cyprus from 20 July onwards, but did not do so because of the constraints posed by NATO. Sisco’s mission played on a twin cultural fear cultivated in the Greek elites at least since their NATO membership in 1952: the fear of the communist demon, which was lurking ready to break up Greece and concede northern Greece (Macedonia) to Bulgaria and Tito’s Yugoslavia; and the fear of Turkey evolving into a superior force within NATO. All the Greek elites, with the exception of Andreas Papandreou and the Eniéa Dimokratikí Aristerá (United Democratic Left) led by Ilias Iliou, were operating under the supremacy of these two cultural-ideological factors, adding additional layers of dependency upon the United States’ pro-Turkish and anti-Makarios policy. As we know from the recent work of constructivist theorists in international relations, culture and perceived threats play a paramount role in the shaping of political and security policy of state elites.24 Not much seems to have changed in today’s Greece, whereby communist-phobia is replaced by Russophobia, while the fear of Turkey’s regional supremacy remains the same, if not augmented.

In the first round of the Geneva negotiations, Mavros mentioned that Greece could exercise its rights as a guarantor power and send two divisions to Cyprus, because he knew that Karamanlis was working on a proposal to ask the Chiefs of Staff urgently to prepare one division for Cyprus. In his detailed work on the Cyprus conflict, retired Greek Brigadier, George Sergis, writes:

Karamanlis ordered the operational readiness of a division, so that it could depart immediately for Cyprus if so decided. But instead of executing the political order, the General Staff decided to form a committee under the deputy Army General, lieutenant General Epitidios, to study the possibility of forming a division of special composition, its mission being to take action outside the country’s borders. Thus, Karamanlis’ political order to form a division for action as soon as possible was transformed into a feasibility study to form a division.25


This request, put forward by Karamanlis at the end of July, was officially again made at a meeting with Averoff and the (junta) Chiefs of Staff on 3 August. The latter and Averoff opposed Karamanlis’s ideas and proposals about how to redress the imbalance of forces in Cyprus, which was so much in favour of Turkey. Their argument was that Turkey was superior in everything and that Greece could not break up Turkey’s defences in Evros by occupying the Karaağaç triangle of the Edirne province for psychological reasons. Karamanlis, sensing that Turkey was poised for a second advance, insisted that Cyprus needed to be reinforced, and ordered the formation of a division to be sent immediately to Cyprus. Galatsanos, the Army Chief, responded that it would take from six to 10 days to be ready.26

Karamanlis felt undermined. A memorandum dated 11 August of another meeting with the junta Chiefs of Staff reveals Karamanlis’s frustration with them. According to the minutes, he appears to have lost his temper, perhaps because he had realized his mistake in leaving them all in their positions:

During the meeting, Karamanlis blew up. There were rumours of a coup by pro-Ioannides officers. Angrily, he said that he could not rule the country and be a hostage of the junta at the moment when the country was facing external threats. He asked the Chiefs of Staff to tell him if they controlled the military. The Navy and Air-Force commanders responded positively, but Bonanos and the Army Commander, Galatsanos, confessed that they did not do so. Then, Karamanlis shouted that this cancer has to be eliminated, or else all Chiefs and Commanders must resign instantly, whereupon he would call a massive rally in Syntagma Square, central Athens, exposing them all. He might also resign. The Chiefs of Staff, on the same day, moved some suspicious army units away from Attica.27


On 13 August, when it was clear that the negotiations in Geneva were reaching a dead end and that the Turkish army was poised for renewed hostilities, Karamanlis again asked Averoff and his junta Chiefs of Staff how Cyprus could be helped. As a last resort, he also proposed the formation of a convoy to Cyprus carrying himself and Averoff, so that Turkey would think twice before bombing it. Averoff considered this a positive move and a positive international public relations exercise, which would win over sympathy and support; yet following a closed-door meeting between him and Karamanlis, the idea was dropped. Interestingly, Karamanlis asked again about the division, but the Chiefs of Staff, procrastinating, said that the division still needed six to seven days to get ready. Karamanlis gave up. In the end, the division did become available on 19 August when the hostilities were over, the junta officers had been retired and Turkey was occupying 37% of the Republic of Cyprus. Galatsanos, the Army Chief, decided the tactics of the National Guard in Cyprus during the Turkish second advance: ‘retreat maneuvers, while keeping contact with the enemy’28; and so it occurred, until Kissinger imposed on Ecevit the final cease-fire following the paradoxical occupation of Famagusta – to date a ghost town.

It is abundantly clear that Karamanlis’s deterrence policy was skewed by the junta officers and Averoff, although he understood the catastrophic character of the junta’s acts of omission and commission: it had obstructed any meaningful formulation of Greek deterrence for the protection of Cyprus, something which would have sent chilling messages to Kissinger that the Turkish advance should be stopped and that Makarios should be immediately restored to power. But Karamanlis himself had been at odds with Makarios since the mid-1950s; and on the issue of delaying the return of Makarios to Cyprus, both he and Kissinger were on the same page. In any event, the junta and, by extension, Karamanlis fell prey to Sisco’s and Kissinger’s threats that initiation of war with Turkey would spell the end of Greece – something which was totally off the mark, as we have seen from the views of American policymakers from various departments and agencies. Yet, as we have also seen, such was the fear on the part of American policymakers that Greece might get involved in Cyprus that they were readying plans to bring the war to a halt. The Turkish Chiefs of Staff had the same fear, even thinking that the United States would never allow a Turkish–Greek war to last more than 24 hours, thereby causing havoc to their Cyprus invasion plan and the political goal of partition.

Brigadier Stylianos Pattakos, a member of the triumvirate that overthrew the Kanelopoulos government in April 1967, had a straightforward view. Let us turn to his account. The moment the Sampson coup took place, the military attaché at the Greek Embassy in London, Athanasios Perdikis, sent repeated warnings to the Chief of the Greek Armed Forces, Grigoris Bonanos, about the forthcoming Turkish invasion, while Ioannis Sotiriadis, a Greek Brigadier serving at the NATO headquarters in Izmir, was warned by the Americans. He informed Bonanos on 18 July, who ‘ignored the warnings’, and did not reinforce the Cypriot National Guard; in fact, 700 experienced members of the Greek contingent in Cyprus were replaced with conscripts.

The Ioannidis government ordered a partial call-up to begin at 9.00 a.m. on 20 July, just as the Turkish army was landing in Cyprus, but at 11.00 a.m. Bonanos ordered a general call-up, thus causing considerable confusion. On 21 July, the Greek President Phaedon Ghizikis, Ioannides, Bonanos and the Chiefs of the Army, Navy and Air Force, Andrew Galatsanos, Peter Arapakis and Alexander Papanikolau, met, and decided that the following day, under Bonanos’s supervision, the Greek Armed Forces would begin shooting in Thrace, to divert Turkish attention, sink the Turkish landing craft outside Kyrenia and fly six Phantom jets from Crete to attack the Turkish forces in Cyprus. All three Chiefs of Staff then did precisely the opposite of what had been agreed, with Papanikolau, Chief of the Air Force, claiming that the Bulgarians were amassing on Greece’s border, waiting to attack.29

Clearly, the Turkish invasion had come as a surprise to many, and one is inclined to wonder what secret reassurances may have been given to Ioannides about getting rid of Makarios with impunity. It was the Kissinger factor that resulted in Bonanos stopping the agreed attacks. When Kissinger’s envoy, Joseph Sisco, arrived in Athens on 20 July, he tried to meet various members of the junta, but was rebuffed. However, he did at least manage to meet with Bonanos and Arapakis. According to Pattakos, Sisco was heard to tell Bonanos to stop the attacks in exchange for a promise that he would oblige the ‘Turks to return to Turkey’.30 As regards the alleged threat from Bulgaria, the head of Greek intelligence, Lambros Stathopoulos, claimed that he had received this information ‘from Anglo-US sources’; however, the Greek Border Force denied that there was any Bulgarian build-up.31

General Panourgias, who, as we saw earlier, was appointed by Karamanlis as his military adviser, offered a sober contemporary analysis of the situation. On 1 August 1974, the experienced soldier (and politician) who resisted the junta, wrote a memorandum ‘on the strategic issue of the country’, as he called it, arguing the following:

It would have been far more preferable to have had the entire leadership of the army replaced from the first moment. This did not happen, as the preferred method was the slow disempowerment of the (junta) regime. This required the constitution of an advisory body, composed of 3–5 retired officers to oversee the process of transition.32


Furthermore, General Panourgias argues, the current army leadership could have been accused of treason, since it was responsible for the following:


	The Athens Polytechnic events, the killing of students and the covering-up of the killers;

	Crimes committed during the junta period since 21 April 1967;

	[The junta officers] lacking status and prestige due to their subservience to the dictators, who were officers of lower rank;

	They were not good professionals;

	They were responsible for the utter failure of the national mobilisation;

	[The junta officers] misled the Greek people by telling them that in two days the Greek army would be in Constantinople (Istanbul), whereas it was now saying that we were weak and in tatters; and

	Organised the coup against Makarios, a clear-cut case of national treason.33



Panourgias explained that the government could not, and must not, trust this army leadership and proposed the immediate replacement of Bonanos and other practical measures, such as the return of all officers that the junta released from duty in April 1967. He also proposed that certain army units based in Attica move to other locations – advice that, as we saw, Karamanlis took seriously and followed.

No regime change took place in Greece in summer 1974 and Ecevit’s claim that his ‘intervention in Cyprus restored democracy in Greece’ does not appear to be true. From the point of view of Greece’s policy towards Cyprus, there is continuity with all Greek governments from the 1950s to the 1970s and beyond. At the administrative/bureaucratic elite level, Karamanlis and Averoff kept the entire staff responsible for the first Attila operation intact. The key feature of this bankrupt policy was subjugation to Turkish strategic intent in Cyprus via American and NATO preference for Turkey’s position, since Turkey was considered strategically more important than Greece. The final section of this volume looks at the way in which this Greek subjugation transpired in the diplomacy of the 1974–1975 period, and Makarios’s legacy on the Cyprus issue.


Notes
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	See Erickson and Uyar (2020). In many instances, the authors observe that the National Guard and the Greek forces did not take the routes that would have allowed them to deter the advance of Turkish troops, but cannot say why the National Guard units acted in this way. Recent studies in Greek on the matter present evidence that the plans for the defence of Cyprus were skewed by misleading orders from the headquarters of the National Guard in Nicosia which, in turn, was receiving orders from Athens, that is, either from the junta officers (until 23 July) or from Averoff (after 24 July).
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In the aftermath of the second Turkish advance, US Secretary of State Henry Kissinger sent retired Ambassador William Tyler to Athens, and Wells Stabler to Ankara, on informal missions to discuss Cyprus. According to Kissinger in his autobiography, Years of Renewal, ‘they were instructed to put forward a concept for a bizonal federation of Cyprus and a significant reduction of the Turkish-controlled areas, as well as a phased withdrawal of Turkish forces’.1 Kissinger toyed for about a month with two ideas: that of bizonality, which was politician Rauf Denktash’s proposal, and that of a cantonal arrangement, tabled by Turkish Minister of Foreign Affairs Turan Güneş following his advice. The Güneş-Kissinger proposal was perhaps more anodyne, as it could lead to a lower number of population transfers, alleviating the suffering of refugees. Both ideas, nevertheless, were placed in a context in which the central government of ‘bicommunality and bizonality’ would have to be weak and not dominated by the Greek majority element, i.e. positive discrimination in favour of Turkish interests. For this to happen, the notion of ‘political equality’ was introduced. In any event, Turkey and the Turkish Cypriots could argue that the Constitution of 1960 was bicephalous, with the (Greek Cypriot) President and the (Turkish Cypriot) Vice President having equal veto rights. Kissinger was in agreement with Turkey’s position, as he could extract much more foreign policy capital for the United States from Turkey than Greece. Turkey had been in a semi-secret alliance with Israel since the 1950s; it was a member of the Central Treaty Organization (CENTO), while its political and economic cooperation with the Soviets since 1964 after President Lyndon B. Johnson’s letter to Turkish premier Mustafa İsmet İnönü regarding the issue of Cyprus had to be reversed.2 Sacrificing a piece of Cyprus, or even the whole of Cyprus, for the sake of the strengthening of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) alliance and the United States’ position in the Middle East was not of great consequence to him.

US Ambassador Henry Tasca’s report on the two meetings between Constantine Karamanlis and Tyler have some important aspects, especially the second one.3 During the first ‘meet and greet’ meeting, Karamanlis argued that US policy favoured the Turks. Tyler responded that the balance of power had structurally tilted towards the Turks, not the United States, a comment that Karamanlis found risible, reported Tasca. Karamanlis criticized US policy, saying to Tyler that on assuming office he had faced considerable anti-American sentiment in Greece, and that instead of offering support, the United States had backed a second Turkish invasion, as if it wanted to destroy him and his government. He went on to argue that the United States could have prevented the coup against Makarios if it had so wished. In any event, the second Turkish advance was, according to Karamanlis, totally ‘inexcusable and expansionist’. He presented himself as moderate and pro-American, but also insisted that there were limits to what he could do if he received no substantive help. He noted that ‘Greek military action against Turkey would have been extremely popular even if the Greeks were unable to defeat the Turks in the field’. Tyler said that all this would be reported to Kissinger, adding that he disagreed with Karamanlis’s allegations regarding US policy:

If Karamanlis really believed that we had encouraged the junta, as Ambassador Tyler had understood him to say, then the PM [Prime Minister] was wrong. Washington accepted no responsibility for the stupidity of the junta. Ambassador Tyler said that since this would be the final meeting, he would like, with the PM’s permission, to outline the Secretary’s preliminary estimate of a possible Cyprus settlement. In the Secretary’s view, some kind of bizonal federal arrangement seemed the most practical framework. Karamanlis remarked that ‘we accept this idea, although the Greek Cypriots do not.’ Ambassador Tyler continued by saying that we envisaged some reduction in the area of Turkish control and important reductions in the size of the Turkish forces. (Bitsios said that if we envisaged Turkish troops remaining in Cyprus after a final settlement was achieved, this would not be compatible with Cypriot sovereignty). Ambassador Tyler said that as far as the refugee problem was concerned, we believed that there would be the return of some refugees to their homes but probably a fairly sizeable exchange of populations as well.4


Karamanlis showed full understanding of the issues and of America’s attitude, despite Tyler’s rebuttals. Nevertheless, he moved swiftly by way of making one concession after the other in order to achieve peace with Turkey, an important NATO ally. Ultimately, he agreed to the concept of bizonality, albeit that Makarios and the Cypriots did not. This ‘bit by bit’ concessionary negotiating tactic did not prove advantageous and was criticized openly by Kissinger himself at a meeting with the Greek Minister of Foreign Affairs, Dimitrios Bitsios, in Helsinki in July 1975:

Kissinger: Your negotiation is the only one that I have failed to move forward. I am not saying this in any way to complain – we both know how to solve this problem. The only criticism I would have of your negotiating tactics is that you don’t take a position and stick with it. You give a little every three months and that just causes the other side to delay. The basic problem was last August. We decided that military action by us was impossible and, of course, there were other factors. If we made a mistake, it was in Geneva.

Bitsios: If Mavros had known that you were behind the Turkish proposal, he might have considered it more closely.5

The Greeks seem to have adopted in the diplomatic theatre what army staff officer Andrew Galatsanos had suggested in the war theatre of Cyprus. Explaining how the National Guard and ELDYK (Hellenic Force in Cyprus) could have resisted the second Turkish incursion into Cyprus, he refined the Greek military position as follows: ‘retreat maneuvers while keeping contact with the enemy’.6 Kissinger’s comment to Bitsios about the Greek’s negotiating tactics of making concessions ‘every three months’, thereby creating imbalances in the negotiations, could be perceived as derogatory. But Bitsios took it lightly. He averred that Kissinger was behind the Güneş plan in Geneva and that Mavros might have repudiated it had he known of its intentions. The real concession that Kissinger was talking about was made the day before by Karamanlis himself to President Ford:

Karamanlis: I have the impression that this situation has not been handled right. We all know how to arrive at a solution to this small problem and a solution exists – it is not like the Middle East – but all the same if a solution is found all the dangers will automatically disappear. After all it is a rather small question. I have adopted a position. I am willing to satisfy Turkish demands. I have accepted a geographic federation. I am prepared to accept two zones but on condition that enough territory is returned so that their percentage is roughly equivalent or in some relation to their population. It can be 1 or 2 or 3 percent more than the 18 percent of their position. This would facilitate the return of refugees. I am willing to give the Turks whatever federal powers they want. I can impose such a solution now. I am strong enough in Athens and I can control Makarios.7

We are witnessing here Karamanlis’s solid commitment to Turkey’s position, which the United States obviously endorsed with the blessing of Kissinger and his administration. Not only did Karamanlis accept bizonality, but also a weak federal government based on the concept of positive discrimination (political equality), thereby neglecting the practical dysfunctionality of such a principle as shown by the 1959–1960 Constitution. Furthermore, in order to impress the US President, Karamanlis declared that he could control Makarios, meaning that he could ‘twist his arm’ and persuade him to agree to the principle of bizonality. But Makarios had never agreed to bizonality, nor was he Karamanlis’s stooge. Recognizing the new dynamics of the balance of power in Cyprus, Makarios’s position had many elements of humanism as well as Greek identity politics, inasmuch as he promoted the idea of cantonization with a strong central government formed on a democratic basis, and not on the notion of two politically equal ethnic communities. Having several cantons across the island-state would help to keep the majority of the population in their homes and on their land, thus reducing the refugee problem and humanitarian costs. The issue of central government was an issue of democracy, whereby to every citizen corresponds to one vote. According to Makarios, and as prior experience had shown, positive discrimination favouring the Turkish Cypriot minority paralysed the functioning of the state machine. Acting President of Cyprus Glafkos Clerides, who was very close to Karamanlis, could not start to negotiate the Turkish agenda without Makarios’s approval. He lied to the US President and Kissinger in order to impress them. The rift between Greece and the Republic of Cyprus remained unaltered. Karamanlis, like any other Greek leader, could not push pro-Turkish NATO policy onto Makarios.

Karamanlis’s adoption of the Turkish position of bizonality/bicommunality had been captured by Kissinger since the early days. ‘My reading’ of the situation, Kissinger confessed to Turkish Minister of Foreign Affairs Melih Esenbel at a meeting held in Brussels on 12 December 1974, ‘is that Karamanlis wants to get rid of the Cyprus problem as quickly as he can’. Kissinger felt that ‘the Greeks are ready to make major concessions and it is my feeling that they will settle for a bizonal arrangement.’ Kissinger went on to say that the Greeks ‘need some face-saving device in the form of a few little cantons near the big one’. US Assistant Secretary for European Affairs Arthur Hartman asked Kissinger if the cantons would all be in the north. Kissinger replied as follows: ‘that is true, they would be in the north. As a friend of Turkey, I would like to say that if you can organize yourselves to show any flexibility, progress can be made’.8

One of the main reasons why Makarios’s return to Cyprus had been delayed for so long was that all parties knew that he disagreed with Turkey and NATO’s negotiating position of bizonality/bicommunality with political equality and weak central government. In a cable to Kissinger, the American Ambassador to Cyprus reported on Clerides’ position as follows:

My problem is that I cannot publicly take a position on his return because his supporters may then start trouble. This again will lead to a clash with anti-Makarios elements. The only possibility is for Karamanlis to exercise maximum pressure to dissuade him from coming. There is of course the possibility that the Archbishop may ignore advice from Karamanlis and then I do not see how he could stop him. Then what I see as a problem that could be solved realistically, in a short time, particularly if Denktash had more authority from Ankara, may become extremely difficult because my authority will also be diminished. The happiest development would have been to have Makarios stay away and Denktash be given greater freedom of action. With both of us operating with limited authority, there is a real danger of stalemate. If Makarios’ return cannot be stopped, at least I hope that in our coming Athens meetings Karamanlis will insist that the Archbishop sign a memorandum on the policy to be followed. I have already told the GOG [government of Greece] that if the Archbishop returns without a signed memorandum authorizing me on behalf of the GOG and himself to negotiate on the basis of a bi-regional geographic federation, after trying for a short time the cantonal theory, I would not accept a continuing role as negotiator. From the Athens meetings there must be at least an agreement on procedure and objectives and a firm commitment from the Archbishop that he will sign a solution. I have told the GOG that I would not accept a situation in which the Archbishop returns, I negotiate a solution and then he refuses to sign it. I assume he would accompany his refusal to sign by resignation. This would throw the country into an election. Public controversy would hinge on signing the solution and in the end no Greek Cypriot could sign. In my view, either the Archbishop should decide now to resign or agree to enter into firm commitments with the GOG on policy and the signing of a solution.’ As to the final paragraph of your message regarding introduction of a Soviet air service in Cyprus, Clerides said to tell you ‘don’t worry’.9



We are witnessing here Clerides’ alignment with Karamanlis, which Kissinger enveloped within the Turkish strategic notion of bizonality with political equality for both ethnic communities at central government level, never mind the blatant failure of this approach in 1960–1963. Makarios, who returned to Cyprus in early December having had a stop-over in Athens where he met Karamanlis, refused to sign any document committing him to Turkish and NATO policy. The Karamanlis government, and all Greek governments ever since with the partial exception of Andreas Papandreou’s cabinets in the 1980s, have accepted the Turkish/NATO negotiating position, the main differences being the percentage of the territory to be kept under Turkish control and the number of Greek Cypriot refugees that should be returned to their homeland. At the same time, Kissinger was busy pressurizing both the Turks and the Greeks not to let the Soviets have air bases and other rights in and around Cyprus. He did not like the fact that Turkey, for example, having already opened a small airfield in its occupied zone, had allowed the Soviets to operate their service with a Yak plane. Despite being allowed to occupy 37% of Cyprus, Turkish-Soviet relations continued to be friendly and functional. This matter and the Cyprus issue were discussed alongside the eventuality of a new Middle Eastern conflict, as well as the future of hydrocarbons at a formal Anglo-American gathering.10 Kissinger, on top of things as always, did not manage to escape a brief partial embargo on arms sales to Turkey which was to last for about three years (1975–1978) pushed by two prominent Greek American Congressmen, Paul Sarbanes and Stephen John Brademas.11 The embargo was a little shorter in duration than Greece’s withdrawal from the military structure of NATO (1974–1980) that Averoff regretted so much.12

What transpires from the documentation provided above, is that Karamanlis began to view the new Cyprus issue as a separate matter from bilateral Greek-Turkish relations, namely those issues raised unilaterally by Turkey, such as the demilitarization of the eastern Aegean islands, the continental shelf problem and the question of the Muslim minority in Greek Thrace. The Karamanlis government, after discussions with Kissinger, agreed to the de-coupling of the Cyprus issue as an issue of illegal invasion and occupation from Greek-Turkish bilateral issues. The hope was that the quid pro quo from Turkey would be to become more accommodating on Greece’s rights in the Aegean Sea and/or Thrace. This has not been the case. This tactic of making ‘bit by bit’ concessions began to produce the opposite results, as reflected in the minutes from a discussion between Kissinger, Hartman and Bitsios in Rome on 5 November 1974, less than three months after the war:

Kissinger: It is true you are the one who suffers the most. I’ll try to get the Turks to make more gestures of goodwill. I can try to convince them to withdraw some of their forces. Would you be able to concede some points on matters of general principles?

Bitsios: We don’t believe that withdrawal of some Turkish troops has a big significance.

Kissinger: I agree.

Bitsios: We can re-start with a discussion of the Güneş plan in Geneva II.

After a short break during which the two diplomats discussed the Cyprus issue, the discussion moved on to the Aegean Sea. Kissinger asked whether Greece wished to decouple bilateral relations with Turkey from the Cyprus issue. Bitsios said that he preferred to have them linked up at the moment, but when the discussion turned to the militarization of the Aegean islands by Greece, something which Turkey opposed as per the Lausanne Treaty, Bitsios’ position moved onto another level:

Bitsios: There is the issue of some Aegean islands. Turkey accuses us of ‘re-militarising’ them. Of course, certain international treaties refer to their de-militarisation …

Kissinger: So, would you agree that the islands can be de-militarised as long as there are international guarantees for their security?

Bitsios: I absolutely agree.13

Hartman, meanwhile, wrote to Kissinger that the Greeks were ready to accept the separation of the Cyprus issue from Greek-Turkish relations, effectively relinquishing Greece’s rights as guarantor power. ‘The events of 1974’, he would write in an Action Memorandum dated 3 November 1976, ‘pointed out Greece’s inability to protect Cyprus’. ‘This fact’, Hartman continued, ‘together with the growth of tension in the Aegean, had tended to shift Greek political attention away from Cyprus to domestic concerns and the perceived threat from Turkey’. According to Hartman,

The Turks would like to pretend the Cyprus problem no longer exists. They are pleased with how the events of 1974 turned out, and while they occasionally concede that some minor territorial adjustments in Cyprus may be possible, they are clearly in no hurry to make them. The Turks view their own current problems with Greece, the European Community and the United States as more serious – and entirely separate – from the Cyprus issue.14


Kissinger continued to explore with both Greeks and Turks the Aegean Sea issues raised by Turkey in a manner separate from that of Cyprus. After all, a NATO power, in this case Greece, cannot publicly and politically accuse another NATO power, Turkey, of an ‘illegal invasion and occupation of an independent state, member of the UN’. Kissinger’s knowledge of Greek negotiating tactics of making ‘bit by bit’ concessions over the Cyprus issue was good advice to the Turks. Kissinger now recommended to Turkish officials to let matters ‘cook a little’ over the Aegean dispute. Turkey, meanwhile, made clear that ‘in a crude way’, its position was ‘to divide the Aegean in half down the median line’. This exchange of views occurred in New York on 29 September 1976. Two months later, Karamanlis signed the so-called Verni protocol with Turkish Prime Minister Süleyman Demirel in which, among other agreements concerning exploration rights in the Aegean Sea, he agreed to decouple Cyprus from Greek-Turkish disputes. Let us quote the most interesting parts of Kissinger’s conversation with the Turkish officials in New York:

Kissinger: Your idea then, as I understand it, is to divide the Aegean in half down the median line and then make some special arrangements for the islands.

Turkmen: Yes, in a crude way, that is our position.

Kissinger: My understanding from my discussion with Tzounis last week was that the Greeks would accept joint exploration in the disputed zone, but it has never been clear to me where that disputed zone is.

Caglayangil: In some parts of the Aegean, we favour joint exploration. In others, there ought to be separate arrangements whereby each side can exploit his own resources. In other words, our position is that either the whole Aegean should be divided in a manner satisfactory to both sides, or the whole Aegean should be jointly explored.

Kissinger: But excluding the territorial waters of the islands.

Caglayangil: Yes, except for the islands.

Esenbel: The Greek position is totally different. They want the continental shelf fixed starting from the Greek islands, that is, that the islands are the base point from which the continental shelf with Turkey is calculated. That is what we cannot accept. About resources in the Aegean, I am no longer sure that the Greeks know more than we do. We both applied to the same institution in New York in the hope of obtaining maps showing resources in the Aegean, so I would say we are about even in this regard.

Kissinger: I don’t believe the Greeks will ever agree to joint exploration and exploitation of the whole Aegean. As far as I am concerned, having heard the position of the Greeks, such a notion would be out of the question. At the same time, however, I have learned in dealing with our friends in the eastern Mediterranean to let things cook a little. Several weeks ago, for example, I could have sworn we had developed a better result in New York than was eventually worked out ten days later in the Security Council. I would have thought the Greeks would have been far better off had they accepted the proposal we talked about then. But they seem happy with the Security Council resolution, and so my judgment on these matters must somehow be faulty.

Caglayangil: No, you are right. The Greeks would have been better off to accept the earlier compromise you discussed. Moreover, look at Cyprus. As you know, we had proposed a cantonal system in Geneva. They would have been feasting in Athens today if they had accepted our proposal then.

Kissinger: You are right. That is one negotiation I permitted to get away from me. I never did understand completely what occurred. One thing is clear – we underestimated British incompetence. Of course, you, too, would have had a heart attack if the Greeks had accepted your proposal. You made your offer knowing the Greeks could not accept, since they would then have voluntarily given up the northern third of the island.15
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Given that the Cyprus issue was one of the consequences of the Cold War, it would be incomplete to omit Soviet policy in Cyprus from the ‘decolonization’ process up to the mid-1970s.1 In parallel to this, we will examine the pressure exerted by United States’ pressure on the United Kingdom to hang onto its two military bases in Cyprus. The issues are complex and provide further context showing the tightrope on which Makarios was treading.

From 1953–1964/1965, the Soviet Union propagated a policy on the basis of ‘peaceful co-existence’. Effectively, this was an anti-North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) policy that supported Makarios’s independence stance, while trying to capitalize on the rift between Turkey, Greece, the UK and the United States. President Lyndon B. Johnson’s letter to Turkish premier Mustafa İsmet İnönü about the issue of Cyprus did indeed serve to bring Turkey and the Union of the Soviet Socialist Republics (USSR) closer. But following the Cuban missile crisis of 1962, a period of relaxation between the two superpowers ensued, culminating in the détente policy of the Nixon period. The Soviets supported Makarios during the crisis of 1964 simply because they did not want to see an increased NATO presence in Cyprus and the eastern Mediterranean. But from then on their policy began to change, although not as radically as many historians have argued. When the NATO solution was announced in 1959, the Soviet press made a number of points, reported as follows by the British Embassy in Moscow:

The imperialists view the national liberation movement in Cyprus primarily as a threat to the strategic position of the island as a spring-board for aggression in the Middle East. The United States became intensely anxious to eliminate Anglo-Greek Turkish differences in order to preserve the position of NATO in the eastern Mediterranean and to revive the Balkan Alliance. Thus, the United States brought decisive pressure to bear on Greece to come to terms with the United Kingdom and Turkey over Cyprus in order to achieve a speedy solution (Izvestia, of February 14, in a review of Greek press commentary, quoted the daily To Vima as saying that the United States had exerted such pressure by threatening to cut off economic aid to Greece:



	The proclamation of a republic in Cyprus will not materially affect the Cypriots since the United Kingdom is to retain the right to keep military bases there in perpetuity, and the island will remain shackled to NATO;

	The decisions taken behind the backs of the Cypriot people ignore their just demands and represent a colonialist plot directed against Cypriot interests and against peace and international security;

	The Greek Government has abandoned its former position and capitulated to United States pressure. The reason for this is that ‘certain circles’ in Greece are seeking a way out of their internal difficulties and aim to distract attention from their persecution of progressive forces in their preparation of increasing anti-democratic terror;

	The Soviet public stands for the right of all peoples to decide their own future and condemns the Zurich ‘plot’ as a threat to peace and a dagger in the back of heroic Cypriot patriots;

	In Greece, public hostility towards these new imperialist manoeuvres in the Eastern Mediterranean and the Balkans is increasing.





Other articles in the Soviet press today and yesterday have supported this general line, mostly by using selected quotations from the Greek newspapers Avgi, To Vima and Eleftheria.2


As for the United Kingdom, its most recent attempt to disengage itself and leave Cyprus failed in the face of pressure from the United States and, later, US Secretary of State Henry Kissinger. Effectively, the UK was squeezed out by America’s Cold War strategic necessities. From the late 1950s to the 1970s and beyond, the Soviet-US rivalry had turned the UK into an instrument of Cold War power calculations. Effectively, the UK stopped determining Cyprus policy from 1963–1964 and even before that it was obliged to operate within the constraints set out by the United States’ Cold War priorities. In 1963–1964, the Soviet Union also altered its international policy. Although it opposed the ‘NATOization’ of Cyprus, the USSR began to see Turkey’s position in Cyprus as a vehicle to advance its interests in the eastern Mediterranean. It was then that Soviet Minister of Foreign Affairs, Andrei Gromyko, proposed a solution to the Cyprus issue along federal/co-federal lines, effectively giving in to the Turkish position against Greek Cypriot interests, as federalism/co-federalism was recognizing the Turkish Cypriots as a community potentially with sovereign rights. This, nevertheless, did not lead to NATOization and Makarios, relying more and more on the Anorthotikon Komma Ergazomenou Laou (Party of the Working People), tried to balance out the new pro-Turkish positioning of the Soviet Union. Makarios served Cyprus well, as did the Soviets for the Soviet Union and the Turks for Turkey. By the late 1970s, the Soviets had amassed considerable naval power in the eastern Mediterranean. During the 1974 crisis, the Soviets, faithful to the policy of détente, did not get involved, but they continue to support the independence and de-NATOization of Cyprus. For the UK, however, things began to sour.

The nature of the Turkish invasion of Cyprus seems to have traumatized the British government so much so that it appeared to give up the annexed Cypriot territories soon after the event. This is hardly surprising, given its somewhat coy and ambivalent attitude towards the Sovereign Area Bases (SBAs) at Akrotiri and Dhekelia from as early as 1964, following the 1963 riots, which almost led to a Turkish invasion and the breakdown of the Constitution which itself depended on the anomalous 1960 treaties, about which the Foreign and Commonwealth Office (FCO) was also ambivalent:3

There seems little doubt however, that in the long term, our sovereign rights in the SBAs and Treaty rights in Republican territory will be considered increasingly irksome by the Greek Cypriots and will be regarded as increasingly anachronistic by world public opinion.4


The invasion occasioned the FCO to write in a secret memorandum: ‘Our military bases on the island have usually been more of a liability than an asset … at least a de facto and temporary partition of the island into two clearly defined Greek and Turkish areas seems essential’.5

The invasion prompted Kissinger to put pressure on the UK not to give up the SBAs. A telegram in November 1974 from the British Foreign Secretary, James Callaghan, to Kissinger throws into relief the British government’s reaction to the pressure exerted on it by Kissinger:

We shall not in present circumstances proceed with our preferred policy of withdrawing from the Sovereign Base Areas altogether. The fact that the US Administration and you personally attach such importance to our presence in Cyprus, together with your argument about the generally adverse effect of our withdrawal on the region as a whole, was the determining consideration. I would not pretend that we would accept without reservation each and every argument and point in your case … I am not entirely happy about the prospect which our decision to stay in Cyprus entails.6


Five months later, the FCO stated:

Although our preferred policy is for a complete British military withdrawal from Cyprus, we recognise that we cannot do so at present, given the global importance of working closely with the Americans.7


Perhaps recognizing British worries, the United States continued to exert pressure in the form of a visit to the SBAs by the US Ambassador in Cyprus, which occasioned the Head of Secretariat of British Forces Cyprus to conclude:

In summary, we find it difficult to understand why the visit was pressed on BFC at short notice and conclude that it was primarily with a view to assessing the future of the British presence in Cyprus with particular reference to intelligence gathering.8



Just six weeks later, the Permanent Under Secretary of the British Ministry of Defence wrote to his counterpart at the FCO, Michael Palliser:

There is a link between how long we expect to stay in Cyprus and the measures we might take to concentrate and economise … What are the arguments for and against discussing our problems frankly with the Americans? I am not suggesting that we should appear to go back on the assurances given to them last year, but they know that we do not want to stay there indefinitely and it seems that we could reasonably probe their attitude, and whether they see any way of helping us, in the context of their own wish to expand over the Horizon radar … We all know how difficult this question of Cyprus is, and part of the difficulty is that there are separate political, economic, military and intelligence interests which have to be fitted into a jigsaw and if possible reconciled.9


Only two months later, a Ministry of Defence memorandum prepared for the British cabinet referred to the fact that although the Defence Review Ministers had decided that British forces should be withdrawn completely from Cyprus, the British government had, following strong representations from the United States, told Kissinger that the UK would not in the circumstances proceed with its preferred policy of withdrawing from the SBAs altogether. Nevertheless, ‘[o]ur policy should continue to be one of complete withdrawal of our military presence from Cyprus as soon as feasible’.10

Despite the American pressure, the British government appears to have continued to believe that it would somehow pull out of Cyprus. In January 1977, the Ministry of Defence stated that the earliest possible date for withdrawal, ‘assuming a decision were taken now’, would be mid-1978:

Since it is unlikely that HMG [Her Majesty’s Government] would consider a military withdrawal from Cyprus while retaining sovereignty over the SBAs, any plan for a military withdrawal must take into account the need to transfer the sovereignty of the SBAs to the Government of Cyprus … The loss of the Cyprus training facilities would be serious and it is hoped that it will be possible to negotiate with the Cyprus Government for this training to continue.11


In September 1977, the Foreign Secretary, David Owen, explained at an FCO meeting that the British policy decision to leave the SBAs was not being implemented while the hope of progress towards a settlement remained.12 Simultaneously, the British government, in this somewhat dichotomous – frustrating even – position vis-à-vis its Cypriot territories, was hoping that the Americans would foot the bill to maintain a British presence. The head of the Southern European Department actually told the Foreign Secretary that the FCO ‘were waiting to hear from the Americans and were pressing for an answer by the end of September (1977)’.13 In fact, two and a half years previously, some nine months after the invasion, the Americans had told the British that they would be prepared to finance the continuing existence of the SBAs, secretly if necessary.14 An interesting aside to the question of the SBAs is the view of Glafkos Clerides, the future President of Cyprus. He told Owen that he doubted whether anyone was seriously worried about the SBAs. Even the leftist political parties, he said, with ‘the possible exception of Lyssarides’ party [the Eniaia demokratiki enosi kentrou – United Democratic Centre Union]’, were very careful what they said about the SBAs, which were “an important source of work for Cypriots’.15

As to what would happen to Cyprus if the British withdrew without Turkish agreement, the very thought of the likely scenario was enough to inject extreme caution into the whole business. British thinking on putative Turkish action can be summed up thus:

A handover in the absence of an agreement would be likely to lead to Turkish occupation of the Eastern SBA at least, and quite possibly of the whole island. This could lead to the extinction of independent Cyprus, further disruption of NATO’s Southern Flank and possible war between Greece and Turkey.16


This analysis might strike some as contradictory at best, or even vaguely hypocritical at worst, given the fact that it was the UK itself which had brought Turkey into the equation. Given that Turkey thus far has missed no opportunity to push the barbed wire into the United Nations buffer zone around Dhekelia – the case of Strovilia over the last 25 years being the most obvious one – it is logical for one to assume that the Turkish military is preparing the ground to take over the base in the event that it is abandoned by the UK.17 It can be assumed that Turkey would then dissolve the Republic of Cyprus thereby achieving its maximum goal on the island as outlined by Nihat Erim in his report to Turkish Prime Minister Adnan Menderes.18 In the process the UK would become a second- or even third-class power in the region. The UK brought Turkey into the Cyprus imbroglio in order to maintain its imperial standing in the eastern Mediterranean. Now it is losing out to Turkey. In its own peculiar way, history can be said to punish acts of wrongdoing.
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In this concluding chapter we will confine ourselves to pointing out the main original findings of the book that add value to the vast literature on the Cyprus issue, rather than offering a summary of the book as such.

If in 1922 Greece lost its sub-imperial position to modern Turkey, the events in 1974 weakened Greece’s subalternity in the region even further. This meant that the new imperial hegemon of the West, the United States, now operating in Europe under the security umbrella of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), could impose new and more restrictive external constraints on Greece. Turkey, due to its sub-imperial position and regional geostrategic primacy in Cold War conditions was in a different league altogether. NATO and the United States had empowered Turkey to such a degree that a power comparison with Greece would make Greece look weak. As a result, the Turkish polity enjoyed far more freedom of action, rationalizing on the basis of its national interest. Nevertheless, what results from a study of the archives is that Turkey, without Greece, would have disabled the entire security platform of the American defence and intelligence systems in the Mediterranean, including the American bases and military facilities in Italy. This is to say that Greece’s geostrategic importance to NATO in Cold War conditions would have increased only if Greece’s deterrence measures were not conducted under the auspices of NATO. Herein lies the secret of a politics of limits that Greek elites in summer 1974 could have performed, but they did not. We have explained this point in our narrative and we also summarize it below but, in this instance, it is important to consider the way in which the Turkish polity operated under the circumstances, with Greece present in the NATO security chain as a subaltern national formation.

The Turkish polity considered its options in a collective manner, but viewed the Greek one in a fragmented, individualistic and highly unprofessional way. When the Turkish generals and senior political personnel decided in the early hours of 17 July to invade Cyprus on 20 July, the decision-making process was collective and interactive, firm and professional, scrutinizing possibilities and pitfalls. Their priority was Turkey’s security – but the security of Turkish Cypriots living in Cyprus was not mentioned at all during the discussions. Their worry was the possible involvement of Greece. Had Greece been involved and because of the NATO paralysis such an event would have caused, the United States would have had to stop the fighting in less than 24 hours. This would have derailed Turkey’s military plans and political goals for Cyprus. As we saw, this was primarily the concern of Süleyman Demirel, a politician who was close to the military, and who dared to voice his opinion. This is a very important underexamined aspect of the Cyprus crisis. Demirel was right in the sense that he calculated that a phased invasion in which no pause was allowed between the two phases mediated by a ceasefire, would be so provocative and humiliating for the Greeks, that it would have pushed them to a military reaction.

Another important and underexamined aspect is the importance of Turkish domestic politics and their critical condition. At the time of the Cyprus crisis, the coalition government was crumbling. Any understanding of the collective decision taken by, effectively, the Turkish military to give the final go ahead to Turkish Prime Minister Bülent Ecevit, Demirel’s predecessor, on 17 July 1974 to invade Cyprus three days later has to be placed in the context of Turkey’s critical domestic environment, both political and socio-economic. In particular, the question of political amnesty at the time had paralysed Ecevit’s coalition government, not to mention the constant pressure and strikes led by trade unions controlled by the Türkiye Komünist Partisi (Communist Party of Turkey). Meanwhile, the Turkish Cypriots had begun to abandon the enclaves, and the intercommunal discussions had made spectacular progress with the involvement of Turkish and Greek experts. It looked as if the opportunity given to Turkey by Dimitrios Ioannides, the leader of the junta, was not to be missed. At the same time, although we do not possess archival or other evidence for this, it is possible that the Turkish generals were encouraged by the upper echelons of the American state to invade Cyprus. The Turkish staff had revised its military invasion plans many times, and it is important to emphasize that the latest version implemented on 20 July was a phased invasion that provided no pause between the two phases, hence the inability of the Turkish army to pause its operations during the so-called ceasefire. Diplomacy, then, had to manage possible messy miscalculations, such as Greece’s putative military involvement. But this conjunctural context, coupled with decade-long military preparations and planning on the part of the Turkish staff to invade, pales in comparison to the incompetence and unprofessionalism of the Greeks.

The Greek polity, fragmented and disorganized, was prone to manipulation by exogenous and ‘stay behind’ agencies operating at the core of the country’s decision-making institutions. The decision to topple Archbishop Makarios on 15 July was taken by Ioannides, no doubt at the instigation of US Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) agents.1 But if the volatile Ioannides had taken the decision to attack Turkey, then this could have caused many problems for NATO. As we pointed out, the key concern of both the Turks and the Americans was the unpredictability of the Greek junta. This is what Joseph Sisco’s diplomatic mission was all about: ‘to stop the Greeks from going to war’. Sisco went as far as to ask General Gregory Bonanos, Commander-in-Chief of the Hellenic Armed Forces Supreme Command, to halt the attack on Turkey in exchange for a promise that he would oblige the Turks to return to Turkey. In this latter connection, a Foreign and Commonwealth Office comment speaks volumes:

What Gounaris [a desk officer in the Cyprus and Turkey Department of the Greek Ministry of Foreign Affairs] said, nevertheless, fits in with other impressions we have formed here. In particular, John Denson recalls the calm way in which the Greek military and some Americans in Athens played down the risk of any Turkish response to the Sampson coup (and it does seem to me that any Greeks who saw Sisco between 15 and 20 July might well have concluded that he did not expect the Turks to go in).2


Kissinger, meanwhile, had instructed the US Ambassador to Greece, Henry Tasca, to tell the Greek government that if it declared war on Turkey and announced the formation of a union with Cyprus, the United States would immediately suspend military aid to Greece. The carrot and stick approach used to stop the Greeks from going to war worked in the case of Ioannides and the junta officers during the first waves of the invasion (20–22 July). But no extra effort needed to be made thereafter.

The government that followed the collapse of the junta, with the Karamanlis-Averoff cabinet, was nevertheless conditioned by the same junta officers who had conspired to topple Makarios and commence Operation Attila, that is the Turkish invasion of Cyprus. Karamanlis left intact the entire top military brass of the country, none of whom were courtmartialled for their acts of commission and omission after retirement. Nevertheless, this is only part of the explanation as to why the Karamanlis-Averoff cabinet from 24 July onwards did not put together a credible deterrence against continuing Turkish expansionism in Cyprus during the period of the pseudo-ceasefire. A substantial co-determinant of their inaction is to be found in their own past policy and political-cultural formation. Nihat Erim, the designer of Turkey’s grand strategy for Cyprus revealed that Constantine Karamanlis and Evangelos Averoff, in secret meetings with Adnan Menderes from 1957 onwards, had conceded in principle the establishment of a Turkish military base on Cyprus. Their cooperation culminated in the above-mentioned secret Menderes-Karamanlis protocol of 1959. This was American policy. Since the mid-1950s, the Americans had tried to have a NATO settlement on Cyprus via secret negotiations between the United Kingdom, Turkey and Greece. Once an agreement between all three was reached, then the next course of action would have been to convince Makarios to accept it. In a crude way, this meant either convincing Makarios to accept giving Turkey a slice of Cyprus, and the rest of the island being united with Greece, or even eliminating him. Essentially, this was the meaning of the guidelines inserted in the secret Karamanlis-Menderes protocol of 1959. But Makarios was a force to be reckoned with. Greek governments could not control him, as his power base was well-embedded among the Cypriots and the rising (Greek) Cypriot bourgeoisie. Georgios Papandreou could not control him either, the result being the failure of Dean Acheson’s ‘double enosis’ plan. Mustafa İsmet İnönü, conscious of the split between Nicosia and Athens, which took the form of a Greek civil war during the junta years (1967–1974), remarked to Greek Cypriot leader Spyros Kyprianou that ‘the Greeks would solve the Cyprus problem in favour of the Turks’.3

İnönü’s prognostication proved correct. As regards Averoff, the architect of Greece’s pro-NATO and subaltern policy in Cyprus, he had always believed that ‘Cyprus is militarily mortgaged to Turkey’.4 Having said this, the Americans and Turks were more worried about the unpredictability of the junta officers and their jingoism in the driving seat of a NATO-led country on 20–22 July 1974 than with the political government of Karamanlis-Averoff afterwards. A dissection of the anatomy of the Cyprus crisis in 1974 entails a deep dive into the 1950s and 1960s and a recognition of the fact that there is continuity in terms of foreign and national security policy between the junta and all the Greek governments that had preceded it since the mid-1950s.

Many accounts on the Cyprus crisis of summer 1974 argue that Karamanlis had no alternatives and that nothing else could be done other than what he actually did, which looks like an act of great statesmanship under particularly difficult circumstances. By using the method of counter-factual history sourced from archival evidence, we have shown that this point of view does not stand up to close scrutiny. Karamanlis could have developed a credible deterrence within NATO during the period of the pseudo-ceasefire, as well as during the second wave of the Turkish advance (14–17 August). This deterrence would have combined three elements:


	inclusion of Andreas Papandreou in the formulation of national policy of the national unity government;

	operational determination to reinforce Cyprus’s defence with the squadron of Phantoms and the submarines as provided by the plans;

	development of a multidimensional diplomatic initiative opening up to Bulgaria and the Soviet Union.



Implementation of these tactics would have led the United States and NATO to activate their contingency plans to halt the second Turkish advance on Cyprus owing to fears that a Greek–Turkish war could lead to the direct involvement of the Soviet Union. In addition, it would have contained the looming humanitarian crisis due to the large waves of refugees. Karamanlis’s reluctance to develop an independent deterrence policy switched all pressure from Ecevit and Kissinger onto him, thereby increasing his fear and anxiety. Even after his public commitment on 15 August that Greece would not intervene in Cyprus, the British Ambassador in Athens passed to Karamanlis a message from his Prime Minister Harold Wilson, because the possibility of sending a military division by convoy to Cyprus was still under discussion: ‘This would be a most unwise course’, Wilson responded, ‘because it would increase the risk of further Turkish forces being sent to island and those already there moving yet further forward’.5 That is how the Karamanlis-Averoff cabinet dealt with Turkey’s actions vis-à-vis Cyprus: by doing nothing. After all, NATO countries should not go to war against each other. Ellinikes Dynameis Kyprou (ELDYK – Hellenic Force in Cyprus) veterans told us that when, after the war, they visited the Ministry of Defence to see Averoff and ask for financial assistance, as many of the survivors remained disabled for the rest of their lives, Averoff refused to see them, whereas other military officials of the ministry told them that Greece did not fight Turkey in Cyprus. Others, upon receiving their release papers from the army after serving for more than 30 months, were provided with false papers covering up their service in Cyprus.6 The point was to hide the fact that Greece, a NATO member state, had fought Turkey, also a member of NATO. That is how far the subservience of the Greek elites to American interests can go. Modern Turkey has never been like that. In short, Karamanlis and Averoff, deeply influenced by the anti-communist and anti-socialist security culture of the Cold War, acted as puppets of the power structures and the constraints attached to them by the United States and NATO. As a result, they were not in a position to elaborate what we have called here the politics of limits. This did not entail any utopian radicalism or left-wing extremism, but an open-minded and unbiased reading of the social and political contradictions that determined the unfolding crisis. Had this been done they would have realized that the Americans were more fearful of Greece going to war against Turkey than Karamanlis and Averoff themselves were fearful of Turkey. Fear is a cultural condition that prevents policymakers from grasping complex sociopolitical realities and dynamics.

In an open letter to Karamanlis published in the Greek daily, Ta Nea (The News), on 20 September 1976, Andreas Papandreou questioned Karamanlis’s inaction during the ‘ceasefire’ (22 July – 14 August). He asked:

Upon assumption of your duties as PM [Prime Minister] on 24 July, Greece had a favourable UNSC [United Nations Security Council] Resolution and almost total control of Cypriot territory bar the small lodgement [i.e. the North Nicosia–Kyrenia bridgehead]. What happened in these crucial 20 days from 24 July to 14 August, enabling Turkey to: a) double the territory under its possession moving into key military outposts; b) reinforce its military eight times over; and c) push the peacekeeping forces of the UN out of their occupation zone.7


We believe that this book has answered Andreas Papandreou’s questions to Karamanlis in a dispassionate and scholarly manner. But ideologues and intellectuals on the left and the right of the political spectrum in Greece and Cyprus today argue against the evidence of the historical record, which is deeply disturbing for the future of Cyprus. In theory, they employ the same argument as the junta officers, namely that the defence of Cyprus would have weakened the defence of mainland Greece. They fail to grasp that credible deterrence does not necessarily mean war, but determination and political will to use a nation’s social and political capabilities, including popular mobilization, genuine diplomatic openings to other states and independent military readiness. The counter-factual history we have employed here is sourced directly from the archives. All in all, there are alternatives in history and roads not taken, something which present-day policymakers must take into account when formulating policy proposals and making critical decisions. Finally, no metapoliteufsi (regime change) took place in Greece during the Cyprus crisis in summer 1974. Metapoliteufsi would have happened if the United States had allowed the process of democratization in Greece to continue unhindered from the mid-1960s onwards. However, it blocked it, the result being a truncated Republic of Cyprus, followed by a group of Greek elites, imbued with the fear of Turkey, and seeking refuge in the European Economic Community (EEC) for protection. Fear meant irrational concessions even in order to enter the EEC ahead of Portugal and Spain.8

Kissinger’s observations were correct that the Greeks made bit-by-bit concessions every three months, the result being the dilution of the bargaining position of the opposing power, i.e. Turkey, thereby making his life difficult. He should have added, though, that thereafter new demands were made by Turkey. Historically, this tactic is called appeasement. It was used by British Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain’s cabinet in the 1930s to appease Germany and prevent war. It failed miserably, bringing about the opposite result. Deterrence and avoidance of war in an international system composed of a multiplicity of class relations and competing capitalist states can only be achieved by means of popular mobilization at the national level and rational security steps that match, if not preponderate over, the equivalent magnitudes of the opponent. In summer 1974, Karamanlis had both of these magnitudes. He used neither. He opted to rely on the bankrupt policy of the junta while following Averoff’s advice: ‘War will leave us with debris, the sole winners being the Soviet Union and Bulgaria’9. Averoff drew parallels between the situation facing Greece at the time with Greece’s humiliating defeat by the Ottoman army in Thessaly in 1897.10 It is our conviction that Averoff, in a way, was the real driver of Karamanlis’s NATO policy in Cyprus from 1956–1957. It is no accident that he was known at the time as a ‘bridge builder’, thereby denoting his pro-Turkish and compromising foreign policy.

Karamanlis, Averoff and the other Greek right-wing leaders blamed Makarios for choosing to stand with the non-aligned movement. Makarios, as we have seen, was neither pro-communist nor pro-socialist. For geographical and domestic political reasons, among which the most important was avoidance of the partition of Cyprus, he opted for neutrality. Cyprus’s insertion into western security structures would have meant the legal entry of Turkish troops into Cyprus. In practice, Makarios was actively pro-United States, although most of the time his pro-West efforts were rebuffed. He explained his delicate balancing act to both the British and the Americans on more than one occasion. But he was seldom shown understanding or reciprocity, other than constant and persistent, open and secret, undermining of his position as President and, because he did not yield to pressures to partition Cyprus, the West, encouraged by Greece, sought his personal extermination. He outlined all of this in an open letter to the Greek junta officers on 2 July 197411. Yet, after he had been toppled, he was ready to rise again. Kissinger, Callaghan and Karamanlis did not let him, delaying as much as they could, first, his intervention in the UN in New York, which eventually took place on 19 July, and then his return to Cyprus, which occurred on 7 December, more than three months after the ending of hostilities on Cyprus. During a stopover in Athens, he told Karamanlis – now Greece’s elected Prime Minister – in front of thousands of people gathered outside his Grande Bretagne hotel in Athens’ Constitutional Square: ‘to mólopi tis Kýprou iáthi i Ellas’ (‘Cyprus’s bruise healed Hellas’).12 Karamanlis understood very well that Makarios was alluding to the treason that Greece committed by being more faithful to NATO and Turkey than to the Cypriot people.


Notes


	In his testimony at the trials of the junta on 5 August 1975, Andreas Papandreou insisted that all the junta officers were receiving instructions and orders from the CIA. They were not simply dictators exercising dictatorial rule domestically; they were responsible for treason as regards the Cyprus issue. Typically, Ioannides was refusing to talk to the American Ambassador, Tasca, his privileged interlocutors were CIA officers in Athens. Andreas then went on to mention a meeting he had had with George Ball in the United States in December 1968, at which the American official confirmed that the junta’s assignment was, among others, the partition of Cyprus and the reinforcement of the Israeli position in the Six-Day War; see the George Mavros Archives, ‘Andreas Papandreou testimonial’, folder 1, 5.8.75. He also argued that the decision for the imposition of a dictatorship in Greece was taken in Washington, DC, on 15 July 1965 and that the green light was given, again by Washington, in February 1967. We have found no evidence confirming this assertion but, equally, we have found no hard evidence to discard it.

	Tomkys to Cornish, 25 September 1974, letter, BNA-FCO 9/1947, file WSG/304/2; see also Mallinson (2017, pp. 118–120).

	On this and further context, see the analysis by William Mallinson (2011, pp. 52–56).

	Averoff Archive, folder 81, 1974.1.1.36. Averoff’s essay is entitled ‘Foreign policy and the Cyprus issue since 1959’.

	PRO, PREM/16/20, Wilson to Karamanlis, 16 August 1974.

	Apart from our private discussions with ELDYK veterans, similar information can be gathered from written witness statements, or from interviews available online. Here, we refer to our discussions with Loukas Vareltzis, an ELDYK veteran and now a farmer in the village of Kato Tritos, Lesvos, Greece, who described to us in detail how ELDYK put up strong resistance, despite the heavy bombardment of the camp by the Turkish air force and the Turkish superiority on the ground owing to Turkey’s use of the latest M-48 tanks. At the same time, he described to us the horror of the war, which is synonymous with barbarism. His approach reminded us of the words of Turkish General Betrettin Demirel, Commander in Chief of Turkey’s invading forces: ‘wars should be won in peace’; see (Demirel 2019). We thank Loukas Vareltzis for his testimony, courage and perseverance, as well as the kind hospitality he and his wife offered us on 3 August 2022 in Lesvos.

	Papandreou’s open article questioning Karamanlis’s management of the crisis was republished in Chalazias (1996, pp. 333–342). Karamanlis responded, but the Executive Office of the Panellinio Sosialistiko Kinima (Pan-Hellenic Socialist Movement never published it as they believed they had no right to do so. We were unable to obtain Karamanlis’s response.

	On the issue of how Karamanlis and his diplomats speeded up unnecessarily the entry of the country into the EEC in 1981 see the archival work by Evangelos Georgiou, Hellas – EEC – Confidential (in Greek), Athens: Poiotita, 2022. This remarkable book by a young investigative journalist discloses the flawed process of Greece’s negotiations with the EEC for entry into the Community mainly for security and political reasons. The Greek diplomats were conceding everything they could in order for Greece to join the EEC.

	Averoff Archive, folder 82, 1974-1977-82.11.11.

	Ibid: Ibid.

	Makarios’s letter of 2 July 1974 to the junta officer and Greek President, Phaedon Ghizikis, can be found in Theophanous (2023, pp. 239–244).

	The narrative is credited to Maria Ergatoudi, Makarios’s personal assistant, who accompanied him all the time. We thank Costas Venizelos, who drew our attention to Ergatoudi’s narrative, published in the Cypriot daily, Phileleftheros, on 2 August 2020.







Bibliographical sources


Primary sources and witnesses interviewed

Our archival work on Cyprus stretches over a period of more than 25 years, conducted primarily at the National Archives in London (Public Record Office in Kew Gardens), UK; the Firestone Library at Princeton University, USA; the archives and private papers of Constantine Karamanlis, Evangelos Averoff-Tositsas and other protagonists of the events in 1974, all in Athens, Greece.

Colonial Office documents are marked as ‘CO’ followed by their number;

Foreign Office documents as ‘FO’;

Foreign and Commonwealth Office documents as ‘FCO’;

Prime Minister’s Office as ‘PREM’;

Cabinet Office as ‘CAB’;

Defence documents as ‘DEFE’.

We have made extensive use of the Foreign Relations of the United States (FRUS) series which presents the official documentary historical record of major US foreign policy decisions and significant diplomatic activity and is produced by the US Department of State’s Office of the Historian in Washington, DC. We referred to the following principal volumes:

Foreign Relations of the United States, 1961–1963, vol. XVI, Eastern Europe; Cyprus; Greece; Turkey (published in 1994)

Foreign Relations of the United States, 1964–1968, vol. XVI, Cyprus; Greece; Turkey (published in 2000)

Foreign Relations of the United States, 1969–1976, vol. II, Organization and Management of US Foreign Policy, 1969–1972 (published in 2006)

Foreign Relations of the United States, 1969–1976, vol. XXIX, Eastern Europe; Eastern Mediterranean, 1969–1972 (published in 2007)

Foreign Relations of the United States, 1969–1976, vol. XXX, Greece; Cyprus; Turkey, 1973–1976 (published in 2007)

Citations to these volumes appear in the text as FRUS (1961–1963), and so on.

Not all of our interviewees agreed to disclosure. The names of those who agreed are: Evangelos Petroulakis (Greek Air Force, 1974), Loukas Vareltzis (ELDYK veteran, 1974), Martin Packard (British naval intelligence officer, 1964–1965), Stylianos Pattakos (junta officer, 1967–1973) and Marinos Sizopoulos (currently the leader of EDEK in the Republic of Cyprus and the chairperson of the Parliamentary Committee investigating the Cyprus issue and preparing the so-called Fakellos tis Kyprou or Cyprus Dossier).
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