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Sunus

Kibris Arastirmalart Merkezi tarafindan 24-26 Ekim 2007 tarihlerinde gerceklestirilen 6.
Uluslararas1 Kibris Arastirmalart Kongresi’'nde sunulmus olan bildirilerin yer aldigi bu
kitapla, yayinlarimiza bir yenisini daha katmis olmaktan mutluluk duyuyoruz.

Kibris Aragtirmalari Merkezi olarak kendimize gorev bildigimiz konularin basinda,
Kibris konulu arastirma ve caligmalart tesvik etmek, bu g¢alismalari yayin diinyasina
kazandirmak gelmektedir. Her iki yilda bir yaptigimiz Kibris Arastirmalari Kongresi,
Kibris iizerine yapilan her alandaki 6zgiin ¢alismanin akademik bir platformda tartigilip
paylasilmasia ortam saglamakla kalmayip, sunulan bildirilerin bir kitapta toplanarak
yayina doniistiiriilmesine ve arastirmacilara kaynak yaratilmasina vesile olmaktadir. Bu
nedenle, artik geleneksel bir yapiya biirlinen kongrelerimizi aksatmadan siirdiirmeye
kararliy1z.

Kitabimizin ilk bolimiinde ‘Kibris Sorunu’ baghig: altinda Vamik D. Volkan, Costas
Constantinou, Maria Hadjipaviou, Zenon Stavrinides, Deniz T. ];scioglu, Kwang Ulusoy,
Wojciech Forysinski, Ayla Giirel-Kudret Ozersay, Przemyslaw Osiewicz, Alptekin Molla,
Mashoed Bailie-Bekir Azgin in ¢aligmalar1 yer almaktadir.

ikinci boliimde ‘Tarih’ konulu bildirilere yer verilmistir. Bu boliime katki koyan
yazarlar Buket Onal, Sibel Kavuncu, Sanem Yamak-Suat Soylemez-Emre Aykog¢, Halil
Erdemir, Emre Aykog-Sanem Yamak-Suat Soylemez, Ulvi Keser, Metin Ersoy, Ozlem
Kavaz, Ertugrul Aydin, Siiha Kocakusak, Hakki Atun, Tanfer Emin Tung-Bahar Giirsel,
Simone Paturel dir.

Kitabin 3. boliimil ‘Arkeoloji ve Mimarlik’ temal bildirileri igermektedir. Bu boliimde
Ayse Yildiran, Nese Yildiran, Marta Tobolczyk, Nil Pasaoglulart Sahin-Beser Oktay
Vehbi-Mukaddes Fasli, Resmiye Alpar Atun-Hakki Atun, Nurbanu Tosun Soyel’e ait
toplam 6 bildiri yer almaktadir.

Son boliim ise ‘Diger Konular’ bashig: altinda dil, edebiyat, egitim ve halkbilim konulu
Viigar Sultanzade-Gokgin Billuroglu, Nazim Hikmet Polat, Ayse Dalyan, Toziin Issa,
Ahmet Pehlivan, Nedim Giirsel, Muhsine Helimoglu Yavuz, Eray Esenel’e ait toplam 8
bildiri igermektedir.

Kitapta yer alan 38 bildirinin 20’si Tiirkce, 18’i ise Ingilizce dilinde yazilmustir.
Bildiriler yayina hazirlanirken gerek yazim gerekse bi¢im acisindan, gerektigi zamanlarda
yazarmim da goriis ve onayl alinarak, titizlikle incelenmis; olabildigince hatadan
arindirilmaya ¢alisilmistir. Bununla birlikte, bildirilerde yer alan tiim goriis, diisiince ve
savlarin sorumlulugu yazarlarma ait olup, Dogu Akdeniz Universitesi’ni ya da Kibris
Aragtirmalar1 Merkezi’ni baglamaz.

Kitabin ortaya cikmasinda katki koyan bagsta yazi sahipleri olmak iizere, hakem
degerlendirmesi yapan degerli meslektaslarima icten tesekkiirlerimi sunarim. Ayrica
kitabimizin kapak ¢aligmasint yapan Merkez’imiz Yonetim Kurulu iiyesi Yrd. Dog. Dr.
Senih Cavusoglu’na, kitabin her asamasindaki titiz diizeltmeleri i¢in sevgili sekreterim
Nihal Sakarya’ya ve DAU Rektorliigii ile Basimevi ¢alisanlarina destek ve emekleri igin
tesekkiir ederim.

Prof. Dr. Ulker Vanc1 Osam
Kibris Arastirmalart Merkezi Bagkani
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Preface

I am pleased to present the Proceedings of the Sixth International Congress on Cyprus
Studies hosted by the Center for Cyprus Studies between October 24-26, 2007 in
Famagusta, Northern Cyprus.

We believe that the International Congresses, held by the Center every two years since
1996, create an academic forum in which highly interesting and thought-provoking papers
discussing various issues are presented, and thus provide a great opportunity for both
regional and global exchange of ideas. Having them published in the proceedings is one
of the major functions of the Center, and we believe that these publications will serve as a
significant source for researchers who specialise on Cyprus studies, and who were unable
to attend the presentations.

While preparing this Proceedings, we categorized the 38 papers (18 of which in
English and 20 in Turkish) according to their subjects, and ended up with 11 papers on the
Cyprus issue (contributed by Vamik D. Volkan, Costas Constantinou, Maria Hadjipaviou,
Zenon Stavrinides, Deniz T. Iscioglu, Kivang Ulusoy, Wojciech Forysinski, Ayla Giirel-
Kudret Ozersay, Przemyslaw Osiewicz, Alptekin Molla, and Mashoed Bailie-Bekir Azgin),
13 papers on history (contributed by Buket Onal, Sibel Kavuncu, Sanem Yamak-Suat
Saylemez-Emre Aykog, Halil Erdemir, Emre Aykog-Sanem Yamak-Suat Séylemez, Ulvi
Keser, Metin Ersoy, Ozlem Kavaz, Ertugrul Aydn, Siitha Kocakusak, Hakki Atun, Tanfer
Emin Tung¢-Bahar Giirsel, and Simone Paturel); 6 papers on archaeology and
architecture (contributed by Ayse Yildiran, Nese Yildwran, Marta Tobolczyk, Nil
Pasaoglular: Sahin-Beser Oktay Vehbi-Mukaddes Fasli, Resmiye Alpar Atun-Hakki Atun,
and Nurbanu Tosun Soyel), and 8 papers on various issues such as language and
literature, education, and folklore, all related to Cyprus (contributed by Viigar Sultanzade-
Gékgin Billuroglu, Nazim Hikmet Polat, Ayse Dalyan, Téziin Issa, Ahmet Pehlivan, Nedim
Giirsel, Muhsine Helimoglu Yavuz, and Eray Esenel). 1 extend my sincere thanks to all
authors for their clear and relevant input which has made this publication possible.

In the process of editing, all papers have been carefully checked to free them from any
typographical and format errors, in collaboration with the authors. Nevertheless, we stress
that all ideas, views and hypotheses published in these Proceedings are the sole
responsibility of the authors and they do not reflect the ideas, views or policies of the
Eastern Mediterranean University or Center for Cyprus Studies.

The Center for Cyprus Studies wishes to thank all involved in the preparation of this
publication, including the Rector of the Eastern Mediterranean University, and the staff of
EMU Printing Office. My special thanks go to Assist. Prof. Dr. Senih Cavusoglu for the
books’s cover design. Last but not least, I would like express my heartfelt thanks to Nihal
Sakarya, my secretary, for her invaluable help with this book’s design.

Prof. Dr. Ulker Vanci Osam
Director, Center for Cyprus Studies
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Consequences of Massive Social Trauma and
Large-Group Identity Confusion in Northern
Cyprus

Vamik D. VOLKAN"

On many occasions, since the publication of my book, Cyprus: War and
Adaptation, in 1979 1 have been present when Greek and Turkish scholars,
diplomats or students met unofficially to discuss the “Cyprus problem.” It is
beyond the scope of this paper list and describe events that took place between
my writing the book and the present. When Cypriot Greeks and Cypriot Turks,
and in fact Greeks and Turks in general, speak or write about what happened in
Cyprus during the last five decades, they select and highlight two different
events respectively as the most traumatic and devastating for their communities.
Greeks rank the landing of the Turkish army on the island in July 1974 and the
dividing of the island by a de facto border into northern Turkish and southern
Greek sections as their most devastating societal trauma during the “Cyprus
problem.”, When Turks speak or write about the “Cyprus problem” they go back
to 1963 and recount their horror story as originating when the Greek Cypriots,
who outnumbered Cypriot Turks four to one, forced the Cypriot Turks to live in
subhuman conditions in enclaves geographically limited to three percent of the
island. They lived this way, surrounded by their enemies, for eleven years.

To this day, the Cypriot Turks’ experience of living in the enclaves continues
to influence their present-day large-group identity issues. Following late
psychoanalyst Erik Erikson’s (1956) remarks about an individual’s identity, I
define large-group identity, whether it refers to religion, nationality, or ethnicity,
as the subjective experience of millions of people—tens of thousands of people
in the case of Northern Cyprus—most of whom will never meet during their
lifetimes and are linked by a persistent sense of sameness while also sharing
some characteristics with others who belong to foreign groups. I will suggest
that, other historical and political factors aside, the Cypriot Turks’ present
identity confusion is a consequence of the massive societal trauma that occurred
during the initial decades of the “Cyprus problem.”

Cypriot Greeks’ and Cypriot Turks’ Most Devastating Societal
Traumas

The landing of the Turkish army on the northern part of Cyprus in July 1974 is
usually described by Greeks as “all hell breaking loose” a time when many
young Greek soldiers on the island were killed, others were captured and still

" Professor Emeritus of Psychiatry, University of Virginia, Charlottesville, VA.; Senior Erik Erikson
Scholar, Erik Erikson Institute of Education and Research of the Austen Riggs Center, Stockbridge,
MA.; Training and Supervising Analyst Emeritus, Washington Psychoanalytic Institute, Washington,
DC.
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others became missing persons. Tens of thousands of Cypriot Greeks were forced
to escape to the southern part of the island as the Turkish soldiers took the
northern part. Greeks sometimes speak or write about “systematic rapes” of
Greek women by the Turkish soldiers who, according to their perceptions, also
killed hundreds of civilians. The Cypriot Greek economy, which is flourishing at
present, also collapsed at that time.

What happened during the summer of 1974 obviously massively traumatized
Cypriot Greeks. When describing this disaster, Greek speakers or writers refer to
the war that summer as a “Turkish invasion” and as an example of an outbreak of
what they refer to in general as centuries-old Turkish aggression against Greeks.
Greeks lived under Ottoman rule for about four centuries, and this long history
of Turkish-Greek relations has given rise to a dominant feeling by Greeks of
being victims (Volkan and Itzkowitz, 1994), feelings that also find expression in
relation to the “Turkish invasion” of the northern part of Cyprus.

For the Cypriot Turks, their massive trauma that started in 1963-1964 when
they were forced to live in enclaves (Gazioglu, 2007), became a long-lasting
chronic trauma. Since between 25,000 and 30,000 Cypriot Turks became
internally displayed persons during 1963-1964, and since at that time the island’s
Turkish population was only 120,000, it would appear that a fifth of those living
in enclaves were refugees. As I described in Cyprus: War and Adaptation
(Volkan, 1979), the eleven—year history of the Cypriot Turkish enclaves may be
divided into two periods: during the first (1963-1968), Cypriot Turks were
virtually imprisoned in these enclaves, which covered only three percent of the
island. During the second, between 1968 and the summer of 1974, they were
“allowed” to move out of them and pass through the Cypriot Greek territory to
visit other enclaves, but the land they were forced to flee in 1963-1964 was not
available to them for resettlement.

When Turkish scholars, politicians or students speak and write about the
Cypriot Turks’ life in enclaves, they directly or indirectly refer to their
humiliation and dehumanization at the hands of Cypriot Greeks, as well as many
human rights deprivations. They also describe their perception that they would
have perished without the presence of the United Nations peace-keeping force
and without the political and military interference of Turks from mainland
Turkey.

According to the Cypriot Turks, the events of the summer of 1974 were
initiated by the Cypriot Greeks. There was a bloody coup among the Cypriot
Greeks just before the Turkish army landed on the island. The coup was
organized by the Greek military junta which overthrew Greek Cypriot President
Archbishop Makarios with an aim to unite the island with Greece. The leader of
this movement on the island was a Cypriot Greek named Nikos Sampson.
Photographs of him holding a gun and standing in the pose of a safari hunter,
with one foot placed on the corpse of a Cypriot Turk, were concrete evidence
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giving credence to Cypriot Turkish expectations of annihilation at the hands of
Cypriot Greeks (Volkan, 1979; Atakol, 2003). At the very least, Sampson’s
photographs illustrated the dehumanization of the Cypriot Turks. Turkish
spokespersons on the “Cyprus problem” describe the eleven years of living in
enclaves as being the Cypriot Turks’ main massive trauma. They also reference it
to support their position in the existing political agreement among Greece,
Turkey and Great Britain that justifies allowing Turkey to interfere and to argue
other legitimate legal reasons that would allow the Turkish army’s coming to the
island to save the Cypriot Turks from being annihilated. They also accuse Greeks
of not telling the truth when they sometimes attempt to influence world opinion
by referring to “systematic rapes” which, according to the Turks, never occurred.
Cypriot Turks living the southern part of the island escaped to the north under
dangerous conditions (Oberling, 1982). But in the end, when the island was de
facto divided into the northern Turkish and the southern Greek sections, Cypriot
Turks felt safe due to the presence of the Turkish military on the island.

Enemies perceive and present historical events differently. It is not surprising
that Turks and Greeks also perceive and present the “Cyprus problem” from
different perspectives. In my decades—long experiences bringing various enemy
representatives—such as Israelis and Arabs, Russians and Estonians, Serbs and
Croats, and Georgians and South Ossetians—together for years-long series of
unofficial diplomatic talks under the auspices of the University of Virginia’s
Center for the Mind and Human Interaction (CSMHI), I have become keenly
aware that spoken or written histories are both real and imagined (Volkan, 1988,
1997, 2004, 2006a). Historian and psychoanalyst Peter Loewenberg (1995) states
that when one examines history, sometimes it is difficult to figure out when
reality ends and fantasy begins. Nevertheless, it is clear that the war during the
summer of 1974 massively traumatized Cypriot Greeks. The most traumatizing
event for the Cypriot Turks, however, was a long-lasting, eleven-year state of
humiliation, dehumanization and annihilation anxiety, in spite of their continued
hope that one day mainland Turks would save them.

The Establishment of an “Invisible Enclave”

Historical developments after the summer of 1974 have continued to traumatize
Cypriot Turks in a slow and often unrecognized fashion. A world opinion
accepting the Cypriot Greeks as victims and the Cypriot Turks (or Turks in
general) as aggressors has been established. Although this was perhaps due to the
failure of Turkish diplomacy, psychologically speaking it might also be due to
the Western World’s sterecotypical perceptions of Turks as the heirs to the
Ottomans who were the enemies of the West. The Greek side of the island was
recognized legally as a state by all nations, except Turkey, while only Turkey
accepted the Turkish side as a legal entity. This reality created an invisible
enclave for the Cypriot Turks.



Vamik D. VOLKAN

Cypriot Greeks managed to convince international organizations to impose
severe embargoes on the Cypriot Turks. Accordingly, trading directly with
foreign countries became impossible, and travel documents issued to the Cypriot
Turks by the northern Cypriot Turkish authorities were not recognized by the
international community. No direct flights to the Turkish side of the island were
permitted and mail to and from the Turkish side could only travel through
Turkey. Cypriot Turks were not allowed to compete in sports in foreign countries
(except in Turkey). Furthermore, there were no major foreign investments in the
Turkish side (Atakol, 2003). These embargoes have continued to the present day.
In other words, the northern part of Cyprus is inhabited by people who do not
have typical human rights, who do not have a large-group identity that is legally
accepted by billions of others surrounding them (except Turks on the mainland)
and who, in a sense, are “second-class” human beings. After living in actual
enclaves for eleven years, the Cypriot Turks from 1974 to the present time have
continued to live in an invisible enclave.

Official diplomacy makes little room for noticing and caring about emotions.
The people in the international organizations do not even consider feeling
ashamed about having treating the Cypriot Turks as “second-class” world
citizens for decades while accepting the Greeks in the south of the island as
regular human beings. At the present time the Cypriot Turks in their day-to-day
lives are not constantly aware that they are still living in a symbolic enclave.
Most of the time, their experiences of “second-class” world citizenship are
denied or repressed as they seemingly have felt safe since 1974, and they, like
people everywhere, have turned their attention to earning money, competing for
work and prestige with others in their communities, taking care of their families,
educating their children, and so on. It is difficult to think about oneself as having
an identity unrecognized by the world community when there are many
universities in northern Cyprus, and students from at least forty different
countries attend them. Tourists, also from many countries, sightsee and visit
gambling casinos and other entertainment centers there. During recent years a
building boom has occurred in the northern part of the island that, in fact, is
damaging its natural beauty. Nevertheless, there has been endless political
discussion of the “Cyprus problem” by local leaders and international bodies that
have been trying to find an ultimate solution to this “problem” for decades, and
the reporting of such endless discussions in the news media has constantly
reminded the Cypriot Turks that they are, after all, not yet recognized as world
citizens equal to other human beings. The word “isolation” is the current term
used by the diplomatic world to describe the Cypriot Turks’ invisible enclave.

I became keenly aware of the ongoing existence of the Cypriot Turks’
symbolic enclave about twenty years ago. I was living in Charlottesville, Virginia
when I got a call from a Cypriot Turk who identified himself as a friend of a
friend of mine in Cyprus. He said that our mutual friend had urged him to visit
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me when the caller came to the United States on a world tour with his wife and
daughter. They had visited many locations and then rested in Japan for a few
days before coming to Florida. He was calling me from Florida, asking if he and
his family could visit with me and my family on their way to New York from
where they would fly to Turkey and then to Northern Cyprus. I said that I would
be happy to welcome them to our home. Two days later a very fancy car stopped
in front of my front door and the Cypriot Turkish man, much younger than I, and
his family emerged. I noted that he was able to rent this luxury car to travel from
Florida to New York, and I almost felt ashamed that my own car, next to which
he had parked his rented one, was modest and old. In our living room this man,
who was obviously a rich person, began to tell me about their fantastic travels in
Japan and Florida, inducing, I admit, some envy in me. I was curious about their
passports since I wanted to know how they could take a world tour using
passports unrecognized by all countries except Turkey. He assured me that they
had Cypriot Turkish passports, but indeed traveled to faraway places. I do not
know the details of how they managed to do this, but what I wish to focus on
here is the rage this man exhibited in my presence when the issue of passports
came up. With great anger, emotion and sadness he described how horrible it was
for them not to have identities easily accepted by others. I remember thinking
that he had no right to be so upset and sad while he had traveled around the globe
in a rather luxurious fashion. Soon they left our house. Slowly I came to the
realization that while showing their “unrecognized” passports at various borders,
he might have had some actual difficulties and felt humiliated. Even though my
encounter with this man was brief, it remained empathetically in my mind and
evolved as a vivid illustration that represented Cypriot Turks who are still living
behind an invisible border, in an invisible enclave.

In April 2004 the island’s population voted for a United Nation’s proposal to
settle the “Cyprus problem,” the so-called “Annan Plan,” which was supposedly
designed to remove this “isolation.” The plan was approved by 65% of the
Cypriot Turks and rejected by 75% of the Cypriot Greeks. The invisible enclave
continued to exist. This led to re-traumatization of the Cypriot Turks.

“Erasing” History

My experience in various international unofficial diplomatic meetings during the
last twenty-nine years points out that the recent history of Cyprus that is typically
accepted by foreigners primarily follows the lines of history as defined by
Greeks. In the minds of most of these foreigners, 1974 appears as the beginning
of the “Cyprus problem.” In the international political and scholarly arenas what
happened on the island before 1974 only gets lip service. What is very strange is
that this perception also has spread within the new generation of Turks within the
Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus (TRNC). Before I describe my view of
why and how this has happened, I first want to illustrate that there is visible
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evidence to support my perception that Cypriot Turks themselves—I am making
a generalization here—are “erasing” parts of their history.

On March 30, 2007 a news item appeared in the Turkish daily newspaper
Milliyet. It reported that the Cypriot Turkish government had received $69,000
from the European Union to fund their suggestion for further development of a
peaceful existence between Cypriot Turks and Cypriot Greeks by modifying the
social science books in the elementary schools. Accordingly, TRNC’s new social
science book for sixth graders does not mention the chronic massive Turkish
Cypriot trauma or even the Turkish military’s coming to the island in 1974. It
contains one picture of Kemal Atatiirk, the founder of modern Turkey, while the
first president of TRNC, Rauf Denktas, is not even mentioned. Denktas
undoubtedly is the main political figure whose name was associated with the
struggle of the Cypriot Turks during their lives in the enclaves and during many
years following 1974. In my mind, to erase his name along with the many
significant aspects of what happened to the Cypriot Turks during the long history
of the “Cyprus problem” equals erasing history. Before going further I should
also mention that Cypriot Greeks, according to this news story and according my
own investigation, refused to modify their school books.

After reading this news story, during the summer of 2007, I wanted to know
what Cypriot Turkish young people knew about what had happened to their
grandparents or parents in 1963 or 1964 and during the subsequent eleven years.
I began to interview Cypriot Turks in their late teens or early twenties, boys and
girls, whenever I could. I should say that I was not conducting scientific
research; I simply wanted to develop a clearer general impression of their views.
The results of my interviews surprised me. All of the young people I interviewed
seemed unaware of their ancestors’ recent history. I also learned that, since the
opening of the borders between the Greek and Turkish sides after the Greek side
became a member of the European Union, more than 250 Turkish Cypriot
families began sending their children to secondary or higher schools on the
Greek side where no lessons are given on the massive and chronic Cypriot
Turkish trauma. I was also informed that 10-20 Cypriot Turkish children are also
attending Cypriot Greek elementary schools. The Cypriot Turkish parents’
justification for sending their children to schools on the Cypriot Greek side is
their perception that the Cypriot Turkish schools are inferior to the schools in the
south, which are part of the EU system. Some parents were aware that their
children might experience humiliations after crossing the border to the Cypriot
Greek side, but in spite of this they continued to send them there.

Psychoanalysts who have studied the transgenerational transmission of
massive social trauma inform us that if the impact of such trauma is denied or
repressed, it will still manifest itself in various ways in new generations (Volkan,
Ast and Greer, 2001; Brenner, 2004). The “therapeutic” way of dealing with
previous generations’ massive social traumas is not to deny or repress what
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happened to the ancestors, but to be aware of the history and the nature of the
devastating events faced by the previous generations and to observe their
influence on the new generations (Volkan, 2006a). When the historical continuity
is available for new generations, they have a better chance of strengthening their
large-group identity and a better chance of having a rapprochement with their
ancestors’ enemy’s offspring. According to a high-level Cypriot Turkish official
with whom I spoke, the modification of the school books had taken place with a
belief that pointed in the opposite direction. According to her, “erasing” aspects
of the recent Cypriot Turkish history from the school books was in the service of
not provoking enmity in the Cypriot Turkish children against the Cypriot Greeks.
Such a “noble” thought had developed from suggestions by individuals who
belonged to various non-governmental organizations (NGOs) that had been
active in “conflict resolution” on the island. What they did not understand is the
reality of transgenerational transmission of trauma. When such a factor is not
recognized and is not dealt with openly, its influence may include the
development of splits within the descendants of the victims, as some of them
become involved in denying the ancestors’ humiliation, while others hold on to a
transmitted task without denial and are preoccupied with reversing the ancestors’
negative fate. This may be a part of a large-group identity confusion within the
affected society. In present-day Cyprus most of the new Turkish Cypriot
generation seems to hold on to a denial of the past to a greater extent than they
accept being reservoirs of their ancestors’ misery and associate tasks to reverse
it. Nevertheless, the young generation is only a part of the total population. The
presence of parents and grandparents who were directly traumatized in the
society causes more problems and splits. Some of them, psychologically
speaking, still “live” in the 1960s and 1970s, while others strongly deny the past
and do not wish to remember the horrors associated with it.

Reasons for “Erasing” Part of History

How did the younger generation of Cypriot Turks—again I am generalizing
here—began to “forget” the history and the dramatic nature of their recent
ancestors’ experience? First, let me suggest that strong external pressure and
political propaganda have played a significant role in this denial and repression
of the massive trauma of the ancestors. In Cyprus: War and Adaptation (Volkan,
1979) I describe how, soon after 1974, some American diplomats were thinking
of creating an integrated society on the island as a solution to the “Cyprus
problem.” I particularly remember one American diplomat’s outburst demanding
that Cypriot Greeks and Cypriot Turks get together and create a new nation. He
said: “What is wrong with people who cannot get together and be a nation the
way we have in America?” For many decades official and unofficial policy in the
USA and in European countries concerning the “Cyprus problem” seemed to
center around the creation, if you will, of a new large-group identity called
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“Cypriot” (“Kibrisli,” in Turkish), minimizing the existing ethnic identities of
being a Turk or a Greek. Historically speaking there has never been a “Cypriot”
ethnicity or nationality (Ortayli, 2007). Nevertheless, uniting the total population
under the term “Cypriotism” received much attention and energy. According to
Khan (2002), “The term ‘Cypriotism’ broadly refers to the idea that Cyprus has
its own Sui generis character and thus must be viewed as an entity independent
from both the motherlands of the two main communities - Greece and Turkey.
This contrasts sharply with the view that dominates nationalist ideology (Greek
or Turkish Cypriot) and views Cyprus as an extension of motherlands” (p. 45).
Khan also states that the concept “Cypriotism” was “raised more in the context
of nation-building discourse” (p. 40) and considered “as an evolutionary process
of mutual accommodation in ‘societal” and ‘political’ culture” (p. 44).

Since 1974 many non-governmental organizations (NGOs) have been active
on the island supporting this policy, sometimes openly and sometimes in hidden
ways. There was a perception that if the divided populations on the island were
linked by a common large-group identity, there would be a kind of integration of
the opposing sides and even an assimilation of the Cypriot Turks by Cypriot
Greeks. According to this perception, the Cyprus Republic which is recognized
by the other countries, except Turkey, would be able to house everyone in
Cyprus in a peaceful fashion. The Cypriot Turkish population, especially the
younger generation who now can connect themselves electronically with the rest
of the world more than their ancestors could ever imagine doing, are hungry for a
legally recognized large-group identity and are readier than the Cypriot Greek
community to be influenced by this seemingly international wish and
propaganda. The Cypriot Greeks are eager to “accept” such a solution when
everybody being a “Cypriot” would mean that they, the Cypriot Greeks, would
be in power, rule the total island and put the Cypriot Turks once more in another
invisible enclave called a “minority status.” Anyone can observe this perception
in the unchangeable political stance of the present Cypriot Greek leaders (Atakol,
2003, 2008). For the Cypriot Greeks, being “Cypriot” would be equal to being
“Greek,” or they would not be at all ready to put their Greek identity behind a
“Cypriot” identity. (The Cypriot Greek reaction to “Cypriotism” has been
examined by Mavratsas, 1997). From a psychological point of view, to attempt a
common identity for Cypriot Greeks and Cypriot Turks is to chase an illusion.
After all, both Greeks and Turks have their own long idealized histories, and to
create one new “nation” by fusing them is as unrealistic as it would be to create a
new nation by linking or merging Arabs and Israelis.

For some time now, especially after the failure of the Annan Plan, the
Americans and other foreigners who are assigned the task of finding a solution
for the “Cyprus problem” have become more and more aware that the “logical
solution” of creating “Cypriotism” described above is only an illusion. The
present focus seems to be on a more realistic strategy to find a way for the
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Cypriot Greeks and Cypriot Turks to hold on to their national identities while
living side by side. Nevertheless, the influence of the long-lasting illusionary
strategy to get rid of the “Cyprus problem” through an emphasis on
“Cypriotism” has had an impact on the Cypriot Turks who were hungry for a
legal identity that would not be humiliating. It helped to create identity confusion
among the Cypriot Turks, especially the younger generation, which Cypriot
Greeks were spared.

Identity Confusion

After experiencing an initial increased “we-ness,” and exaggerated nationalistic
feelings and excitement over “being free” during the years following 1974, large-
group identity splits began to appear clearly in TRNC. There are “Turks” who
see themselves as the natural extension of their brothers and sisters in mainland
Turkey. There are Turks who defensively feel more Westernized and superior to
the Turks who settled on the island from mainland Turkey after 1974. And, there
are those who emphasize their being Cypriots over their being Turks. There are
simply “Cypriots” who feel closer to Cypriot Greeks than to mainland Turks, in
spite of being rejected by the Cypriot Greeks again and again. A few of them are
seen wearing silver crosses around their necks, even though they have no
education in or interest in being Christians. There are those wanting salvation
through being “citizens of the European Union.” (According to reliable sources,
80,000 Cypriot Turks have obtained EU passports after going to the Greek side
and applying for them.) There are those who remain grateful to the Turkish
military that saved their grandparents and parents from a horrible fate. And, there
are those who see the Turkish military as an unwanted dominant power in
Northern Cyprus. Unfortunately too, at the present time religion is being used by
the ruling political party in Turkey as a tool for political gains in Turkey,
creating, in my mind, a dangerous “religious” versus “secular” debate. This
direction seems to be a deliberate attempt to weaken the established modern
Turkish identity that came about after the Atatiirk revolution of the 1920s.
Cypriot Turks are likely the most secular Moslems in the world, but if the
struggle in the mainland is brought to Northern Cyprus, the identity confusion
there will be monumental. I believe that soon there may be “secular” Cypriot
Turks versus “religious” ones.

Large-group identity issues among the Cypriot Turks have begun to exhibit
themselves in some universities in Northern Cyprus, creating serious concerns
among the university authorities. For example, it has been observed that Cypriot
Turkish university students have begun to segregate themselves from their fellow
university students from mainland Turkey. If a young man or woman from a
Cypriot Turkish group starts dating someone from among the students from
Turkey, or vice versa, the couple becomes socially isolated. Many Cypriot
Turkish university students refer to students from Turkey as “extreme religious”
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or “extreme nationalist” individuals and attempt to differentiate their large-group
identity from that of those from mainland Turkey. This situation, according to
some university authorities whom I interviewed, could conceivably lead to
violence.

The Influence of Massive Trauma on Large Groups

The external international players wishing to find an illusionary solution for the
“Cyprus problem” have found a psychological internal atmosphere among the
Cypriot Turks that initiate large-group identity problems for them. This
atmosphere was created because of the Cypriot Turks’ massive trauma at the
hands of Cypriot Greeks. But before focusing more on the identity confusion in
TRNC, let us have a closer look at what I mean by a massive social trauma and
examine its consequences.

Shared catastrophes are of various types. Some are natural, such as tropical
storms, tsunamis or raging fires. Even though they cause societal grief and
anxiety, when nature shows its fury, victims of massive destruction tend to
ultimately accept the event as Fate or the will of God (Lifton and Olson, 1976).
Some societal catastrophes are due to accidental man-made disasters, like the one
that occurred in 1986 in Chernobyl. Sometimes, the assassination of a political
leader causes a shared trauma, as happened after the assassinations of John F.
Kennedy and Martin Luther King in the USA and Yitzak Rabin in Israel. My
focus here is on massive traumas due to deliberate actions by an enemy group as
occur in wars or war-like conditions.

When a massive trauma results from war or war-like conditions, there is an
identifiable enemy or oppressive large group that has deliberately inflicted pain,
suffering and helplessness on its victims. Such a trauma affects the victimized
society in ways that are different from the effects of natural or accidental
disasters or the unexpected loss of a leader. In such situations large-group
identity issues automatically become inflamed (Volkan, 2006a; Atakol, 2008).
Enemies hurt, kill people and destroy their environments because the affected
large-group has a different large-group identity.

When one large group traumatizes another group, many traumatized
individuals may suffer for years to come. We have names for such individuals’
sufferings, such as post-traumatic stress disorder (PTST). Large groups are made
up of people. Thus, shared responses to massive trauma reflect aspects of
individual responses. But once large-group responses begin to appear, they take
on lives of their own and exhibit themselves in societal, cultural or political
processes (Volkan, 2006a). Imagine a large group as thousands or millions of
people living under a huge tent. The tent’s canvas is their large-group identity.
When there is wear and tear on this canvas, everyone under the tent (except some
minority dissenters) becomes involved in the reparation and maintenance of the
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canvas. If the helplessness continues, they experience the following (Volkan,
2006b):

1- Shared sense of shame, humiliation and victimization.

2- Shared sense of guilt for surviving while others perished.

3- Shared (defensive) identification with the oppressor.

4- Shared difficulty or even inability to mourn losses.

When such experiences continue and the people cannot find

adaptive solutions for them, they become involved in a fifth shared

experience:

5- Shared transgenerational transmission of trauma.
During the last decades, the mental health community has learned much about
the transgenerational transmission of shared massive trauma and its influence on
the mental health and societal issues of future generations. This development
owes a great deal to studies of the second and third generations of Holocaust
survivors and others directly traumatized under the Third Reich. (For a selected
list of such studies see: Kestenberg and Brenner, 1996 and Volkan, Ast and
Greer, 2001.) It is beyond the scope of this chapter to delve deeply into how this
transgenerational transmission occurs. Briefly, tasks for finding solutions for the
unacceptable influences of the first four shared experiences listed above are
unconsciously given to the next generation(s). According to the existing
historical, societal, legal, economic conditions, the next generations
unconsciously attempt to carry out these tasks. Their attempts manifest
themselves in various societal and political processes, or at least are linked to
such processes. If the historical conditions are not suitable for the offspring to
bring these tasks to conclusions, such as reversing humiliation and completing
mourning, such tasks are passed to future generations. They may undergo a
change of function. For example, unsuccessful attempts at reversing ancestors’
humiliation may become an idealization of and preoccupation with victimhood.
The identification with the oppressor may evolve as aggressive acts turned
inward. For example, psychoanalyst Maurice Apprey (1993, 1998) illustrates
how the massive trauma experienced by the ancestors of the African-Americans
plays a major role in Black-on-Black crimes in the USA. (See also: Scott, 1990).
Some observable characteristics that are associated with large-group’s identity
issues are linked to the unfinished tasks associated with the ancestors’ massive
trauma at the hand of “Others.”

Cypriot Turks’ Massive Trauma and Its Influence on Their Present
Identity Confusion

Cypriot Turks who lived in enclaves for eleven years shared an intensive sense of
humiliation, shame, victimization, and “survival guilt” (Niederland, 1968). They
experienced inability to be assertive, identified with the oppressor, could not
mourn their losses and were involved in transgenerational transmissions. After
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1974 they continued to live in an invisible enclave. The new generations’ attempt
to resolve the harmful influences of previous generations’ massive trauma has
not always been an adaptive one. This plays a role in the present identity
confusion described above. The attempt to erase the parents’ and grandparents’
history in the enclaves is connected with denial that they are offspring of
humiliated, shamed and victimized parents, as well as a general denial of their
losses. Data I collected in my interviews confirm this perception. Some young
persons I interviewed who preferred a “Cypriot identity” and a psychological
closeness with the Cypriot Greeks told stories reflecting their refusal to identity
with degraded parental figures. Some others whose grandparents played a
significant role in raising them and who repeatedly told them heroic tales of the
Cypriot Turks during the struggle, were holding on to an opposite large-group
identity feeling; they were more nationalistic. I heard how the grandparents
defensively instilled in them an exaggerated “Turkishness” which reflected a
denial of humiliation, shame and victimization.

The large-group confusion also reflects “identification with the oppressor”(A.
Freud, 1936; Sebek, 1992; Volkan 2004, 2006a) and turning aggression inward.
The society treats itself the same way the enemy did. This process tears apart the
cohesion within the society and splits the shared sense of “we-ness” within the
people under the same metaphorical big tent. The divisions within the Cypriot
Turkish society go beyond expected typical investments usually found in
competing political parties. At the present time, in TRNC members of competing
political parties are perceived as if they belong to different large-group identities.
While speaking with some persons in authority in Northern Cyprus during the
fall of 2007, I realized that these individuals with political authority are aware of
these rather malignant divisions in Northern Cyprus and wish to do something
about them. The large-group identity confusion among the Cypriot Turks,
furthermore, is related to another psychological phenomenon which can be
described as an “enclave mentality.”

Enclave Mentality and Its Modification

While experiencing life within the actual enclaves, people felt close to one
another; they were “brothers and sisters” facing the same unbearable fate. But
this togetherness had certain peculiarities. In a group with an enclave mentality
no one can improve his or her status without envy and contempt. To have a
“shining star” in an enclave disturbs the large-group identity associated with
masochism, humiliation and helpless rage. When an enclave mentality continues
to be present after the traumatic environment no longer exists—as happened in
TRNC—the community still cannot have a jewel in the middle of mud. The
society directly or indirectly, and often without being aware of the process,
attempts to sink the shining person (or organization) into the shared humiliated
and shamed mess in order not to disturb the shared enclave mentality. I observed
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this not only in the Cypriot Turkish real and later invisible enclaves, but also in
other locations in the world where refugees or internally displaced people are
located (Volkan, 2006a).

During the 1974 war some Cypriot Turks found many valuable items (called
ganimets in Turkish) left by Cypriot Greeks escaping to the south. People
wondered who had ganimets, and, in a sense, who became jewels in the mud.
Later Cypriot Turks who had escaped from the south and Turks who were
associated with the mainland Turkish forces involved in the 1974 events and
granted permission to settle in North Cyprus were “given” properties, houses and
fields left behind by the fleeing Cypriot Greeks. The reality of ganimets and the
property distributions disturbed the enclave mentality, modified it and infused it
with envy and selfishness. Some people became “rich” while others remained
“poor.” Stories were circulated about how one man benefited greatly after the
war, while his brother remained poor. Feelings of injustice and envy created
splits within the Cypriot Turks and in turn this became connected with identity
confusion.

Last Words

There is no question that, since 1974, there have been societal processes in
Northern Cyprus that can be seen as successful movements. By all indications
TRNC, a state not recognized by the world, except Turkey, is a place where
democratic principles are held strongly during political elections and where
sharing secular ideas is typical. During recent years the TRNC’s economy also
has improved. Driving around in TRNC on newly built or vastly improved roads
one sees countless villas, beautiful gardens and swimming pools. As one of my
late teachers used to tell me, “Good things have their own silent ways of taking
care of themselves.” Accordingly, I will not dwell on the good things that are
happening in Northern Cyprus. It is the “bad things” that need our attention.
What is needed is to find ways to erase the influence that enclave mentality in its
original or modified versions has on the society.

The recent international inclination to move away from the illusory concept of
“Cypriotism” and approach the resolution of the “Cyprus problem” by bringing
together two parties as equals without disturbing their large-group identities is
hopeful. But as I was writing this chapter, a new development has occurred
which may complicate the steps toward finding a solution. During the fall of
2008 three Cypriot Greeks competed for the presidency of the Greek side, known
internationally as the Republic of Cyprus. The incumbent president, Tassos
Papadopulos, was ousted during the first round of the elections in November.
This was a big surprise. After the second round of elections one of the two other
candidates will become the political leader of Greek Cyprus. Both of them are
perceived to be “pro-solution” candidates.
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On February 19, 2008 Cyprus Mail, the prominent daily newspaper which is
published on the Greek side in English, printed an important news item. The
newspaper learned that the United Nations had been making plans to extricate
itself from the Cyprus quagmire had Papadopoulos been re-elected. This would
have meant international acceptance of a permanent partition of the island. Now
there appears “new hope” for further negotiations. What 1 know about the
psychology of both sides discourages me from being excited about the possibility
of finding an international solution. I also fear the resurgence of the old
“Cypriotism” concept. Unfortunately, I believe that Cypriot Turks will continue
to live in an invisible enclave for some time to come. If I am correct, looking at
the past, as I tried to do in this paper, should not inflame an affected society to
become revengeful, but it should provide a realistic foundation for a
psychologically informed and workable strategy for co-existence as neighbors.

References

Apprey, M. (1993). The African-American experience: forced immigration and
transgenerational trauma. Mind and Human Interaction, 4, 70-75.

Apprey, M. (1998). Reinventing the self in the face of received transgenerational hatred in
the African American community. Mind and Human Interaction, 9, 30-37.

Atakol, K. (2003). Turkish & Greek Cypriots: Is Separation Permanent. Ankara: METU
Press.

Atakol, K (2008). Turkish and Greek Cypriots in Conflict. In Regional and Ethnic
Conflicts: Perspective From the Front Lines, eds. J. Carter, G. Irani and V. D. Volkan,
pp- 70-81. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson/Prentice Hall.

Brenner, 1. (2004). Psychic Trauma: Dynamics, Symptoms and Treatment. New York:
Jason Aronson.

Erikson, E. H. (1956). The problem of ego identity. Journal of the American
Psychoanalytic Association, 4, 56-121.

Freud, A. (1936). The Ego and the Mechanisms of Defense. New York: International
Universities Press, 1946.

Gazioglu, A. C. (2007). Kibris'ta Soykirim Yili 1964 ve Enosisin Ayak Sesleri (Genocide
Year in Cyprus 1964 and the Footsteps of Enosis). Lefkosa, TRNC: CYPREX.

Kestenberg, J. and Brenner, 1. (1996). The Last Witness. Washington, DC: American
Psychiatric Press.

Khan, A. (2002). Cypriotism: Disrupted in history, forgotten in politics. Proceedings of
the Fourth International Congress on Cyprus Studies, ed. U. V. Osam, pp. 39-53.
Gazimagusa, TRNC: Eastern Mediterranean University Publications.

Lifton, R. and Olson, E. (1976). The human meaning of a total disaster: The Buffalo
Creek experience. Psychiatry, 39, 1-18.

Loewenberg, P. (1995). Fantasy and Reality in History. New York: Oxford University
Press.

14



Consequences of Massive Social Trauma and Large-Group ldentity Confusion in Northern Cyprus

Mavratsas, C. (1997). The ideological context between Greek-Cypriot nationalism and
Cypriotism 1974-1995: Politics, social memory and identity. Ethnic and Racial
Studies, 20, 715-725.

Niederland, W. C. (1968). Clinical observations on the “survivor syndrome.”
International Journal of Psycho-Analysis, 49, 313-315.

Oberling, P. (1982). The Road to Bellapais: The Turkish Cypriot Exodus to Northern
Cyprus. New York: Columbia University Press.

Ortayli, 1. (2007). On the history of Cyprus. Keynote speech, the Sixth International
Congress on Cyprus Studies, Eastern Mediterranean University, Gazimagusa, TRNC,
October 24.

Sebek, M. (1994). Psychopathology of everyday life in the post-totalitarian society. Mind
and Human Interaction 5, 104—109.

Scott, K. M. (2000). A perennial mourning: Identity conflict and the transgenerational
transmission of trauma within the African American community. Mind and Human
Interaction, 11, 11-26.

Volkan, V. D. (1988). The Need to Have Enemies and Allies: From Clinical Practice to
International Relationships. Northvale, NJ: Jason Aronson.

Volkan, V. D. (1997) Bloodlines: From Ethnic Pride to Ethnic Terrorism. New York:
Farrar, Straus and Giroux.

Volkan, V. D. (2004) Blind Trust: Large Groups and Their Leaders in Times of Crises and
Terror. Charlottesville, VA: Pitchstone Publishing.

Volkan, V. D. (2006a). Killing in the Name of Identity: A Study of Bloody Conflicts.
Charlottesville, VA: Pitchstone Publishing.

Volkan, V. D. (2006b). The Next Chapter. Keynote speech at Cape Town University
honoring Nobel Laureate Archbishop Desmond Tutu’s 75th birthday and his life and
celebrating the 10™ anniversary of Truth & Reconciliation Commission’s activities.
South Africa: Cape Town, October 22, 2006.

Volkan, V. D., Ast, G, and Greer, W. F. (2001). Third Reich in the Unconscious:
Transgenerational Transmission and its Consequences. NY: Brunner-Routledge.
Volkan, V. D., and Itzkowitz, N. (1994). Turks and Greeks: Neighbours in Conflict.

Cambridgeshire, England: Eothen Press.

15






On the Cypriot States of Exception

Costas M. CONSTANTINOU"

It’s absurd, but I feel comfortable.
Daphne Slonim, a Cypriot Jew, on living
inside a Turkish army camp in north Nicosia.

Certain states of exception are more comfortable than others. Even while they
appear problematic or absurd to those experiencing them they can still be judged
preferable—Iless bad, less risky—than available alternatives. Paradoxically, they
fortify individuals in ways other modes of governance and security cannot. And
as their exceptionality gets progressively normalised, people tend to experience
cooptation and comfort in relative rather than absolute terms. The exception
becomes the rule, the horizon of possibility, the way things are; the normal
something one perpetually lacks, invents or simulates.

What of the Cypriot state of exception? How does one confront and relate to
it? It may sound provocative to say—though almost banal to those versed in
modern Cypriot history—that not much is normal with the state of Cyprus. The
Republic of Cyprus (RoC) was intended to function as a state of exception from
its very inception; an exception to the principle of self-determination, an
exception to the withdrawal of colonial armies, an exception to independence
from the ‘motherlands’ and an exception to the unfettered exercise of
sovereignty. It has been branded, among other things, the ‘reluctant republic’, the
‘truly international state’ and the ‘quasi-state’ (Xydis, 1973; Tamkog, 1988;
Constantinou, 2006). For this reason, Cypriot exceptionalism cannot be viewed
as derogation from a pre-existing Cypriot norm, but rather from an idealised
western norm that was never instituted, a norm promising—yet not delivering—
genuine self-governance, sovereign authority and state equality. To paraphrase
Carl Schmitt (2005), the newly established RoC was a sovereign other
sovereigns decided to treat as an exception.

This originary ‘exceptionality’ brought forth and legitimated new states of
exception, framed as emergencies and necessities that were meant to deal with
this problematic condition. What passes off as Cypriot ‘normality’ nowadays
comprises a plurality of states of exception, a merging of diverse practices of
sovereignty and modes of governance, which have come into existence and are
being mobilised in order to deal with ‘the problem’ the postcolonial Cypriot state
was initially supposed to settle and instead exacerbated.

A politics of double exceptionality (Walker, 2005) has thus become dominant
in Cyprus. It produces, on the one hand, exceptions to the norm within the local
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sovereign state and, on the other hand, exceptions to the norm within the global
system of sovereign states. This double exceptionality has become dominant in a
manner that is highly complex and played out differently on the ground. It
involves the division and suppression of the population in particular ways, but
support and fortification in other ways. The local power game sustains regimes
that enforce specific exceptions to legal and moral norms, but also exceptions to
the exception (a point that I reiterate throughout this article). In this respect, a
Cypriot Jew’s perplexing status is not unique. Two Cypriot Maronite women
also currently live inside another Turkish army camp in Asomatos under quite
similar conditions; extending a ‘humanitarian’ right of residency that is not
supposed to be enjoyed by ‘enemy’ civilians but under severe restrictions in
one’s freedom of movement and enjoyment of social life. To be sure, individuals
and groups in Cyprus have been flagrantly denied their rights, and have had to go
through extreme conditions of physical or symbolic violence, but they have also
managed to negotiate ways of living that are often surprising, ways of living that
empower them in their structural dissmpowerment, and give a glimpse of human
potentiality in the midst of daily repression.

This article is concerned with the rationales, effects and counter-effects of four
states of exception in Cyprus: (a) the internationally recognised RoC, currently
in control of the southern part of the island; (b) the internationally unrecognised
Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus (TRNC), currently in control of the
northern part of the island; (c) the UK Sovereign Base Areas (SBA), in control of
99 square miles of the island; and (d) the 180km long UN Buffer Zone. I
therefore use the term state of exception somewhat differently than Agamben
(2005) to mean both a territorial regime of authority and legal extension of
governmental or military power. With respect to these states of exception I have
four theses.

First, that a state of exception provides discursive ground for new states of
exception. It can offer rhetorical support to those opposing it to install counter-
exceptions, rationalised as resistance or liberation, or as attempts at
normalisation. This has been a classic tactic pursued by the Greek-Cypriot and
Turkish-Cypriot regimes, and something that also discursively legitimated the
SBA as something other than imperial remnant, i.e. as a ‘neutral’ exceptional
regime that was necessary for local stabilisation and peacekeeping. The claim
that exceptionalism is but a reaction to someone else’s emergency and
discrimination can create a spiral of ‘ethical’ exceptionalisms; exceptionalisms
that can invariably provide support for formerly ‘marginalised’ people and
discrimination against formerly ‘privileged’ others.

Second, and following from one, Cypriot states of exception are co-dependent;
they need each other more than their representatives care to admit. Thus it is
sometimes in the interest of ruling elites and organised resistances not to support
the ‘legalisation’ and ‘normalisation’ of an opposing state of exception as this
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will both remove a legitimating cause for one’s own but also make the opposing
state of exception more palatable and thus more difficult to dismantle. It is in the
interest of opposition also not to ‘allow’ a state of exception to become too
comfortable: e.g., a very comfortable SBA regime can soften its neo-colonial
presence, and reinstall and extend it as something other than military space, and
a very comfortable Buffer Zone can make the task of reversing the division of
the island less pressing or morally demanding.

Third, governmentality supports the legitimation and continuation of states of
exception. If Michel Foucault is right in his assessment that it is the
governmentalisation of the state that has saved it and continues to provide its
raison d’étre (Foucault, 1991), I argue that the same goes for the endurance of
the state of exception in Cyprus and elsewhere. The governmentalisation of the
state of exception—i.e., the association of practices of exceptionalism with
biopolitics, the pursuit of good life and the welfare of the population—is what
allows it to become acceptable over time, perceived as ‘necessary’ for the
security of life and lifestyles, and given that people experiencing it are invariably
comforted by it, to accept and tolerate restrictions on individual freedoms, not
just for others but also for themselves. In other words, the state of exception as a
paradigm of government and strategy of sovereign power (Agamben, 1998,
2005) needs also to be seen through its association with the politics of life and
the meaning and practical use it has for those experiencing it on a daily basis.

Fourth, and contra Agamben, the exceptionalised are not always defenceless,
reducible to ‘bare life’, especially when they encounter and have to navigate
across different and opposing states of exception, and sometimes with ability to
move across and to play one against the other. This is especially the case when
one ‘manages’ to become an exception to the exception, by way of seeking to
overcome worse discrimination and marginalisation or even empowering his or
her position through self-exceptionalisation. In this way, individuals or groups
like the Cypriot Jew above can exploit gaps, contacts and circumstances to
establish temporary or semi-permanent exceptions within the state of exception
they live and by doing so soften its effects. They may not have ability to
completely overcome the state of exception but the general point is that things
are not as dark as some adherents of Agamben present them to be.

This article will be concerned with what specific claims to exceptionality
amount to in and across a variety of Cypriot sites, including their ironic and
paradoxical effects, what local regimes and international institutions have
historically made of those exceptional specificities as well as, more generally,
what discourses of exceptionality enable or disable in political and everyday life.
With respect to the latter, I have made use of interviews I conducted in 2006 and
2007. The article will conclude with some thoughts on how the Cyprus case
informs current theorisations of the state of exception.
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Cyprus, Liminality, Exceptionality

So as to fully appreciate the predicaments of the Cypriot situation, the liminal
position of states like Cyprus within the international system of states needs to be
considered. One should also marry current debates on exceptionalism with a
postcolonial insight. Specifically, an insight that looks beyond western
paradigms, and informs and reflects on how for many parts of the ‘decolonised
world’ the choice has never been between normal and exceptional states, but
rather between different states of exception. For the postcolonial state,
exceptionality as constricted sovereignty has often been systemic and endemic,
underscoring exceptionalism not as a mere by-product of governmental ‘decrees
of necessity’, but as a foundational act that was imposed and neatly combined
with emancipatory pretensions. In certain instances, exceptionality was legally
enshrined in the ‘quality’ of state sovereignty that accompanied formal
independence.

Cyprus’ liminal status is therefore not unique or unprecedented. Consider, for
example, the similar treaty guarantees and legal extensions that conditioned the
independence of countries like Bhutan, Sikkim, and Palau, and continue to
determine their politics, or the supervisory regime in post-Dayton Bosnia, or the
recent plans for Kosovo’s ‘supervised independence’. The logic of exceptionality
furnishes some states with only certain attributes of sovereignty, providing only
‘degrees of statehood’ (Clapham, 1998) or establishing ‘quasi-states’ (Jackson,
1990), which lack capacity to exclusively exercise the attributes of sovereignty
in terms of effective government and enforcement of laws and regulations.'
There may be bad—but dare I say also good—reasons for granting only limited
sovereignty to certain states. A protracted conflict combined with a history of
violence, for example, may be good reason for going the liminal way.
Nonetheless, the ‘monopolistic definition of sovereignty’ can also obscure
alternative sovereignties and ‘transethnic collaboration’ and transgression in
places like Cyprus (Agathangelou and Ling, 1997). The diverse actions and
reactions of groups and individuals to claims of sovereignty and exceptionality
need thus to be analysed, taking into account that postcoloniality entails western
symbolic domination as well as projections of indigenous cultural difference (in
relation to Cyprus, see Bryant, 2006). I argue that in Cyprus liminal sovereignty
(or the exceptionalisation of Cypriot statehood by the system of sovereign states)
provided a legal rationale and a moral alibi for breeding or enhancing other local
sovereignties, establishing contra exceptionalisation and new states of exception
on the ground. This situation has been exacerbated because there has been no
Cypriot norm to return to, or rather, the Cypriot norm figured as just another
state of exception, so the cynical response was why bother.

Beyond liminal sovereignty, the Agambian theses as well as many of their
critiques have tended to neglect the subaltern uses and abuses of the discourse of
exceptionality. To be sure, Agamben inspired writings have exposed the
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discourse of exceptionality as a strategy by the powerful for the suspension of
international laws and norms, of legitimating intervention around the globe as
well as supporting neo-imperialist rationales and practices (invasions,
occupations, concentration camps, ‘enhanced interrogation tactics’, etc; see,
among others, Edkins and Pin-Fat, 2005). Still such theses have been
appropriated to produce one-dimensional perspectives of modern rule, brushing
over existential questions, local specificities, interpretations, resistances and
catachreses of exceptionality (see critiques by; Prozorov, 2005; Huysmans, 2006;
Neal, 2006). Rather than universalising the bureaucratisation of exceptionalism
practised worldwide one needs to contextualise and give due account to
individual circumstances, examining the degrees of ability or efficiency in
exercising legal extension and discrimination.

Cypriot exceptionality cuts both ways. It does not only project constrained
ability in the exercise of sovereignty but also constrained ability in exercising the
state of exception. Although nasty states of exception are in place, they are not
enforced with the efficiency of an idealised ‘Germanic’ bureaucracy. The
patronage culture of small countries, like Cyprus, limits state ability to
impersonally apply the state of exception. For, in practice, almost anyone will be
able, if not personally, then through family, friends and contacts to reach the ear
of an official or Minister, and bypass or soften, where possible, the effects of the
state of exception. Not that things are good for all but they could have been
much worse for many. In interviews, I often came across statements like ‘had I
not known or telephoned so and so’ things would have been really bad. For
example, a Maronite was helped to overcome official mistreatment because he
knew someone who knew Serdar Denktash, a former Deputy Prime Minister in
the north. A Turkish Cypriot living in the south overcame bureaucratic
objections over acquisition of property by personally calling the Greek Cypriot
Minister of Interior. Even a Turkish settler who illegally crossed to Larnaca,
claimed to have been helped out of a ‘difficult situation” by a Greek Cypriot
policeman who was his ‘friend’ and saved him from imprisonment (Interviews:
9/9/2006, 20/2/2007, 19/8/2007).

Furthermore, people have frequently succeeded in resisting or softening the
effects of the state of exception by engaging in ‘disguised dissent’ or ‘calculated
conformity’, selectively conforming to it in its legal guise but undermining it on
the ground (Scott, 1985; Bleiker, 2000). For example, some Greek Cypriots and
Maronites have returned and live permanently in the north after the partial
opening of the barricades in 2003 and against the TRNC state of exception that
officially forbids them do so (Interviews at Kormakiti 29/9/2007). For another
man who returned to his ancestral village of Davlos, the authorities seem not to
have enforced restrictions until the issue was sensationalised by the media
(Politis, 29/9/2006). What these examples expose are gaps in the exercise of the
state of exception not acknowledged in the traditional literature, gaps limiting its
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power implications though certainly not overcoming it. What takes place in these
gaps cannot be determined in advance. As suggested above, people can—
instrumentally or inadvertently—become exceptions to the exception and so
temporarily or semi-permanently free themselves from the authorised
discrimination and negative effects levied upon those who are just exceptions.
However, these same people may end up being framed as tokens, serving as a
symbolic inversion or fig leaf for the state of exception. Whatever the case, the
point is that people experience and exploit the gap—the exception to the
exception and tokenism—differently, depending on social and political structures
as well as personal circumstances.

The discourse of exceptionality or self-exceptionalisation can also be a means
of empowering specific positions. As Slavoj Zizek put it, by critically reflecting
on Vaclav Havel’s ‘power of the powerless’: ‘powerlessness can be manipulated
as a stratagem in order to gain more power, in exactly the same way that today,
in order for one’s voice to gain authority, one has to legitimise oneself as being
some kind of (potential or actual)’ victim of power.’(2006: 149) Cypriot
subalternity can be and has been used precisely in this way as a strategy of
empowerment; a sometimes necessary and at other times perverse attempt to ‘do
justice’ and support a ‘return to normality’. This has been combined with the
‘egoism of victimisation’ (Volkan, 1979), not only in order to justify
discrimination against others but also to demand positive discrimination for
oneself. For the latter, it is not uncommon for people, north and south of the
Green Line, to claim (and often with success) an ius singulare, an exception
from the application of national laws or local regulations, on the basis of being
refugees, or close to the Buffer Zone, or resistance fighters, or relatives of
martyrs. In other words, the discourse of exceptionality provides a rich resource
and can have permutations and reverse results from what Agamben described:
not reduction to ‘bare life’ but elevation to privileged citizenship and primal life.
Cypriot exceptionalism thus brings forth various paradoxical manifestations as
well as conducts and counter-conducts, resistances and ironic twists with regard
to how social and political relationships are governed. These various
manifestations, discourses and conducts require scrutiny and critical reflection.

RoC State of Exception

The RoC is a state that was not locally demanded or supposed to be. Had the
right of self-determination been granted in 1960, the majority of Greek Cypriots
would have voted for union with Greece (enosis) and the majority of Turkish
Cypriots for partition (faksim). Given that the Greek-Turkish ratio was roughly
4:1, in the absence of a separate exercise of self-determination, enosis would
have been the clear result. The creation of the RoC was therefore not an anti-
colonial, ideological aim but a realpolitik compromise that was especially bitter
for the Greek Cypriots. The ‘compromise’ was also the pretext for
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exceptionalising the state ab initio, given that an independent sovereign state was
no one’s first choice, nor something the public seriously considered or prepared
for before 1959.

The postcolonial state of exception was negotiated in typical colonial fashion
in the Zirich summit, between Britain, Greece and Turkey in February 1959,
which took place in the absence of Cypriot representatives. If there is currently a
certain bias by locals against imposed plans from foreign powers (which ends up
being obsessive and problematic) this is not without historical reason. What the
Cypriot leaders signed in London on 19 February 1959 was a pre-arranged plan
which they did not themselves negotiate (though they were subsequently
involved in the drafting of the Constitution), creating a state that Cypriots did not
ask for, and one that according to general consensus displayed only a semblance
of sovereignty and independence.

The ‘guarantee system’ constricted Cypriot sovereignty, in effect replacing
colonialism with a neo-colonial insurance system. The so-called ‘guarantor’
powers (i.e., the UK, Greece and Turkey) were given rights of individual or
collective intervention; rights that violated peremptory norms of public
international law, specifically Article 2.4 of the UN Charter (cf. Hoffmeister,
2006: 44). The UN mindful of the possibility that RoC’s ‘guarantees’ could
render it ineligible for UN membership, commissioned a legal opinion from none
other than the most reputable legal authority at the time, namely Hans Kelsen.
Kelsen pointed out that Article 3 of the Treaty of Guarantee was ‘to some extent,
obscure’ but bypassed the issue by submitting that ‘the Treaty [of Guarantee]
cannot validly be interpreted as granting the guarantors an unqualified right to
intervene by use of armed force’ (Kelsen, 1959). In other words, the guarantors
had only a qualified right to militarily intervene, and this had to be combined
with either rationales of self-defence, UN enforcement action, or invitation by
the state of Cyprus.

Schmitt’s general criticism seems valid, namely that ‘a neo-Kantian like
Kelsen does not know what to do with the exception’ (2005: 14) and so
rationalises it away, faithful in the priority of the norm. In effect, the calculated
obscurity, however, left the unqualified right as an option—a competency and
decision of the sovereign guarantor—given that Kelsen’s submission, or a text
based on it, never became law (e.g., a protocol to the Treaty of Guarantee).
Indeed the Treaty of Guarantee was used to legitimate the Turkish intervention
in 1974. Following from this legal ambiguity the RoC received only moral and
political support, such as typically from the 1964 Non-Aligned Conference
Declaration: ‘Cyprus, as an equal member of the United Nations, is entitled to
and should enjoy unrestricted and unfettered sovereignty and independence’
(quoted in Moran, 1999: 67). That it had a right to and should have them was
evidence that other states too thought it did not actually possess them. But note
that this support for ‘normalisation’ was also an attempt to recognise the
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Makarios regime and its state of exception after 1963. At least within the Non-
Aligned Movement, Makarios succeeded in linking the normalisation of Cypriot
statehood within the system of states with acceptance of the legal extension of
his power within the RoC.

Beyond its international legal status, the RoC’s exceptionality has also been
discussed in terms of its internal consociational provisions that were meant to
balance out deep ethnic divisions, regional interests, and imperial needs. With
regard to the constitutional provisions of the RoC, former Greek Cypriot
Presidents, Attorney Generals and jurists, love to quote and paraphrase from S.A.
de Smith’s comparative study of Commonwealth constitutions, which opined
that ‘the Constitution of Cyprus stands alone among the constitutions of the
world’ and that ‘is probably the most rigid in the world’; that it is ‘weighted
down by checks and balances, procedural and substantive safeguards, guarantees
and prohibitions’; that it looks as if ‘constitutionalism has run riot in harness
with communalism’ or conceived by ‘a constitutionalist and a mathematecian in
nightmarish dialogue’; that ‘never have the chosen representatives of a political
majority been set so daunting an obstacle course by the constitution-makers’; and
that ‘this precariously poised structure is about to fall crashing about their ears.’
(Soulioti, 2006: 115-119; Clerides, 1989: 71; Tornaritis, 1979: 39)

Although the point of exceptionality should not be missed, it is also clear that
the ‘sui generis’ character of the Cypriot constitution rhetorically assisted Greek
Cypriots to demand its revision as well as being a post-facto justification for the
new state of exception that followed the 1963 intercommunal strife.” In short, the
originary state of exception was a cause célebre for the Greek Cypriot leadership
to bring about a new state of exception that set aside the ‘dysfunctional’
character of the Constitution and ‘unfair privileges’; in effect a state of exception
meant to soften the impact of the original postcolonial exception at the expense
of the collective rights of the Turkish-Cypriot community. Intercommunal
violence and the occupation of the northern part of the island by Turkish troops
since 1974 provided further post-facto justifications for the RoC state of
exception.

Before exceptionalising Turkish Cypriots, the RoC system of governance
already discriminated against smaller minorities (e.g. Maronites, Armenians,
Roma) who were denied separate ethnicity and had to formally opt to belong to
the Greek-Cypriot or Turkish-Cypriot community (refusal to opt to belong to
either would have automatically denied them basic civil and political rights). The
Constitution also abnormalised intermarriage, making it illegal for a Greek
Cypriot and Turkish Cypriot to marry (unless one converted and changed
ethnicity), despite allowing for Greek Cypriots and Turkish Cypriots to marry
any foreigner of whatever religion through a civil marriage. The implications of
these have been discussed elsewhere, and though the right to intermarry has been
won in Selim v Cyprus before the European Court of Human Rights (ECHR), the
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practical effects and affects of these discriminations continue to this day
(Constantinou, 2007; Hadjipavlou, 2004).

The revising of the RoC state of exception after the 1963 intercommunal
clashes specifically targeted primarily the communal rights of Turkish Cypriots
and in many respects their individual rights as well. Both the apologist and
critical studies of the RoC’s ‘doctrine of necessity’ tend to focus on this period.
Certain studies are legalistic in character, safely assuming the jurisprudential
basis of the doctrine, and simply looking at its interpretations and applications.
(e.g. Papaphilippou, 1995). Such works take the Roman maxim salus populi
suprema lex (people’s safety is the supreme law) for granted, without being
concerned with ‘whose safety’ is secured and at what price. Others are more
critical of the impact that the RoC’s laws of necessity have had on Turkish
Cypriots and intercommunal relations (Ozersay, 2004/5; Trimikliniotis, 2007).
The critique is often concerned with the disenfranchising of Turkish Cypriots,
their banning from RoC official posts (executive, legislative, judicial) as outlined
in the 1960 Constitution, the ‘guardianship’ laws under which Turkish Cypriot
properties have been kept under the control of the state after 1974, and the
general ethnocratric, anti-democratic and anti-participatory culture that has been
promoted.

During the 1963-1974 period the majority of Turkish Cypriots were forced to
move into enclaves, living under extremely difficult social, economic and
psychological conditions (Volkan, 1979). They adapted into these new political
circumstances by developing an independent administration vis-a-vis the Greek
Cypriot dominated RoC but one that was increasingly depended on the Turkish
‘motherland’. They became a separate polity, in practice and in mentality, long
before (and some argue in preparation of) the proclamation of the TRNC. In this
respect, the post-1963 state of exception of the RoC was the condition of
possibility for progressively making credible demands within the Turkish-
Cypriot community that their rights would be guaranteed not by dismantling the
Greek-Cypriot state of exception but by enhancing and formalising their own
(more below).

In the meantime, those Turkish Cypriots who after 1963 chose to live in the
RoC controlled area have been harassed and discriminated by both sides. Many
found it difficult to work anywhere after 1974, unless a special case was made on
their behalf and as a ‘favour’ by Greek-Cypriot politicians or other powerful
figures (evidence that the state of exception can be bypassed or lessened but
requires perseverance and contacts; Interview 26/9/2006). The prolongation of
their exceptional status enhanced indirect pressures of assimilation, such as
baptism in order to live ‘normally’ in the south, even in the case of
Muslim/Turkish couples (Cyprus Mail, 4/4/2003).

Note however the paradox of how actions and rulings that may challenge
discrimination and certain aspects of the state of exception can still legitimate
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other aspects of it. For example, whereas seminal cases before the ECHR like the
Aziz v Cyprus case (which in 2004 gave Turkish Cypriots living in the south the
right to vote in RoC elections) have been rightly celebrated, this does not
necessarily suggest that ‘the end of the road for the delegitimisation process of
the law of necessity has been reached’ (Trimikliniotis, 2007: 40). In this case, the
ECHR certainly redressed a discrimination that the law of necessity created
against Turkish Cypriots, but it also implicitly legitimated the law of necessity,
specifically the law that does not give Turkish Cypriots the collective right to
vote in a separate electoral roll (for the Vice-President and their own MPs) as
provided in the relevant suspended articles of the 1960 Constitution. In other
words, the ECHR reversed an exception by normalising another exception,
which allows the ‘democratic’ rationale for the post-1963 state of exception to
continue, though this is also now being challenged by a new case before the
ECHR (Erel v Cyprus). This shows how difficult it is to dismantle the state of
exception in its totality through individual case law, even though supranational
rulings create conditions that minimise its effects or cancel specific
manifestations of it.

SBA State of Exception

The international legal status of the SBA in Cyprus is unique. Set apart from
Cypriot territory but also ordinary British territory, the SBA is designated British
Overseas Territories, a euphemistic term that replaced British Dependent
Territories and Crown Colonies. Unlike any of the other 13 British Overseas
Territories (e.g. Gibraltar, Falklands, St Helena, Pitcairn, Montserrat, etc.) the
administration of the bases in Cyprus does not come under the Foreign and
Commonwealth Office but under the Ministry of Defence. The closest equivalent
to the SBA regime is the former Treaty Ports in Ireland (Berehaven, Queenstown
and Lough Swilly) that were kept by the UK as sovereign bases under the Anglo-
Irish Treaty (1921) that established the independent Republic of Ireland, and
handed back in 1938 to guarantee Ireland’s neutrality during WW II. Note
however that the SBA encompasses or borders entire villages and their
inhabitants. Also note that the SBA is not EU territory, even after the accession
of RoC and despite UK membership (exempted from EU jurisdiction under
Protocol 3 of the EU Treaty of Accession, 2003). The SBA exemplifies how
‘Europeanisation’ far from dismantling states of exception can relegitimate and
prolong them.

The SBA has its own legal system and courts, and separate laws from both the
UK and the RoC as enacted by the SBA administrator. The authority of these
laws is based, revealingly, on the Colonial Laws Validity Act of 1865, enacted to
remove ‘any doubt’ or challenge to the laws as passed by local colonial
administrators of the British Empire. Nonetheless, the SBA laws have to adhere
(and to a considerable extent they do adhere when not clashing with military
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requirements) to the provision of the 1960 Treaty of Establishment (ToE) that
‘the laws applicable to the Cypriot population will be as far as possible the same
as the laws of the Republic’ [Appendix O, 3(2)]. However, the following
sentence is crucial for what it omits and for the state of exception it implicitly
legitimates:
Protection of Cypriot Rights — The rights of Cypriots (and others
resident in the Republic) and Cypriot communities and
corporations in regard to property will be fully protected. [ToE,
Appendix O, 3(3)]
Besides property rights, the SBA does not have any treaty obligations to protect
Cypriot rights, including obligations that nowadays go together with the post-
imperial and people-centred exercise of sovereignty. What is more, the clause
that is levied on the RoC of ‘no discrimination... against those who live or work’
in the SBA (i.e. both Cypriots and British) is not reciprocated (Appendix 0, 4(a)).
And more revealingly, the post-May 2004 reluctant acceptance of the jurisdiction
of the ECHR, which was hailed as a belated extension of European human rights
standards to the SBA, has specifically left out Articles 1, 13 and 15 of the
European Convention (Ordinance 9, 2004; SBA/128/163). That is to say, the
SBA authorities have no responsibility to ‘secure to everyone within their
jurisdiction the rights and freedoms’ of the Convention (Article 1); have not
accepted that everyone should have ‘effective remedy’ for violations done by
officials (Article 13); nor accepted that any derogation from the Convention in
cases of ‘public emergency’ needs to be done within specified limits and
justified to the Secretary General of the Council of Europe (Article 15). This
creates a black hole and leaves considerable room to manoeuvre with available
provisions, if and when necessary.

To that extent, another but qualitatively different state of exception has been
established in Cyprus in parallel to the RoC state of exception in 1960. Note this
is not limited to the designated base territory but one with spill over effects
throughout the island of Cyprus, namely with power to take over airports, ports,
power stations and other government functions within the territory of the RoC in
emergency situations. Typical of the SBA’s overwhelming power to ‘legally’
exceptionalise the whole island if it so wishes is the following amazing
provision:

The Government of the United Kingdom shall have the right to
obtain, after consultation with the Government of the Republic of
Cyprus, the use of such additional rights as the United Kingdom
may, from time to time, consider technically necessary for the
efficient use of its Sovereign Base Areas and installations in the
Island of Cyprus. (ToE, Annex B, Part 11, section 9).
‘After consultation’ (note, not ‘agreement’ or ‘consent’) is a euphemism. Its
power potential lies in the acquisition of unspecified additional rights vis-a-vis
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the RoC at times of emergency, which are to be defined by the UK government
(Constantinou and Richmond, 2005).

At the outset, and perhaps surprisingly, affected Cypriots living in and around
the SBA are not firmly and absolutely against this state of exception but tend to
be ambivalent towards it. During my interviews I found those in and around the
Dhekelia base to be on the whole more positive towards the SBA regime than
those of the Akrotiri base. People in Dhekelia expressed dissatisfaction with
restrictions over land development; nuisance caused by military exercises and
shooting of heavy weaponry; restriction over permits for water abstraction from
boreholes that ‘affect’ army supply; strict enforcement of traditional yet illegal
bird hunting; and ‘unreasonable’ restrictions over grazing and farming. With
regard to the latter, about a decade ago, a ‘watermelon war’ was declared with
the locals demanding to farm in areas near the Pyla firing range, and with the
SBA authorities rejecting the removal of their shooting range, arresting farmers,
and going as far as removing the soil to enforce the military restrictions (Cyprus
Mail, 1/10/1997). But many Greek Cypriots in the Dhekelia area (including some
of those who complained about SBA policies) acknowledged that in the absence
of British sovereignty their villages now bordering or close to the Buffer Zone,
would have been occupied by the Turkish army. Thus British sovereignty
provides a security against the Turkish occupation that the RoC can in name but
not in practice provide, and from this perspective the SBA constitutes a
preferable state of exception for many Cypriots living there. This rationale of
liberal zone of peace has actually been used to legitimate the presence of the
SBA in 1960 (the British ‘guarantee’) and especially after 1963 when British
troops were used for peacekeeping.

In and around the villages of the Akrotiri base, local Cypriots are less positive,
though again, not all of them are absolutely dismissive. They have similar
complaints to those in Dhekelia, but they have one additional major concern that
has been discussed for at least a decade; namely the installation and upgrading of
gigantic military antennae that locals say entail serious health hazards. When one
visits the Akrotiri village, it is hard not to feel that one is entering a military zone
(quite unlike the other villages in SBA where army presence is more subdued).
To enter the village one has to follow a road through the military antennae in the
north of the village and at the outskirts of the village in the south one reaches the
entrance of a restricted military zone that is the airport of RAF Akrotiri. In the
Athletic club of the village, with the background noise of landing aircrafts, I
listened to the complaints of men with tears in their eyes; two lost their wives to
cancer and one of them had cancer. They were convinced that the high rate of
cancer was the result of the antennae and remain unconvinced of the University
of Bristol Report, endorsed by the RoC, which was supposed to reassure them (in
any case the Report also suggested that ‘the absence of evidence does not imply
that there is no association’ and included qualifications about ‘results that were
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difficult to interpret’ due to the lack of ‘Standardised Mortality Ratios.”)’ There
was also no doubt in the villagers’ mind that if this area was located within the
RoC and the EU, they would have had greater leverage on decisions that affected
the local community. Current SBA attempts for an environmental management
plan of the Akrotiri peninsula are perceived as disingenuous.* To that extent, the
SBA governmentalisation of its state of exception in this area is contested and
divisive.

Negotiating or resisting the exceptionalism of the bases is a highly complex
matter. For example, the SBA does not accept that immigrants washed up on
SBA territory have the right to seek asylum in the UK, and the RoC is not
willing to help the SBA out of this problem, meaning that the case of 60 Iraqis
has been going on for more than 9 years (Phileleftheros, 18/2/2007). The
decision of the SBA to return the Berengaria retained site in Polemidhia to the
Republic has met with calls by the locals (a joint committee comprising both
Greek Cypriots and Turkish Cypriots) for the area to be returned to the original
owners not the RoC as the British army no longer uses it for the purpose of
expropriation. Even current proposals by the base authorities to lift existing
restrictions in land development in the area’ (a core demand of the locals) has
ironically met the objections of the RoC government, which feels that housing
developments purchased by foreigners (primarily British) has the potential of
turning the SBA into a Gibraltar, as a former Foreign Minister, Giorgos Lillikas,
put it (Cyprus Mail, 21/7/2007; Phileleftheros, 12/9/2007). In other words, the
RoC government fears more the normalisation of the Bases’ state of exception,
the scenario of foreign settlers (especially British) with legitimate interests in the
future status of the SBA that may counter demands that sovereignty should be
ceded back to the RoC. For the RoC it is preferable for the SBA to remain a
‘military’ state of exception rather than become a ‘political’ one.

The Council of Europe has recently showed interest in the status of the people
living in the Bases and a visiting rapporteur of the Parliamentary Assembly
declared them as ‘second class citizens’ (Cyprus Mail, 16/11/2006). The
qualified acceptance of the jurisdiction of the ECHR by the UK since May 2004
opens up legal opportunities that were not available before for challenging SBA
policies, though the extent will be tested in court. The ECHR potential has been
recognised by the SBA, and that explains an attempt to be more flexible towards
certain local demands as well as the offer to return half of the SBA with a
settlement of the Cyprus problem. But isn’t this an ingenious way to make more
palatable and prolong this particular state of exception? Locals tend to view it as
yet another attempt to deny the full enforcement of their human rights and at
Akrotiri village they specifically complain that it is simply sweetening the ‘bitter
bill’. Beyond the selective enforcement of human rights some locals complain of
the ‘buying of consciences’ to acquiesce to the continuation of this state of
exception; that is, referring to the preferential employment treatment and
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relatively high salaries that the SBA gives to the locals, as well as its support for
local businesses that creates dependencies and inevitably splits the local
community when it comes to protest and direct action. As vociferously put by
one local: ‘Kadis [the judge] is screwing us, and we argue among ourselves if
and whom to protest to’.® Something that shows not just the feeling of
desperation about this state of exception, but the division within the community
as to its negative impact or accrued benefits, how far one ought to resist or accept
1it.

The Buffer Zone’s State of Exception

The intercommunal fighting that began in December 1963, led to UN
involvement and the dispatch of the UN Peacekeeping Force in Cyprus
(UNFICYP) in March 1964. UNFICYP’s mandate has been ‘to use its best
efforts to prevent a recurrence of fighting and, as necessary, to contribute to the
maintenance and restoration of law and order and a return to normal conditions’
(SC Resolution 186). The mandate did not specify what restoration of law and
return to normality entailed.

If normality was a return to the pre-1963 situation (the old legal order), the big
irony was that not only the Greek-Cypriot leadership appeared disinterested to
return to the ‘divisive constitution’ but also the Turkish-Cypriot leadership given
that the abnormal situation of barricades and enclaves, (despite having adverse
effects on the Turkish Cypriots) was in effect preparing secession and partition,
in line with Turkish-Cypriot nationalist aspirations. Without downgrading the
important role of UNFICYP in monitoring ceasefires and providing humanitarian
assistance, especially with regard to ‘a return to normal conditions’ it was called
upon to fulfil a constructively ambiguous task. In the meantime, the local power
regimes were busy preparing and normalising new states of exception.

UNFICYP’s 1964 mandate is still in force, though expanded after the 1974
war, which divided the island and brought forth ‘certain additional or modified
functions’; namely the maintenance of ceasefire through the patrol of the Buffer
Zone (SC Resolution 364). The Buffer Zone is 180 km long, covers around 3 per
cent of the island, and includes five inhabited villages (with around 8,000 people
living and working in it). That the UN has created by default a state of exception
in this area was made clear in the Secretary General’s Report (1976) which
explained ‘that neither side can exercise authority or jurisdiction beyond its own
forward military lines’ (S/12253). Note, not just denial of authority, but
jurisdiction. In practice it is up to the UN to protect and enforce the law within
this area and it can decide with reference to which regime it will do so according
to the situation. Its remit is that it will allow ‘innocent civilian activities...
subject to legitimate security requirements and giving due regard to humanitarian
considerations.’ (S/12253). This gives considerable leeway to the UNFICYP. For
example, protests and demonstrations may or may not be interpreted as violating
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the Buffer Zone’s ‘integrity’ and similarly the right to enjoy property or cultivate
one’s land may or may not be allowed, decided on a case-by-case basis. Though
UNFICYP’s regulations can often be very strict its state of exception is softer,
and unlike the other Cypriot states of exception, it formally has an expiry date,
biannually renewed by the UN Security Council and based on RoC consent.

The crown of UNFICYP’s success has been Pyla. This is the only mixed
village that remained in Cyprus after 1974-5 where inhabitants were not directly
or indirectly forced to flee, and this is due to its location inside the Buffer Zone.’
UN authority in effect neutralised the jurisdictional claims of the Greek-Cypriot
and Turkish-Cypriot regimes. No police or army can enter the village without the
consent of the UN, nor can the national flags of the two sides fly, except in
specific locations (the two schools) or specific national days. These and other
measures were put in place by the UN as an attempt to avoid tensions that
replicate the ups and downs of the Cyprus conflict. Though Pyla has not always
managed to avoid tensions it has managed to remain on the whole peaceful.
Pyla’s state of exception is thus often idealised as the normal state of being in
Cyprus, how Cyprus without ‘the problem’ should be or would have been
(Papadakis, 1996/7).

Pyla’s status has allowed for a number of ‘exceptional’ practices to take place;
practices that the existing states of exception north and south of the Green Line
either forbade or discouraged. Countless bicommunal meetings of various kinds
have taken place, such as civil society initiatives, academic workshops, cross-
cultural reunions, and so on. It has provided a safe haven for all kinds of illegal
or ‘illegal’ activities: barter, contraband, gambling, etc. However, following the
opening of the checkpoints to civilians in April 2003, these kinds of activities
can take place anywhere in Cyprus, and so Pyla lost its exclusivity. The locals
are ambivalent towards that loss, or newfound ‘normality’: they welcome the
loss of the conspicuous reputation and underground deals, but those who had
small shops and businesses in the village (an unrepresentative high number for
such a village) lament the reduction in the bicommunal and other crowd
(Interviews 17/8/2007).

The exceptionality of the Buffer Zone is experienced differently, depending on
the situation of individuals that live and work in it. Though happy not to have
become refugees, some villagers complain that they are invariably dispossessed
and disadvantaged, a condition that is not given due concern. For example, they
point to the reduced price of land, building restrictions, and selectivity or
arbitrariness in the UN’s choice of what land within the Buffer Zone gets
cultivated. Andreas Stavrou in Mammari considered the UN to be in practice an
‘occupying force’, which under the pretext of security effectively keeps villagers
‘prisoners’ within the confines of the village and with no freedom to walk and
work on the surrounding countryside (Interview 20/8/2007). A farmer in Denia
who also had complaints was however full of praise for the Argentinean
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peacekeepers, unlike the villagers in Mammari that have to deal primarily with
the British contingent. The general impression is that the Argentineans are more
willing to accept local representations and to bend the rules to make life more
‘normal’, whereas the British tend to be more rule-bound and formalistic, strictly
adhering to the military ‘demands’ and ‘balance’ of the Buffer Zone (Interview
21/8/2007). As indicated above, UNFICYP has a mandate and authority to
support the ‘return to normal conditions’ as necessary, and the locals try to make
the most of this, demanding their rights against military ‘privileges’, including
military demands from their own side. The support or not of the RoC and TRNC
highly depends on their perception of whether meeting such demands enhances
or diminishes their own claims to sovereignty in the short or longer terms.

Still some villagers have positive things to say about the Buffer Zone. For
example, some praise the ‘precious silence’ and the unspoilt environment in this
area. The latter is something that especially outsiders (who have no economic
interests) tend to appreciate. A refugee from Filia explained the joy of going
‘illegally’ into the Buffer Zone, even if only briefly to enjoy the unspoilt nature
as it was during his childhood. All these would have been sacrificed ‘on the altar
of progress and development, if there was no division, as it happened elsewhere
in Cyprus’ (Interview 21/8/2007). The Buffer Zone’s exceptionalism thus
secures the area’s ecological integrity, in line with similar arguments made of
‘green’ zones and lines worldwide.

Another interesting case is that of Strovilia, where the UN Buffer Zone
provided an unlikely opportunity to a family whose orchard was divided (half of
it in the UK bases and half of it designated Buffer Zone). This allowed the
family to overcome building restrictions that the authorities of the SBA had and
in practice for an outspoken member of the community to move outside British
sovereignty and under UN protection. The UN seems to have accepted the
villager’s fait accompli of a new house (an interesting and positive interpretation
of a ‘return to normal conditions’) and rejected the representations of the SBA
that the house should not be build. Though this was allowed to go on happily for
many years, recently the solution has been given by the Turkish military, which
moved to occupy this area in violation of the Buffer Zone agreement (but
interestingly without evicting the family). Thus the family moved from the
British, to the UN and now also to the TRNC state of exception (Cyprus Mail,
4/8/2007, Interview 5/8/2007). Rather than undertaking specific governmental
functions, the UNFICYP undertakes in this and other similar cases to limit,
mediate and coordinate the rival governmental practices of the other three states
of exception with regard to the Buffer Zone.

TRNC State of Exception

In the opening sentence of the TRNC declaration of independence on 15
November 1983 the Greek Cypriot exceptionalisation of Turkish Cypriots after
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1963 is specified as a legitimating cause for secession.® This is in line with the
rationale establishing the Provisional Turkish Cypriot Administration in 1964
and the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus in 1975, both of which were justified
as emergency and transitional administrations safeguarding the rights of Turkish
Cypriots. Partition violates Article 1 of the Treaty of Guarantee, which is
annexed to the RoC Constitution, but the TRNC rationale is that the 1960
Constitution has already been violated by Greek Cypriot enosis attempts as well
as arbitrary suspensions that excluded the Turkish Cypriots from their legitimate
share of power.’

The fact that the TRNC has been declared invalid by the Security Council and
not recognised by any other state than Turkey, axiomatically renders it a state of
exception with respect to international law. Thus the TRNC can be said to
generate ‘politically charged affectivity’ with regard to how locals perceive its
officialdom (Navaro-Yashin, 2007). Furthermore being only a de facto state and
not de jure and legally ‘responsible’, allows it considerable leeway compared to
recognised states in enforcing exceptions and derogations from human rights (to
the extent that Turkey is willing to pay the economic costs and political price
internationally, such as in the Council of Europe). Not surprisingly, the extent of
TRNC’s exceptionalism lessened as the EU aspirations of Turkey increased.

One major issue that underscores both the systemic exceptionality of the
TRNC and the arbitrariness in the enforcement of exceptions on the ground is the
special status reserved for the Turkish army. In Republic of Turkey style, the
army’s right to be consulted is guaranteed through the TRNC Security Council
whose decisions euphemistically ‘receive priority consideration by the Council
of Ministers” (TRNC Constitution, Article 111). When this is combined with
Transitional Article 10—which is still in operation 23 years after the TRNC
Constitution came into force—the power of the Turkish army is almost
unlimited, given that the army is not answerable to the executive but can
continue to implement the ‘process and provisions’ that brought it to Cyprus. In
effect, through this ‘transitional’ article a state of emergency is declared in
perpetuity, or ‘as long as the defence and internal security of the Turkish people
of Cyprus and the international situation so necessitate’, a condition so general
and vacuous as to mean anything anyone in the Turkish ‘deep state’ wishes it to
mean. In terms of judicial power not just army personnel but civilians can be
tried before a military court for ‘military offences’ (Article 156). Military
offences have been extended in the past to include bi-communal activism, and
journalists criticising or discrediting the army.

Still the TRNC state of exception has been more severely felt by the non-
Turkish ethnic groups living in north Cyprus. TRNC citizenship provisions,
specifically Article 67, ensured that Greek Cypriots and Maronites living in the
north could not become TRNC citizens, even if they wished to, and so rebranded
as ‘aliens’ with limited rights.'’ This is in addition to Article 159 of the TRNC
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Constitution which ‘legally’ dispossessed Greek Cypriots of the immovable
properties that they ‘abandoned’ (another euphemism for ethnic cleansing). Quite
ironically, the 1975 Third Vienna Agreement that allowed people to remain in
the north if they so wished specified that they should be helped ‘to lead normal
lives’. This provision has not been honoured for these people are highly
discriminated, yet note that ‘normalisation’ in terms of granting them full TRNC
citizenship would not be something the RoC government would appreciate given
that it sees the TRNC as illegal.

With regard to the Maronites, most of whom were forced to flee their habitats
in 1974, two of their four villages have been appropriated by the Turkish army
(Ayia Marina and Asomatos). Despite this, through the mediation of the Holy
See, the Maronites managed to negotiate special arrangements that allowed them
to move across the Green Line (especially to and from the village of Kormakiti)
something that other Greek Cypriots did not enjoy until April 2003. This is
indicative of how the Maronites successfully registered their own exceptionality
within the TRNC state of exception. Typically, the Maronite festival in
Kormakiti in June 2007 was decorated with Holy See flags, whereas in the south
the Maronites tend to display their formal association and allegiance to the Greek
Cypriot community by raising Greek and RoC flags. Maronites now have offers
from the TRNC to become full citizens and develop their property in the north.
But their Parliamentary Representative in the RoC pointed out that they would
not do that without the consent of the RoC government, thus avoiding to
antagonise Greek Cypriots who cannot currently do so.'" Clearly the Maronites
are careful not to overcapitalise on their exception-to-the-exception status in the
north, as this runs the risk of undermining their status in the south.

The Greek Cypriots living in the Karpasia peninsula are the most
discriminated among the ethnic groups in north Cyprus. The Parliamentary
Assembly of the Council of Europe (PACE) in Resolution 1333 (2003), which
examined the rights of Greek Cypriots, Maronites and Gypsies living in the
north, stated that it found the Greek Cypriots to have been the most vulnerable
group and was ‘particularly shocked by the imposed division of families, the
prohibition on young people returning to their homes, the arbitrary confiscations
and expropriations and the general climate of apprehension and uncertainty, even
fear, to which members of these communities are deliberately subjected.” (Par.
8). Though people acknowledge that things are relatively better since 2003, ‘soft’
ethnic cleansing still continues for the remaining ones and the ‘security’ excuse
is still being used to deny the rights of Greek Cypriots who stayed behind in
1975, and born in the north, to freely reside in their place of birth. Recently, the
practice of bulldozing ‘unsafe’ Greek Cypriot houses has been criticised not only
by the Greek Cypriot side but also by the Turkish Cypriot civil society (Cyprus
Mail, 23/5/2007). Greek Cypriots in the north are viewed as the former
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privileged members of the RoC state of exception, so official sympathy for their
condition is limited.

Besides TRNC discrimination, Greek Cypriots in Karpasia complain of RoC
discrimination, which often follows official perceptions that ‘the enclaved’
cooperate with the TRNC authorities or in cases of mixed marriage. An
interviewee suggested that the RoC authorities ‘either see us as martyrs or
honorary Turks, whatever suits them.” (Interview 25/8/2007). Also, they have
been especially bitter of their inability to sell their products in the south, such as
honey, fish and snails (exacerbated and formalised by EU customs regulations
since 2004; though some of these problems are now being re-addressed) and to
buy and sell products across the Green Line (i.e., to establish business ventures
and not simply to sell their own products). However, their exceptional status is
also a reason for positive discrimination; besides the weekly humanitarian aid
through the UN (food, medicine, and other basic amenities), they all receive a
monthly RoC stipend, in addition to pensions and other social benefits. A walk
around the villages of Ayia Triada and Rizokarpaso is revealing. The Turkish
settlers have been clearly privileged by TRNC policies—given ‘legal’ occupancy
of the ‘abandoned’ houses of Greek Cypriots—but many a settler is employed as
maid or worker by the remaining Greek Cypriots. In this context, the TRNC state
of exception though creating a formal discrimination against the Greek Cypriots
also renders visible a paradoxical disparity where the ‘masters’ work as
‘servants’.

The binary of privileged settler v. alienated local is further complicated when
one considers that the ethnic fabric of the Turkish settlers and immigrants is far
from uniform (it includes Kurds, Arabs, Yuruks, etc). The latter groups do not
receive TRNC citizenship with the same ease and those who are suspected of
Kurdish nationalism have not only been rounded up and intimidated, but also
deported (ironically back to Turkey), stripped of TRNC nationality (if they had
one) and end up losing all the property that was granted to them originally to
settle. A self-designated ‘Kurdish Cypriot’ living in the north confirmed that
Kurds who are ‘legal’ and enjoy asylum in the south are in contact and cooperate
with those of them in the north (Interview 15/5//2007). In fact, a number of
Kurds found it possible to move from one state of exception to the other, and
succeeded in claiming asylum and residency in the RoC. But that the RoC state
of exception is not a cosmopolitan paradise, is clear by the fact that some of
them chose to be baptised and change their name (Ioannides, 1991: 37 and 47).

Beyond the Cypriot Exception

In the late twentieth and early twenty-first century, there were high hopes that the
Cypriot accession to the EU with its problem settled would have brought an end
to the different states of exception in Cyprus. Cypriots would have embraced the
‘European identity’ and used it as a new ontology to transcend the ethno-
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nationalist discourses and practices that dominated politics on the island (for the
debate, see Diez, 2002). Indeed, the EU process created such a momentum that
during the UN sponsored negotiations for a comprehensive settlement of the
Cyprus problem there were discussions and propositions for phasing out some of
the colonial guarantees, at least if and when Turkey joined the EU. Even without
the problem settled, it was thought that the ‘upgrading’ of norms would have had
a positive effect on the ground (less exceptionalisations and discriminations), not
only for the de jure RoC that was acceding but also for the de facto state in the
north, over which the EU would have had a leverage directly and/or through
Turkey. The settlement of ‘the problem’ through the Annan Plan would have
ended many, if not all, aspects of the RoC, TRNC and Buffer Zone states of
exception but would have formally re-legitimated (i.e. through referenda) the
SBA one; that is, through a new founding act that was going to reduce the moral
and legal objections that Cypriot exceptionalism was based on a colonial ‘treaty
of coercion’ (Constantinou and Richmond: 2005).

What is now becoming apparent is that in certain fundamental respects EU
accession has left the states of exception intact and in some respects enhanced
them. There were no recommendations by the EU that the RoC should address
its post-1963 state of exception, given that efforts were directed towards a
comprehensive settlement of the Cyprus problem that was meant to bring an end
to all that. The TRNC’s state of exception was not addressed at all (given that it
is an internationally unrecognised state anyway) and was dealt with simply by
suspending EU law (the acquis communitaire) in the areas not effectively
controlled by the government of the RoC. However, current EU Commission
efforts to harmonise TRNC laws with EU ones worry the RoC government about
what this may entail, specifically the danger of ‘upgrading’ and ‘normalising’ the
TRNC in Taiwan fashion. The suspension of the acquis in the north and the
subsequent problem on how to deal with this part of EU territory, seems to be
legally (and revealingly) approached by the Commission by reference to colonial
examples, like Gibraltar, Ceuta and Mellila cities in Africa but also Helgoland
(given by Britain to Germany in exchange for Zanzibar in 1890) (COM, 2004,
466 Final). The SBA state of exception was secured though Protocol 3 of the EU
Accession Treaty (2003), which left the SBA outside EU territory and with
discounts in the implementation of European human rights instruments. The UN
Buffer Zone regime was left intact and in effect became an EU border (Council
Regulation No 866/2004), and with the EU demanding stricter and more
effective control. Though it took some time, locals increasingly realise that the
EU is quite good in prolonging particular states of exception as well as in
creating new ones. Of course, things can still develop in unpredictable ways, be
it through a comprehensive settlement of the Cyprus problem within the EU, or a
joint effort by Greek Cypriots and Turkish Cypriots to formally demand the
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withdrawal of the UK bases as part of a settlement, or recognition of the TRNC
inside, or outside, or inside/outside the EU.

The Cyprus case illustrates two fundamental problems with regard to current
theorisations of the state of exception. First, a problem that has not been
adequately discussed concerns the status of the sovereign within the system of
sovereign states and its ability to exclusively decide upon exceptions to the norm
within its territorial jurisdiction. This has been commonly suggested as a matter
of proliferation and application of international legal instruments, which
engenders new norms that should be adhered to and cannot be easily violated.
However, these limits also have to do with the character of sovereignty that the
system of sovereign states makes possible in particular places and at particular
times. Specifically, this article has shown that the international system can allow
for ‘obscure’ treaties of guarantee to exempt peremptory norms of international
law and to constrict the sovereignty of newly established states. This certainly
imposes limits on the sovereign with regard to how far it can go in implementing
domestic exceptions to the norm (it can only to do it as long as it does not risk
the external intervention of the ‘guarantor’) but note that the sovereign can
always try to upgrade its status (in the case of the RoC by joining the EU), and
within that regional system of sovereign states negotiate the continuation of
certain exceptions and/or removal of others. This may still create contradictions
in the public discourse of local elites, such as demands that the Treaty of
Guarantee is abolished while also demanding that new ‘international guarantees’
are given for the settlement of the Cyprus problem.

To that extent ability to decide on and enforce domestic exceptions is highly
based on the quality of sovereignty one claims to possess and others may want to
contest. Is it supervised or unsupervised sovereignty? Is it the sovereignty of a
recognised or of an unrecognised state? And if the latter, do the exceptions of
that sovereign also remain ‘unrecognised’ and unaccounted for in their
specificity, viewed generally as part of the ‘illegality’ of that state’s existence
and therefore as illegal norms rather than legal exceptions? Could the lack of a
political settlement work as an alibi for exceptionalism? These questions readily
inform the political and moral predicaments on how to deal with the
exceptionalism of the TRNC.

Yet the Cyprus case also illustrates the existence of other ‘sovereignties’ that
are less visible in the contemporary system of states, like the ’overseas territory’
of the SBA. That the SBA was established as a colonial remnant of limited
responsibility and accountability makes it in certain respects easier to enforce
exceptions (i.e. it does not have to pretend to be a democratic polity as it was
never meant to be anything other than a military base). However its size and the
fact that locals live and work in it, makes it necessary to assume some
responsibility for the population on par with modern governmnetality. It is also
clear that in practice the SBA, and successive UK governments, have shown
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awareness about the peculiarity of SBA sovereignty and have been careful not to
antagonise too much the sovereignty of the RoC. Interestingly, the SBA has not
made full use of the excessive legal rights it has with regard not only to its
territory, but to the whole island, as explained above.

Second, this article suggests that the discourse of exceptionality is not
exclusive to governments and sovereign power, but also a means through which
individuals seek to fortify themselves, take exception from specific states of
exception, and where possible move outside, or across one to another. There is of
course never a guarantee that the fortification the logic of exceptionality
provides—qua taking exception from the state of exception—will be adequate or
sustainable. However, the point is that the reduction to ‘bare life’ is not
necessarily or always total as hardcore adherents of Agamben imply.

In fact, this is the promise offered by Agamben’s more deeply historical study
of exceptionalism, which is lost on the way to universalising its practice for
current anti-imperial, anti-authoritarian use. What is lost is how the Roman
practice of sacrartio also entailed the idea of the population’s counter-
exceptionalisation of the sovereign, the secessionist logic through which ‘lex
sacrata founded a political power that in some way counterbalanced the
sovereign power’ (Agamben, 1998: 84). This is a detail that is nowadays brushed
over. Without wishing to idealise the insurrectional moment of naming or taking
exception, | have tried to show in this article that postcolonial and ethnocentric
regimes in Cyprus utilise the logic of exceptionality but may also be challenged
or ‘softened’ by it, allowing for individual opportunity and making possible a
politics of resistance, which often remains unacknowledged, disguised or
tangential. The paradox is that this politics of resistance can sometimes take the
form of explicit or implicit support for one or another state of exception, be it an
opposing regime of authority which exceptionalises others or a regime within
which one can successfully become an exception to the exception.

From this perspective, Antonio Negri (2003) is right in identifying a
redemptive potential in the later Agamben. But this potential needs to be
qualified, assessed within specific contexts, where redemption may be muted and
still problematic for others. Consider, for example, my epigrammatic Cypriot,
who reads the implications of her exceptional status (her right to live in her
house inside an army camp created after the 1974 war) as the reason for
becoming more inward looking, more religious—in fact, an Orthodox Jew
(Interview 9/7/2007). Culturally she still feels very much a Cypriot, has learned
to live with the absurdity of her situation, though invariably alienated from both
the Greek-Cypriot and Turkish-Cypriot communities. Nicosia provides social
comfort but Jerusalem spiritual comfort. Her latest redemption has been in
joining another state of exception, becoming a citizen of Israel. She has not yet
decided, but one day she may move there permanently.
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Notes

For helpful comments, my thanks to Roland Bleiker, Rebecca Bryant, Chris Connery,
Olga Demetriou, Ayla Giirel, Mete Hatay, Yiannis Papadakis, Necati Polat, Nicos
Trimikliniotis and two anonymous reviewers.

" There is a wider debate about the concept of quasi-states, using the term differently than
Jackson to identify non-recognition or the lack of de jure authority; see Kolsto (2006).
There are also a variety of postcolonial critiques concerning the problematic use of such
rankings of sovereignty, see Grovoqui (1996) and Constantinou (2004).
% See Makarios’ ‘Thirteen Points’ for the Revision of the Constitution and Turkish and
Turkish Cypriot response.
> For the report, see http:/www.sba.mod.uk/environment forms/Antennae%20Health
%?20survey.pdf accessed last on 23/8/2007.
* For the consultation workshop, see http://www.sba.mod.uk/environment_forms/results
%?20english.pdf accessed last on 23/8/2007.

For the SBA non-military development policy, see http://www.sba.mod.uk/
environment_forms/NMD%20Policy%20.pdf accessed last on 23/8/2007.
® Interview with Costas Nicolaou at Akrotiri, 18 August 2007.
" There are a few others villages where individuals and families stayed behind, notably in
Potamia, Ayia Triada and Rizokarpaso, but none has the feeling of a functioning mixed
village.
8 See http://www.trncinfo.com/TANITMADAIRESI/2002/ENGLISH/DOCUMENTS/
7.htm last accessed 26 August 2007.
? The RoC constitution explicitly forbids both partition and union with another
state.
10 http://www.cypnet.co.uk/ncyprus/main/polsyst/constitution last accessed on 30
November 2007.
"Interview with Antonis Hadjiroussos, 7 December 2006.
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Reconciliation in Cyprus:
The View from the Non-Governing Elites

Maria HADJIPAVLOU"

Introduction

The idea of reconciliation has become increasingly significant to conflict-ridden
societies and to post-conflict peacebuilding. Though some scholars challenge the
notion that reconciliation may contribute directly to peace, reconciliation efforts
in post-conflict situations have gained wide recognition as essential to the peace
process and to the reconstitution of healthy societies (Herman 1992, Kaufman
2001, Bar-Tal 2001, Staub et al. 2005). The credibility awarded to reconciliation
reflects an acknowledgement that conflict resolution—a mutually accepted
negotiated agreement at the macro level—is not by itself adequate to create a
culture of peace that is a “comprehensive society-wide system of values, beliefs,
attitudes” to help people put a premium on peace, desire peace, seek peace, and
stand for peace (Harris 2002). It has been observed that sometimes formal
agreements fall apart or fall short of establishing peaceful and trusting
relationships between former rivals unless the psychological wounds resulting
from atrocities and feelings of injustice are healed (Pearlman & Saakvitne 1995,
Staub 1998). This is where the process of reconciliation is looked upon to
penetrate deep into the societal fabric and include all the segments of the
population, so that trust and cooperation may begin to evolve within the context
of each party’s psychological needs and political concerns and interests.

Though reconciliation as a whole is widely regarded as valuable to the
conflict resolution paradigm, certain elements of the process remain heavily
debated. History has given us a few notable examples of various reconciliation
efforts—such as the establishment of the truth commissions of South African and
Guatemala and more recently the Rwanda experience (Staub et al. 2005)—upon
which broad conceptions of reconciliation rest. However, though various cases
provide a general idea of the role reconciliation may play in post-conflict, each
situation must also be regarded as invariably unique and deserving of a process
tailored to its own circumstances. Cultural specifics as well as the type of
conflict must be taken into account, in order that reconciliation effectively
addresses particulars of the situation. The Truth and Reconciliation Commission
(TRC) established in South Africa, for example, incorporated the idea of ubuntu,
an ethos of openness and assurance inherent to many African traditions, into the
very fabric of its efforts in order to render the Commission more palatable to
South Africans (IDEA 2003). The TRC was endowed with the power to offer
amnesty to those who fully and publicly disclosed their crimes, and the
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Reparation and Rehabilitation Committee was authorized to recommend
appropriate forms of compensation for human rights victims. The Commission
for Historical Clarification in Guatemala took a slightly different approach. The
Commission investigated atrocities committed during the country’s civil war
without granting amnesty or even naming individual perpetrators (IDEA 2003).
In Sierra Leone, a TRC was established in 2000 to produce a report on human
rights violations since 1991 and to issue recommendations to facilitate
reconciliation and prevent repetition of past violence. The Report was compiled
in 2004 and presented to the president and to the UN Security Council (UN
ECOSOC/6140, GA/10287, SC/8227 2004). In Sri Lanka, according to Hayner
(2001), the president appointed a Commission of Inquiry into the Involuntary
Removal or Disappearance of Persons to investigate individuals who had
purportedly disappeared since January 1988 and to bring charges against those
responsible. After investigating over 16,700 cases, the final Report was made
public, compensation was paid to relatives of some victims, and over 400
members of the security forces were charged with human rights violations
(Hayner 2001). These examples are commonly regarded as successes and
exhibited as models for reconciliation. Most recently (2006) the BBC launched a
program on reconciliation and healing in Northern Ireland bringing face-to-face
victims and perpetrators, through a 10-day televised process chaired by
Archbishop Desmond Tutu and two other women trauma facilitators. This was
an example to potentially encourage the same idea (truth and reconciliation) in
distinct, politically and culturally sensitive ways.

The Cyprus conflict is one example of a situation that demands its own brand
of reconciliation and healing. Over thirty-four years have passed since the 1974
signing of a ceasefire agreement that established a UN Green Zone (the “Attila
Line” to Greek Cypriots and “the Border” to Turkish Cypriot authorities) to
separate Greek and Turkish Cypriot communities into South and North,
respectively. There is lack of overt violence on the island but it may be said that
a lasting peace has yet to be realized, as many psychological wounds and
grievances have yet to be recognized and addressed. UN peacekeeping troops
retain a significant presence on the island. The generations born after 1974 have
experienced the island in its divided state. Stereotypes, mistrust and
generalizations about the “Other” continue to be promulgated and reinforced
through education, the media, and official political discourses.

The history of the Cyprus conflict is multi-layered and is in many ways
similar to other situations of post-colonial and inter-ethnic dynamics. With the
UN proposal (Annan Plan 2004) for a comprehensive settlement aiming at
reunification defeated in referenda held in each Cypriot community. Thus
Cyprus entered the European Union in May 2004 as a divided society.
Enthusiasm for contact between and potential reunification of the Greek and
Turkish Cypriot communities, especially perceptible in the months leading up to
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the partial “opening” of the Green Line in April 2003, has dissipated
significantly after the defeat of the Annan Plan and the deadlock at the official
level negotiations. More recently on February 17, 2008, with the election of a
new president, Mr. Dimitris Christofias from the leftist party AKEL in the South,
new hopes have re-emerged. A meeting was held on March 21 between Mr
Christofias and Mr. Mehmet Ali Talat which led to the historic opening of the
Ledra/Lokmaci Street. A new dynamic has been created and past memories of
Cypriots living in the area have been re-activated creating an atmosphere of —
people-to-people reconciliation. There is willingness that more checkpoints
along the dividing line will soon open which will definitely assist inter-
communal contacts, a necessary factor in the process of eliminating fears and
misperceptions.

The purpose of this article is to examine the concept and meaning of
reconciliation in the context of Cyprus. The article first examines the scholarship
surrounding the idea of reconciliation, referencing the tools through which
reconciliation has been attempted elsewhere. It then explores how Cypriot non-
governing elites (opinion-makers, though not necessarily policy-makers)
understand the concept as well as what tools they propose and which obstacles
they view to reconciliation on the island as well as their recommndations. Our
analysis is based on extended interviews with Greek and Turkish Cypriot elites
in the summer of 2005 and the fall of 2006—that is, after the defeat of the
‘Annan Plan’ and the entry of the island into the European Union. The Cypriot
elites do not seem to support external mechanisms or war crime tribunals but
rather a series of reconciliations processes including a shared collective history
as to be able to move forward. We conclude with lessons learned about
reconciliation in the Cyprus context and potential applications elsewhere.

Definition: Process or Product, a Goal?

“In this process, reconciliation entails acknowledging the hurt, understanding
each other, even if there are differences, respect the differences and then look for
a new future together.” (Greek Cypriot, male interviewee)

In the field of reconciliation there is very little agreement on a definition for
the term “reconciliation,” in part because its intricacy demands an equally
intricate description. Various attempts have been made to reach consensus on
what this term should represent, but those attempts have produced a broad array
of opinions on which aspects of reconciliation should be encompassed in its
definition. For example, the International Center for Transitional Justice (ICTJ)
describes reconciliation as “the condition under which citizens can once again
trust one another as citizens,” highlighting trust-based and forward-looking
aspects of the concept (ICTJ 2007). Additionally, ICTJ co-founder Priscilla
Hayner proposes a definition of reconciliation that describes the “building or
rebuilding relationships today that are not haunted by the conflicts and hatreds of
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yesterday” (Hayner 2001). This definition directs its focus instead to the
importance of relationships and of acknowledging the past. Hazias Assefa agrees
that reconciliation is a process out of which a new relationship emerges. This
process entails an honest acknowledgement of the harm that each party has
inflicted on the other, a readiness to apologize for one’s role in inflicting the
injury, and a readiness of conflicting parties to ‘let go.” It also involves a sincere
effort to redress past grievances that caused the conflict and compensate the
damage caused, thus allowing both parties to enter into a new, mutually
enriching relationship (Assefa 1999). Our Cypriot interviewees stressed these
aspects of the process extensively.

On a very basic level, agreement has not been reached on whether
reconciliation should be regarded as the process of rebuilding these relationships,
or whether it should instead be viewed as the outcome reached once relationships
have been repaired. The Swedish International Development Cooperation
Agency (SIDA) gives us a definition of reconciliation that endorses the process
view. It asserts that “reconciliation is a societal process that involves mutual
acknowledgment of past suffering and the changing of destructive attitudes and
behaviour into constructive relationships toward sustainable peace” (SIDA 2003).
In highlighting the importance of acknowledgement, change, and relationship-
building, SIDA’s definition recognizes reconciliation as a process that moves a
society from a fractured past to an interconnected future of shared interests. This
indeed relates to the conditions in Cyprus.

Daniel Bar-Tal, speaking before the Conference on Truth, Justice and
Reconciliation, emphasizes the product aspect of reconciliation, though he
describes the process leading to it as well. Bar-Tal described the phenomenon as
the end result of two communities, once in conflict, having come together to
work toward a common future. He defines reconciliation as a “mutual
recognition and acceptance, invested interest and goals in developing peaceful
relations, mutual trust, positive attitudes as well as sensitivity and consideration
of other party’s needs and interests” (Bar-Tal 2002). Here, reconciliation is
viewed much more as the achievement of this “mutual recognition and
acceptance,” as the outcome of communities having come together to redefine
their goals and interests.

The most robust definitions will embrace both ideas, recognizing that the
process of reconciliation remains inextricably tied to the reconciled state that it
produces. A report by the Institute for Democracy and Electoral Assistance
(IDEA) does just that. This report concedes that reconciliation should be viewed
as “both a goal—something to achieve—and a process—a means to achieve that
goal” (IDEA 2003). IDEA describes reconciliation as “an over-arcing process
which includes the search for truth, justice, forgiveness, healing, and so on... a
parallel process that redesigns the relationship between us...a process through
which a society moves from a divided past to a shared future” (IDEA 2003).
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Almost all definitions speak of healing relationships, referring both to process
and goals or products to achieve.

Despite definitional variations on numerous aspects of reconciliation, one
issue is, in fact, generally agreed-upon, and that is time. Though most scholars
shy away from prescribing a definite timeline or fixed time frame, they do agree
that reconciliation is gradual and progressive.

Actors

The literature on the topic of actors involved predominantly agrees that
reconciliation takes place between victims and perpetrators, or between equally-
culpable communities. Efforts in post-conflict situations must consider not only
those affected by but also those who bear the chief responsibility for initiating
and driving reconciliation. It must be decided whether reconciliation should be
pursued in a top-down or bottom-up approach, or some combination of the two.
SIDA proposes a tripartite approach to reconciliation that incorporates efforts at
the elite, middle, and grassroots levels of society. This method seeks to include
as many individuals and organizations, from as many levels of society, with as
wide a range of interests, as possible. In addition, the role of international actors
in reconciliation efforts should be carefully considered, as their presence may
either damage or conversely compensate for a situation in which a conflict has
left a fractured elite or disenfranchised population unable to organize
reconciliation efforts alone.

We must also address the question of pursuing reconciliation at an individual
versus societal level. Many focus on reconciliation for and between individuals,
employing tools that address personal experiences of the conflict (Staub et al.
2005). Yet, while recognizing the value of micro-level reconciliation, Mahmood
Mamdani asks “if reconciliation is to be durable, would it not need to be aimed
at society (beneficiaries and victims) and not simply at the fractured political
elite (perpetrators and victims)?” (Hayes 1998). Some methods, he urges, should
focus on the reconciliation of broader communities and whole societies; still
other endeavors should be made to connect all efforts at the micro- and macro-
levels. Thus, one consideration of any reconciliation effort must be whether (or
how) to link reconciliation on a personal level (such as truth-telling practices or
conflict resolution workshops) to methods for achieving reconciliation on a
broader, society-wide level which includes building new institutional structures
available to individuals and groups.

Gender

A broad process of reconciliation should be inclusive of the many and various
interests and experiences across societies in conflict. The discussion of actors’
experiences in the reconciliation process (who should drive the process, in which
communities reconciliation should be addressed) embraces the question of
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gender and what role it should play in the reconciliation process, given that
issues of war and peace are generally decided by male elites. All wars and
conflicts are gendered and have different impacts on men and women. In 2006
only 13 of the world’s 194 States and governments were led by women and less
than 17% of women elected members in State parliaments, according to the
Worldwide Guide to Women in Leadership. It is widely acknowledged that
gender often influences the conflict and plays a role in the nature of atrocities
committed during conflict. Women’s and girls’ bodies are frequently turned into
battlefields, as is the case with sexual abuse, rape, or forced pregnancy (Hynes
2004). However, in as much as women are targeted simply because of their sex,
gender considerations have often failed to factor significantly into post-conflict
reconciliation efforts despite international conventions and decisions. These
considerations have not been part of the public debate in Cyprus. Only a non-
partisan Greek and Turkish Cypriot women’s NGO, Hands Across the Divide
(www.handsacrossthedivide.org), has recently raised such concerns. During the
twenty-nine years of the peace process in Cyprus no woman from either
community has been appointed as a member of the negotiating team. This is in
violation of the UN Security Council Resolution 1325 of 2000 which discusses
in depth the participation of women in the peacebuilding and negotiation
processes (Hadjipaviou 2006).

In the case of South Africa, for example, the role of gender in reconciliation
was minimal. Women and women’s organizations were only marginally
involved in the construction of the TRC, and the Commission itself only dealt
with women’s experiences of the conflict in a superficial manner (Goldblatt
2006). This situation, according to the ICTJ, is not rare. “Far too often,” it notes,
“truth commission mandates, judicial opinions, and policy proposals for
reparations and reform have been written, interpreted, and implemented with
little regard for the distinct and complex injuries women have suffered” (ICTJ
2007). Women’s stories are seldom heard, in part because of the sense of
indignity or cultural risk of testifying to sexual abuse, but also due to structural
discrimination that fails to incorporate women into the political processes of
reconciliation and social reconstruction (SIDA 2003).

Yet, precisely because women often suffer violence differently than men, or
play a different role in the conflict than do men, they stand as important
constituents in the peacebuilding process (Cockburn 2004). Hynes informs us
that as data on morbidity and mortality is collected by the military, primarily
focusing on the direct effects of conflict on combatants and rather than civilians,
women are rarely included in post-conflict efforts. Rape and sexual exploitation
have, on the whole, been disregarded even when documented. Reconciliation
processes must address gendered aspect of war and its consequences in order to
account for the difference in physical and psychological effects of conflict
between men and women. Many countries have come to recognize this potential,
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and in a few cases have implemented gender-specific truth hearings or sought
ways to incorporate women’s organizations into efforts toward political and
social reconstruction.

Justice

The notion of justice, and particularly that of retributive justice, has increasingly
been tied to reconciliation. The establishment of ad hoc criminal tribunals—such
as the International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia (ICTY) or for
Rwanda (ICTR)—has increased the volume of calls to hold perpetrators
accountable for crimes committed during conflict. The founding of the
International Criminal Court (ICC) under the 1998 Rome Statute has further
solidified the link between post-conflict reconciliation efforts and retributive
justice. The founding of the ICC has placed greater emphasis on the idea of
justice as linked or, rather, as essential to the reconciliation process.
Considerable debate exists over whether perpetrators must be held accountable in
order for reconciliation to take place, and whether such accountability
necessarily involves introducing Western notions of “justice” through trials,
courts, and convictions. A wide variety of answers have been offered to the
question of whether criminal justice should be a part of reconciliation at all, and
if so, how significant a role it should play.

Some view the incorporation of justice into reconciliation as the only
effective method of introducing accountability and legitimacy into a post-conflict
situation, discouraging the type of crimes committed, and encouraging a
reverence for human rights and democracy (IDEA 2003). In this vein, criminal
justice is seen as a means to deter future conflict by punishing perpetrators and
simultaneously providing closure to their victims. Criminal justice in post-
conflict situations has historically been realized in various ways: through the
construction of a court system to try offenders or through instituting a policy that
bars perpetrators from returning to or holding political office. Endeavors such as
these that focus on modes of punishment are often seen as the most practical
means of assuaging victims’ pain, the most appropriate method of answering
calls for retribution or due punishment, and the most effective preventative
measure.

This view is supported by Andrew Rigby in his book, Justice and
Reconciliation. He argues that incorporating criminal justice into reconciliation
efforts helps place guilt, guards against private acts of revenge, and provides an
outlet for managing the conflict other than recourse to violence (Rigby 2001).
However, Rigby also warns that the instruments of the criminal justice system
may appear to be corrupted or arbitrarily applied. In his presentation to a
Stockholm International Forum conference on reconciliation, Rigby pointed out
that the incorporation of retributive justice into conflict resolution also includes
several weaknesses. He notes that deference to retributive justice “presumes that
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one can make a distinction between the guilty and the innocent, and in many
historical situations of conflict where a people have been divided this is not so
easy” (Righy 2002).

Vinjamuri and Snyder (2004), in their survey of the literature on international
criminal tribunals and transitional justice, spoke about three approaches that
dominated the field. They discussed a legalistic approach whereby emphasis is
placed upon rule-following, and “moral relationships [that] consist of duties and
rights determined by law” (p. 346). This is founded on a belief in the importance
of the promotion of universal standards of justice, and on the logic that the
reduction of atrocities entails persuading elites and masses to comply with
international humanitarian rules. Another approach is the pragmatist approach,
which is based on the realists’ view of power and self interest of political actors.
This approach evaluates who gets tried for abuses and with what consequences,
and then derives consequentialist ethical prescriptions from that explanatory
account. A third approach is the emotional psychological approach—which
interests us more in this article—based on the premise that eliminating the
conditions that breed atrocities depends on achieving an emotional catharsis in
the community of victims and an acceptance of blame by the perpetrators.
“Without an effort to establish a consensus on the truth about past abuses,
national reconciliation will be impossible, as resentful groups will continue to
use violence to voice their emotions” (Vinjamuri and Snyder 2004, p.357).

Truth and Acknowledgement
Those who support the incorporation of retributive justice into reconciliation
efforts cite, in part, the power of judicial measures to uncover truth. Even many
of those who doubt the value of retributive justice similarly acknowledge the
merit of seeking true accounts of events, crimes, and perpetrators in repairing
damaged relationships between communities after conflict. Scholars and conflict
management professionals increasingly emphasize the importance of truth-telling
and recognition of truth in reconciliation efforts. In reasoning that “truth is
central to the process of reconciliation,” Borris and Paul F. Diehl (1998) locate
the very substance of reconciliation in the revealing and dissemination of truth.

It is also argued that allowing truths to surface in a post-conflict situation does
a great deal to assuage the wounds of individual victims and of society as a
whole. The catharsis of truth-telling for the individual is believed to be
supplemented by the benefit to society of learning the truth about its past. In his
assessment of the South African Truth and Reconciliation Commission,
Grahame Hayes recognizes this dual-level value of truth-telling. He argues that
the purpose of relating potentially painful memories, as difficult as the telling
may be, is in part “to allow them entry into South African history, by telling
what happened under apartheid. In this sense a construction and re-construction
of the apartheid past that ‘has been hidden from history’” will emerge (Hayes
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1998, p.33). Relating personal stories of the conflict, therefore, allows entry of
painful but important incidents of conflict into the individual and collective
memory.

Beyond the act of revealing the truth, the process also requires a fundamental
acknowledgement of this truth. According to SIDA, “acknowledging past
suffering is the initial crucial step in the process of reconciliation. It demands a
government or leadership that is committed to the well-being of its population,
that takes responsibility of the country’s conflictive past, that initiates a forum in
which the past can be uncovered and recognized” (SIDA 2003). In this sense,
acknowledgement plays a very important role in reconciliation; by allowing all
parties involved to face their past in a comprehensive way, acknowledgement
allows communities previously in conflict to construct a shared vision of the
future. In addition, acknowledging not only the true nature of atrocities
committed but also one’s own role in the conflict, in any capacity, serves to
facilitate the transition of truth-telling from an individual to a society-wide level.

Forgiveness

Closely related to the idea of truth-telling and acknowledgement is that of
forgiveness; some contend that for a society to truly benefit from reconciliation it
must not only acknowledge the truth of atrocities committed but also forgive the
perpetrators of these crimes. This view, that forgiveness and reconciliation go
hand-in-hand, has historically been located in theological texts. Indeed, the idea
of forgiveness is frequently referred to as having roots in or being shaped by
religion and spirituality. Finding its roots predominantly in the Christian tradition,
forgiveness is seen both as an integral part of reconciliation as well as
necessitating a transformation of relationships even deeper than reconciliation
itself (SIDA 2003).

Yet forgiveness has ceased to rest exclusively in the domain of theology. It
has entered the fields of political and clinical psychology and conflict resolution
discourses on reconciliation, and those stressing the importance of forgiveness in
post-conflict situations no longer unequivocally tie forgiveness to religious
values. For Ervin Staub, forgiveness “paves the way for reconciliation; it furthers
healing, thereby making a better future possible. Research indicates that when
people forgive, when they let go of their anger, rage, desire to harm the other, a
psychological and spiritual burden is lifted from them” (Staub and Pearlman
2001). His approach to understanding forgiveness is a secular one that highlights
the psychological benefit of forgiveness for victims of conflict. Thus, for Staub,
forgiveness involves letting go of anger and the desire for revenge, and can help
diminish the pain that results from victimhood (Staub et al. 2005). Furthermore,
forgiveness in this description is not merely associated with reconciliation; it is a
response to acknowledgement of responsibility and expression of regret. It is
described as a necessary precondition for the process and is linked in a causal
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way to the emotional release and psychological healing needed to move forward.
Staub admits how extremely difficult this forgiving process can be in cases of
genocide.

Let us now consider the connection between the above theoretical discussion
and the specific case of the Cypriot experience

Reconciliation in the Cyprus Context

The word “reconciliation” in English finds its etymological roots in the Latin
base re, for “again,” and conciliare, for “make friendly,” or in the Latin word
conscientia, which means “common knowledge.” The Greek word which most
closely approximates this Latin-based word is symfiliosis (syn+filiosi) meaning
“together with you | become friends,” or “I reconcile with myself.” It also means
to reach a compromise after resolution of an issue. Its Turkish equivalent,
uzlashmak/barishmak translates to “make peace,” or to “reach a compromise.”
Together, these terms shape how Greek and Turkish Cypriots understand the
idea of reconciliation in a proactive manner, and it is in this context that we seek
to discover the similar and differing ways in which Cypriots perceive their
conflict and prospects of reconciliation for their society.

In order to come to this understanding, we conducted a series of loosely
structured interviews of both Turkish and Greek Cypriots. These interviews took
place in two stages: the first during the summer of 2005, after the defeat of the
Annan Plan and the entry of the Republic to the European Union. The first forty
interviews were conducted in collaboration with Virginie Ladisch of the
International Center of Conflict Resolution, Columbia University when she came
to do her summer internship with me at the university of Cyprus. The second
twenty interviews in the fall of 2006 were conducted with Julia Gegenheimer of
Yale University, on an Insight Collaborative Fellowship to study conflict
management and also worked with me. The interviewees, sixty in number—
thirty women and thirty men-- were influential members of their communities
either locally or nationally and thus could affect public opinion. We chose to
concentrate on “influentials,” in accordance to Herbert Kelman’s definition of
this category of elites (Kelman 1987, 1997). “Influentials” are those individuals
who are neither policy-makers nor grassroots activists but are close enough to
the decision-making centers or to opinion-makers so as to impact change. These
“influentials” have neither the constraints of decision-makers nor the weak
position of grassroots participants. They gain legitimacy through their
professional status. Thus our interviewees were predominantly journalists,
members of parliament, university professors, business persons, writers, NGO
leaders and lawyers. Their ages ranged from early thirties to late sixties. Some
had participated in bicommunal activities. Some were supporters of the Annan
Plan while others were not. The interviews were all conducted in English.
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Through these interviews and through our discussions on the topic of
reconciliation, we sought to explore what is widely seen as a sensitive political
issue, but what we also view as a pressing social and psychological need in
intractable and protracted conflicts. The position expressed is that reconciliation
in Cyprus should take place prior to, in parallel with, and after a Cyprus solution.
Most Cypriots, in addition, agreed that reconciliation should be ongoing, that the
island “should get prepared (for a settlement) and things need to start happening
now, before the settlement.” A male Greek Cypriot journalist argued that “the
question of reconciliation is related to the whole history of Cyprus and there is
no chance for reconciliation unless we know our history,” implying that
reconciliation should have begun long ago. A Turkish Cypriot male activist
agreed and added “reconciliation should have started yesterday to prepare the
people for a solution.” A female Turkish Cypriot researcher also agreed and
firmly stated that “there was this false idea that we can live together, we are
brothers and sisters, that we know each other, and there is no problem...But we
don’t know how to live together. | mean after all these years of conflict and
separation we need some sort of adjustment to get to know each other. The
referenda results showed this.”

We discussed the possibility of many varieties of reconciliation, from a
formal Reconciliation Commission to less official methods such as individual
social interactions or community-wide linguistic and cultural sharing. Though a
wide variety of opinions were expressed during these interviews, some common
themes surfaced. From these opinions and others, we came to regard
reconciliation in the Cyprus context as a process which would ideally focus on
truth-seeking while promoting a mutual recognition and understanding of the
different truths, especially in the interpretations and experiences of the same
historical events.

With this article | hope to indicate the importance of opening up a public
dialogue on the issue of reconciliation in Cyprus that has yet to develop. During
the information campaigns before the referenda, no political party or NGO
referred to the issue of reconciliation as being a prerequisite for a solution. No
group mentioned the ‘Reconciliation Commission’ as proposed in the Annan
Plan. The official adversarial nature of politics on the island failed to allow for
such a dialogue to take place, and the *“us” and “them” dichotomy between
Turkish and Greek Cypriots, as well as between politicians and their constituent
communities, trapped what reconciliation could have promoted which is the
acknowledgement of a relationship of inter-dependence.

Process, Product, or Both?

While some of those interviewed seemed to acknowledge, implicitly, the idea of
reconciliation as an outcome/goal, the majority of both Greek and Turkish
Cypriots explicitly described reconciliation as the process of rejoining the
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Cypriot communities. One female Greek Cypriot Member of Parliament, noted
that “reconciliation includes various processes, parallel but not similar.” While
she mentioned that “the obvious process has to do with people,” she added that
there exists an equally significant political component to reconciliation addressed
at the governing elite levels. Another Greek Cypriot female lawyer and activist
said that “the term must be approached more as a process rather than an end in
itself, and it is a process that involves admissions of mistakes, apologies and the
construction of a common collective memory and knowledge that can lead to
common understanding of each other’s positions in the past and the present.”
This view stresses the long-term aspect and the products it needs to generate.

A male Turkish Cypriot, member of the Chamber of Commerce and
influential bi-communalist, echoed the complexity of describing and defining
this process, noting the necessity “to understand the needs and interests and what
are the perceptions of the other side,” ultimately striving toward empathy.
However, he added, “unless you deal with these [issues] and you go through this
reconciliation process, all those unsettled feelings, (mis)perceptions, and so on
[will] hamper future cooperation, sincere contact, and so on.”

It may reasonably be concluded, therefore, that the most applicable definition
of reconciliation in the Cyprus context conceives of the idea as a long-term
process: one that must be well-designed and that will likely lead to related
products, which include—according to a Turkish Cypriot female poet—mutual
understanding, co-existence, respect for each other, and acceptance that “the one
who is different offers you more richness...because in Cyprus we have all these
different identities and cultures which we have to voice and build a future on the
fences of coexistence.” Such a view breaks down the homogeneity myth in each
community and promotes multiculturalism. A number of Turkish Cypriots
stressed the view that reconciliation means building trust by recognizing past
hurts and working for the future. Many Greek Cypriots spoke about epana-
prosegisis, meaning re-approchement, as a means to reconnect or come together
with the Other. As noted by one female Greek Cypriot psychologist, this concept
would help lay the foundation for future reunification of the island.

Cypriots from both sides of the island, furthermore, looked to leaders and
maintained the view that the role of the leadership in both communities should
initiate political reconciliation, thus encouraging and legitimating widespread
reconciliation within and across Cypriot society. Many referred to the results of
the ‘Annan Plan’ and the lessons learned. Some Greek Cypriot women
interviewees felt that the polarization in the Greek Cypriot community following
the referenda demonstrated a need for dialogue on intra-communal reconciliation
which means the safeguard of the right to have different and contrasting opinions.
Thus often in conflict situation democracy is contingent upon the ‘national
interest’ as defined by the few governing male elites. The Turkish Cypriots
interviewees who voted “Yes’ to the Plan expressed great disappointment and a
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sense of betrayal at the Greek Cypriot left but continued to express hope and to
act positively toward a solution. As a male member of the Turkish Cypriot
Chamber of Commerce explained:
“After the Greek Cypriots said ‘No’ there was an atmosphere of
disappointment among the Turkish Cypriots. But with the initiative
of the Turkish Cypriot Chamber of Commerce we tried to form a
bicommunal civil initiative... to come up with proposals that
would meet the concerns and needs of the Greek Cypriots and to
convince the Greek Cypriots that we care about them. And so we
came up with a win-win approach. About 32 organizations among
the Turkish Cypriots had signed these proposals. There were 15
Greek Cypriot non-governmental organizations that came to meet
with us.... As Chamber of Commerce we try to do ‘match-making’
between different kinds of businesses so as to increase the volume
of the Green Line relations.”
Such initiatives demonstrate that reconciliation may be achieved through
concrete activities and through promoting an inter-ethnic dialogue that
acknowledges mutual interests and shared concerns and an ethos of empathy.
This method also encourages the underlying humanistic culture at the micro level
which still prevails in Cyprus but has not enjoyed the appropriate political
environment to allow it to grow.

Actors in the Reconciliation Process
Both the Greek and the Turkish Cypriots identified multiple actors and
institutions as having contributed to the conflict, and noted the need for each to
contribute equally to peacebuilding efforts. According to a male Greek Cypriot
journalist, “the only way [to pursue reconciliation] is to have the politicians, and
especially the government... publicly admit that [they] know we made
mistakes...Without the politicians getting involved, reconciliation is
impossible.” Other actors were also identified as crucial to reconciliation: non-
governmental organizations (NGOs) civil society, political party leaders, the
media, and educators. A Turkish Cypriot female academic summed up the multi-
level interventions needed to promote a cooperative culture:

“[We should] use objective approaches showing what has been

done wrong by both sides in a balanced way and give examples to

the world that this has been successfully done, that enmities are not

eternal, that each side loses from wars and tensions, but

cooperation, economically, socially, democratically can be to the

benefit of both sides. In order to do this there are different sectors

of the communities which have suffered in different ways. Some

people losing their relatives; some people losing their homes and

businesses...Different youth groups should come together,
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different business groups, teachers and political elites... because if
they keep the fighting at the top by giving misinformation and
misguidance to the people, then people start hating each other
because they are not well informed about the totality of many
things.”
Thus, it appears that reconciliation is an inclusive social process that needs to be
initiated and carried out by Cypriots themselves, rather than a solely political
process requiring strict UN and EU management. Providing full and complete
information seems a prerequisite to promote healthy contacts thus moving away
from the selective interpretations of events on each side.

The importance of grassroots participation (through widespread public
involvement, or through the empowerment of Cypriot civil society) was widely
noted, as evidenced by one male Greek Cypriot professor’s comment that
“officials definitely have a major role to play, but so does the civil society, and
people at the levels outside the state.” Yet even despite this recognition, Greek
and Turkish Cypriots alike emphasized repeatedly the need for politicians to take
initiative. This view is coupled with the attitude that because politicians are those
primarily responsible for initiating the official peace negotiations, inertia
amongst the political elite is consequently the foremost cause of the stalled
Cypriot reconciliation process. Many expressed the view that the continuation of
the conflict is due to leadership intransigence. The expressed hope that “maybe
we need some foresighted, wonderful leaders that will come...and will change
[the present situation]”. This was a widespread concern that government
inactivity lay as an obstacle to reconciliation in Cyprus. As a Turkish Cypriot
academic put it, “moreover you need the leaders, the rulers, and the governments
to reconcile with one another and then you need the whole society, at least the
majority of that society.”

The Concept and Envisaged Role of Retributive Justice

While those interviewed generally concurred in their perception of reconciliation
as a process primarily driven by political elites but necessitating widespread
support and involvement, views diverged when describing the details of such a
process. For instance, the issue of justice holds a variety of meanings to groups
of people in each community. According to one female Turkish Cypriot
researcher, “justice would actually mean closure (of the desire to return) to a lot
of people, or for others getting back to their land, or getting back their identity,
or maybe getting the word ‘I am sorry’ from officials...for some, official
apologies are helpful.” The views shared by interviewees reached little
consensus regarding the role of justice, particularly retributive justice, in Cypriot
reconciliation. While many of those interviewed expressed a sincere interest in
the pursuit of multiple truths and “justice” generally, very few seemed to
conceive of these two ideas in retributive form—that is, in the form of a criminal
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tribunal or similar legal proceedings that would try perpetrators of crimes in each
community. In general, the pursuit of reconciliation through justice was not
popular amongst those interviewed. Some mentioned explicitly that Cypriots are
not really looking for “justice” in a conventional retributive sense, and that there
is little need for courts or criminal prosecution in a Cypriot reconciliation
process. One female Greek Cypriot scholar and activist argued that she failed to
“see a trend within society in the South or in the North demanding that justice is
done on the basis of punishing specific individuals,” citing that she felt “victims
wouldn’t necessarily feel that justice was served” in this context. Another female
Greek Cypriot and former member to Parliament agreed that integrating
retributive justice into Cypriot reconciliation might actually prevent cohesion
from forming in Cyprus’s small society more than it would encourage
reconciliation, as the process could serve to expose and ostracize those who had
otherwise integrated themselves back into their communities. Some justified this
view on grounds that it “was only a few extremists from both sides who
committed murders and atrocities, [rather than] the societies at large.” More
frequently mentioned with respect to the idea of justice were ideas for grievances
committees, bicommunal committees, or intra-communal structures to address
psychological trauma and healing.

However, the idea of justice was more frequently supported by Turkish
Cypriots than their Greek Cypriot counterparts. Turkish Cypriots patently
expressed a desire to see retributive justice incorporated into the Cyprus’s
reconciliation process in the form of trials for those who committed murders in
the 1960s. Those holding this opinion lamented what they saw as a reverence for
Greek Cypriot community members who had committed crimes. One male
Turkish Cypriot academic and activist commented that these perpetrators “are
endorsed like great heroes, instead of bringing them to trial because they have
killed innocent people... nobody has been prosecuted for those crimes.” To those
holding this view, a carefully structured process for prosecution of perpetrators
in both communities remains essential to national reconciliation. Yet many
mentioned that symbolic trials or public admissions of guilt may benefit
reconciliation process as much as would constructing a formal judicial system.

Acknowledgement, Understanding, and Mutual Acceptance

The interviewees generally supported the idea of restorative justice rather than its
retributive counterpart. For many, the process of restorative justice involved
three broad steps—the pursuit of acknowledgement and understanding, and a
mutual acceptance of past crimes committed both by the Other and by one’s own
community. “Both sides should admit that there were atrocities, there were
killings and mass murders in both communities in ‘1963-°1964 and in 1974...”
said a Turkish Cypriot Chamber of Commerce member. Indeed, most
interviewees pointed to a need for each side to acknowledge alternative views of
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the conflict and differing interpretations. Mutual acknowledgement of past
crimes by both sides was generally seen as a precondition to reconciliation of
any kind, as a first step in the process of bringing the two communities together
peacefully. One male Turkish Cypriot businessman characterized reconciliation
as an “acknowledgement that two parties have hurt each other in the past,” and
as “a decision to acknowledge this and at the same time to show sincere
willingness to put differences aside and start to work together again for a
common good.” This emphasis on acknowledgement, not only as an essential
component of the reconciliation process but also as a first step in the process to
move ahead, was widely held by Cypriot elites from both communities.

In addition, nearly every Greek and Turkish Cypriot interviewee cited the
importance of Understanding—both the historical multiple truths of the conflict
as well as perceptions of the conflict held by the other community. A male Greek
Cypriot intellectual and businessman characterized the reconciliation process as
“first an understanding of the causes of the conflict from both perspectives of the
two sides... [meaning] understanding the perceptions of the other side which
would help one understand why certain positions were taken in the past, why
they are taken now, why people are still prejudiced against one another. It is a
matter of understanding, not about anything else.” This belief in the primacy of
understanding to the reconciliation process may be directly derived from a
widespread certainty that much of the animosity between Greek and Turkish
Cypriots has arisen from a lack of one community’s understanding of the other
historically, culturally, and politically, which derives from decades of
psychological and geographical separation. A Greek Cypriot male academic
summed it up as “coming to terms with the injustices and pain that we have
caused the other, accepting and respecting the others, and of course asking them
to acknowledge their own violence against us.”

Reconciliation for some also meant dispelling myths, misperceptions,
prejudices, and negative stereotypes in order to achieve healthy relationships
between the two communities. “All this victimization and demonization has to
be stopped...In order to reduce prejudice you have to give people some truth,
give them the space to feel each other’s pain,” said one male Turkish Cypriot
researcher working for an international NGO.

Finally, most Cypriots interviewed conceived of these three steps toward
reconciliation as occurring in sequence, beginning with initial acknowledgement
and intermediate understanding and culminating in an acceptance of the other
community—its views, its past actions, and its current political / economic /
cultural situation. “This process” of reconciliation, noted one male Turkish
Cypriot lawyer “progresses through acknowledging the hurt [and] understanding
each other. Even if there are differences, one needs to accept these differences.”

Yet, Cypriots also mentioned a humber of practices prevalent within Greek
and Turkish Cypriot communities that they viewed as obstacles to truth-seeking.
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“Many people,” noted a female Greek Cypriot politician, “actually know that
[certain atrocities] went on, but many people don’t want to talk about them.”
Silence was viewed by many as a common way to evade blame, to avoid the
guilt that many thought would be placed upon their shoulders should their
community accepted responsibility for its crimes. This “collective and selective
amnesia,” or choosing “to remember what [one side] has suffered and [choosing]
to forget what the other has suffered,” as described by one male Greek Cypriot
male professor, remains a primary obstacle to reconciliation, feeding the silence
that allows bicommunal division to persist.

Many Cypriots acknowledged that recognition of each community’s
involvement in the conflict, coupled by encouragement to discuss such
involvement honestly and openly, would contribute significantly and crucially to
reconciliation. However, though it was often discussed upon specific questioning,
none of those interviewed offered the idea of a Truth and Reconciliation
Commission as a potential component of reconciliation in Cyprus. One Turkish
Cypriot academic explained why a TRC would not work in Cyprus: “I think in
the case of Cyprus there is a lot of ambiguity about what the Cyprus problem is
and | think a lot of people would be highly reluctant to submit themselves to this
kind of inquiry because they wouldn’t accept its validity... If communities have
ownership of their own guilt that would help...One advantage we have in Cyprus
is that most of the victims and many of the perpetrators are dead so there is no
need to dig up ghosts and so forth, we have a new generation that does not know
any thing about the other.”

Rather than looking to a formal Commission, the majority of Cypriots
interviewed conceived of truth-seeking as occurring on a more unofficial basis,
often at the community or individual levels. This same Turkish Cypriot academic
promoted the view that social level reconciliation more importantly builds
empathy and some “kind of multicultural ethos that brings people together to
understand that yes, there was a tragedy on Cyprus; yes, everyone contributed to
it...but it is not important how we came to this point, what is important is where
we go from here.” In stressing the importance of creating a forward-looking
attitude regarding the reconciliation process, this Turkish Cypriot echoed
sentiments expressed by many other Cypriots, that reconciliation would come
from focusing on a shared future rather than a divided past.

History, Education, and Apology

Many Cypriots mentioned the re-evaluation of history and revision of the
education system in both communities as an alternative to the establishment of a
Truth and Reconciliation Commission. Most Greek and Turkish Cypriots
interviewed cited a biased presentation of historical facts by the media and in
schools as one of the largest obstacles to reconciliation between the two
communities (Hadipavlou 2005, 2007, Yashin 2002, Spyrou 2001, 2002). This
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commonly-held view was stated by one male Greek Cypriot intellectual and
businessman, who noted that “the entire modern history of Cyprus is written in
two different ways. There is the Greek discourse and the Turkish discourse...the
1963 events or even the 1958 events, and 1974—these should be reasonably
dated. But they are not known at all to many people, or they are known in a
distorted way.” It is these differing perceptions of various events, or the
importance of various events, that many Cypriots seemed to view as contributing
or at least perpetuating ethnic separation on the island. Selective histories that
silence the other’s experiences and truths have become commonplace in Cypriot
educational systems, constructing an ‘ecliptic reality’ (Hadjipavlou 2000). A
Turkish Cypriot female intellectual and NGO leader said, “I used to be very
nationalistic due to the educational system and not having any contact with the
Other. It took a long time to overcome it. It required a lot of courage to
participate in these things (bicommunal activities) but you need to trust the
Other.” Another Turkish Cypriot male activist advised: “We have very badly
written textbooks on both sides. We have taken steps to revise our books. |
suggest that the other side revise their books as soon as possible. This is one of
the critical points building hate among us and us. There should be reconciliation
in this aspect. Reconciliation in education is very vital.”

Most of the interviewees suggested healing this rift by re-evaluating history in
a less biased manner, and doing so principally through the education system.
They also noted that despite recent, unofficial initiatives to revise Turkish and
Greek Cypriot textbooks, such a re-evaluation should occur on both ends at the
official levels as well. As asserted by one male Turkish Cypriot academic, “the
Greeks have to realize that the Cyprus Problem didn’t start in 1974” and that
“they discriminated against the Turkish population and they killed a lot of
innocent people just because they were Turks... [and] the Turks have to realize
that time hasn’t stopped in 1974, but with the Turkish occupation the Greeks
suffered as much as we did before 1974.” Such a mutual recognition of mutual
suffering could, according to many, be achieved through the presentation of
dates and historical events from a more holistic perspective. Textbooks
portraying historical events through an unbiased lens would allow both
communities on the island to learn not only of the conflict but of their own
community’s involvement in it. An understanding of the bicommunal conflict in
this way could facilitate reconciliation in Cyprus by dispelling many
misperceptions and stereotypes of the other community and prompting
recognition of widespread involvement in the conflict on both sides (Hadjipaviou
2004).

According to Staub et al. (2005), forgiveness is often presented as a change in
a harmed party. Reconciliation, according to these authors, is a change in more
than one party and is thus inherently mutual. Many Cypriots drew this
connection  between  reconciliation  (acknowledgement,  understanding,
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acceptance) and forgiveness. For example, one male Greek Cypriot academic
argued that when one group in a conflict “[asks] forgiveness from the other...
there has to be acknowledgement that both sides have, in a way, harmed each
other.” A female Greek Cypriot member of Parliament further expounded upon
this link between acknowledgement and forgiveness, suggesting that “each side
could say: ‘look, this is what we did wrong, and we ask to be forgiven and we
forgive the other side for the wrongs done to us.”” Thus, mutual forgiveness
would stand as central to the reconciliation process..

Turkish Cypriots seemed to place an even greater emphasis on the centrality
of apology to the acknowledgement-forgiveness link. One male Turkish Cypriot
lawyer described a need “to acknowledge what went wrong—the mistakes, the
bad things that happened—and then [say] sorry.” Another male Turkish Cypriot
journalist added that reconciliation “means apology, forgiveness, and an attempt
to establish trust between the conflicting parties.” Such an emphasis on
apology—»by both sides but predominantly by Turkish Cypriots—suggests that a
sense of victimization lies central to the way in which each community
understands the Cyprus conflict and its role in it. A Turkish Cypriot activist
brought up the issue of missing persons and stressed the need for apology from
military and political figures:

“The main reconciliation issue on our side is the missing persons.
We still couldn’t manage to find bones. This is very traumatic.
There is a huge curtain covering this, there should be a sort of
apology, maybe some convictions for those who did big crimes
against humanity...apology should come from the key leaders, key
military people from both sides. Those people should be given a
chance to come one step forward and apologize.”
Above all, Cypriots seemed to emphasize aspects of reconciliation noted in this
article  (acknowledgement, understanding, mutual acceptance, apology,
forgiveness) in order to underscore the need for both communities to overcome a
past of being at odds and move forward together. These ideas highlight the basic
need for increased dialogue, interaction, and communication between the two
communities. And while Turkish Cypriots seemed to place greater emphasis on
firmly acknowledging past harms through apology and mutual forgiveness, both
sides stressed the need to transform the Cypriot post-conflict situation into a
forward-looking one, a situation that can move from being mired in past
grievances to creating a common future. To this end, they differentiated
reconciliation from the idea of rapprochement. Most Cypriots seemed to believe
that reconciliation needed to go beyond simply living side-by-side, articulating a
desire to ensure that such a bicommunal society be integrated politically, socially,
and—to whatever degree possible—culturally. They seemed to seek a way to
minimize the scars of past conflict while not forgetting them, integrating lessons
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learnt from the historical animosity between the two communities into a
prescription for peaceful bicommunal relations.

The Role of Gender

Much attention has recently been given to the study of the gendered aspect of
ethno-national conflicts trying to understand the experiences of men and women
in a conflict situation, as well as to what extent it shapes interventions for
peacebuilding. In previous research (Hadjipavlou 2006) we found that gender is
an important factor to take into account when conflict societies engage in the
peace process and reconciliation. And data analysis (from Cypriot women’s
conflict resolution workshops) demonstrated that Greek and Turkish Cypriot
women’s voices and experiences are multiple and diverse. Both men and women
are socialized in male dominant nationalist paradigms, a fact that can explain
how in the initial phases of the dialogue process, Cypriot women from both sides
tended to reproduce official discourses. Their own experiences and differentiated
voices began to emerge only after a gendered and feminist understanding of the
conflict, and conflict resolution skills were introduced into the dialogue. In our
research here, women interviewees did not on the whole conceive of the
reconciliation process in noticeably different ways from male interviewees. Both
stressed common principles such as understanding and acknowledgement, and
placed a premium on truth-seeking through grassroots efforts such as education
reform, the media discourses and of course the decision-making levels.

It is well-proven today that women and girls constitute more than 80% of the
refugees in conflict regions, but this is not always reported. Hynes (2004) tells us
that “even if women casualties from war-related shortages of food, potable water
and medicine were documented, the data would understate the impact of war on
civilian women.... Another limitation to surveilling war-related harm done to
women is that women do not always report rape for reasons that include: fear of
being socially ostracized, and internalized shame induced by traditions which
blame women for male sexual exploitation” (p. 434). To this day the impact of
the Cyprus conflict on women has not been documented or publicly addressed.
The conflict has been viewed as genderless.

One Turkish Cypriot female academic and poet believed that there is a
gendered aspect to the conflict “because we are a militarized society. The women
cannot feel comfortable in politics. The way politics is done is quite masculine in
this country. And women have to imitate men if they want to get into powerful
positions, which is not good. And women who stay with their own qualities they
are not desired as politicians.” Cypriot women do not join the military and are
not exposed to the militarized culture as much as men, leading them to hold,
generally, a different mindset about peacebuilding and reconciliation. “They
think more of the human condition and the needs of the people,” a female Greek
Cypriot economist, business woman, and member of ‘Hands Across the Divide,’
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maintained. She added that Cypriot women think differently than do male
politicians, wanting “first peace for all and [thinking] of the good of the whole
country” rather than looking initially to their own interests. As in every
ethnicized conflict women in Cyprus are expected to reproduce the nation and
the national agenda and mothers consider it their duty to offer their sons to the
military institution and it does not occur to them that they can challenge this call

We noted a gendered conception of reconciliation when interviewees
discussed the actors involved in the process. The women most often spoke about
the role of male politicians: “Responsibility lies with the politicians; the
politicians need to take initiative and make changes but the politicians in power
now aren’t willing to do that,” said a Turkish Cypriot female academic who
regretted that women are not part of the decision-making process. She implied
that women do not have political power in affecting Cypriot politics. Notably
there is only one Greek Cypriot woman in the executive branch of the
government and only 12% in the legislative. On the Turkish Cypriot side there is
one woman minister of education and one woman in the “parliament.” Some
other women interviewees spoke about the issue of psychological trauma and
past psychological fears in a manner that suggested a need for the establishment
of trauma centers to deal with this unaddressed aspect of reconciliation,
something male interviewees did not speak about. “My family faced many
difficulties in 1974, we were forced to move and were attacked by Greek
Cypriots and we lived in fear...but | do not want to talk about it... These are very
painful memories,” a female Turkish Cypriot academic told us. Can “forgetting’
be a tool in addressing trauma, she wondered. Another tool mentioned by more
female than male interviewees was that of “crossing” the Green Line in order to
facilitate personal contacts between citizens from both communities as a way to
de-mythesize the ‘enemy,” share pain through personal stories, and build new
relationships. Some of these personal stories upon crossing to the other side to
see their homes and properties were very painful for both Greek and Turkish
Cypriot women. For instance Turkish Cypriot women spoke about a very
different reality upon visiting their villages in the south from which they were
driven out since the mid-1960s inter-communal violence. “We go to our previous
villages in the South and we face the reality of the disappearance of our village
as we knew it because of this bloody crisis on the island we had to leave, and our
houses are now destroyed, and we] have not been able to come back to our land
for so many years,” said a Turkish Cypriot female bookstore owner. Similar
stories we hear from Greek Cypriots.

At one level, some Cypriots (primarily women) expressed a concern as to
whether Cyprus’s male-driven political system would yield a reconciliation
process which could address the different ways in which the conflict specifically
affected Cypriot women, as there has never been a woman as a member of the
peace negotiations. Issues of human security and psychological health are of
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primary importance to Cypriot women’s understanding of healing and
reconciliation (Hadjipavlou 2006). A Greek Cypriot female parliamentarian who
agreed that the gendered aspect of the conflict must be considered said that
“women are not high profile in the reconciliation process, in the negotiation
process, let us say. The negotiation process has been run by men... and there
have been a few efforts by women’s groups to get some reconciliation process
going unofficially, as women but they haven’t really made a big impact. | believe
women have a different approach because of their socialization toward problem-
solving and empathy building.” Cypriot women from both communities have a
different conception of peace, and their experiences of patriarchal structures and
militarism as well as nationalism are well documented by Cynthia Cockburn in
her outstanding book ‘The Line” (2004).

Concluding Remarks

Reconciliation in Cyprus, like in many other similar conflicts, must be viewed as
a long-term process, and one that could yield many products—acknowledgment,
apologies, understanding, empathy building, mutual acceptance, restorative
justice, trust building and forgiveness. Cypriot non-governing elites seem to
agree with the idea of reconciliation as a long-term process and one that needs to
be well-designed. Even more so they favored a complex view of reconciliation
as a phenomenon that incorporates both the process of reconciling with the end
product of reconciled communities.To this end, the interviewees identified a
number of mechanisms they viewed as preferable or even necessary for aiding
the process or achieving reconciliation. They proposed a tripartite approach, as
recommended by SIDA, that incorporates efforts at the governing elite, the
middle (influentials, institutions), and the grassroots levels of the societies. This
approach is inclusive of a wide range of needs, interests and concerns. The
following are some of their main views and recommendations.

Notably, there existed minimal disparity in opinions between Turkish and
Greek Cypriots, but some differences between Cypriot men and women.
Cypriots have, in general, answered the question “what is reconciliation?” in a
fairly uniform manner, stressing similar points and highlighting similar
mechanisms. Such a trend suggests that a common consensus on the answer to
this question, as least amongst elites and opinion-shapers, does indeed exist.
Though agreement amongst those interviewed does not necessarily imply that
consensus exists within the population of Cyprus as a whole, it does contain
many implications for how the issue of reconciliation on the island may be
approached.

There exists a unanimous belief that reconciliation should have begun long ago
S0 as to prepare the communities, especially the newer generations, “to live
together.” Neither Greek nor Turkish Cypriots seemed to favor external
mechanisms for reconciliation, such as a TRC or court tribunals. It was generally
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acknowledged by influentials on both sides that the “politicians should give their
support to the process and demand that reciprocal official apologies be made.”
On a practical level, Cypriots generally seemed to favor addressing the problem
in a forward-looking manner, though addressing past grievances and harms while
simultaneously (and perhaps chiefly) seeking to prevent reincarnations of the
conflict in future generations remains significant. There exists the belief that by
addressing (mis)perceptions of the conflict amongst Cypriot youth and for future
generations, such as by revising history books and facilitating positive contact
between the two communities, Cypriots will be able both to reflect upon the
conflict in a retrospective manner and address residual animosities while also
addressing the island’s future in the positive, forward-looking manner.

The Cypriot influentials also acknowledged the necessity for a degree of
cooperation within the political system. The following reconciliation-promoting
activities and tools were unanimously promoted : open and sincere dialogue to
learn about the other’s suffering so as to build mutual understanding and
empathy; seminars and public meetings to address the painful past and reach a
shared understanding of each other’s experiences; recognition of the other’s
experiences and identity; cooperation at the level of joint business ventures and
trade; institutional structures to promote trauma healing especially for women
and relatives of the missing persons; building the governing elites” adversarial
relationship into one of cooperation and recognizing that they have a shared
problem to solve; learning each other’s language; socialization of both societies
to believe in an independent federal Cyprus and to feel proud of being Cypriot;
use of the media to promote mutual understanding and positive stereotypes and
achievements of each community; facilitation of politically and social-
psychologically person-to-person contact; establishment of a joint Turkish and
Greek Cypriot political party so as to promote a shared culture; cultivation of a
clear political vision for reunification; leadership legitimization of micro level
and NGOs initiatives toward confidence building; creation of a psychological
environment in which both communities strive for peace and cooperation;
acceptance of responsibility; apology by Turkey for the atrocities committed in
1974; apology by Greek Cypriots crimes committed against Turkish Cypriots
and vice versa.

Our case study also shows that in protracted conflicts where overt violence is
absent, compared to other conflicts such as the Palestinian-1sraeli one, the issue
of reconciliation as an urgent psychological need has not been addressed the
same way that issues of legalistic political power-sharing, economics or military
security have. This shows that reconciliation at the official levels has not been a
priority. Our research has shown that the task of promoting justice,
accountability, psychological relief and reconciliation is a challenging one, that it
can be costly and take decades to achieve. The governing elites on both sides
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have not yet included reconciliation in their formal agenda as urged by the
‘influentials’ we interviewed.

Many of the issues which are at the center of the theoretical debate on
reconciliation were also addressed in our interviews. In particular, Cypriots
stressed the centrality of understanding and truth-seeking to reconciliation, and
the opinions expressed on issues such as the importance of acknowledgement
and forgiveness largely mirrored trends in reconciliation literature.

Our findings further accentuate the complexity of how reconciliation is
conceived, and thus add to the broader debate on peace building. The majority
supported the provision of a ‘reconciliation commission’, but more as described
in the Annan Plan rather than the TRC as established in the South African case.
The question that arises for further research is how these ‘influentials’ would
transfer their ideas and recommendations to the bigger political and social
systems so as to affect protractedness, empower various segments of the polities
in both communities, and affect inactivity at the decision-making levels. In a nut
shell we can say that our research has shown that understanding and peace are
best achieved by those who know each other. It is seldom sustainable if imposed
by outsiders and the population of Cyprus knows this too well.
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The Underlying Assumptions, Structure and
Prospects of the Negotiating Process for a
Cyprus Settlement

Zenon STAVRINIDES”

Introduction

One of the peculiarities of the Cyprus problem is that the principal parties to the
problem — the Greek Cypriots and the Turkish Cypriots under their respective
leaders — have different conceptions of what exactly the problem consists in, how
it arose, and what would be a proper and just way of settling it.

The Greek Cypriots in their large majority believe that the central core of the
problem is the wrong done to them by the Turkish military operations of July-
August 1974 and the continued Turkish control of the northern part of the island.
For them, therefore, a settlement to the Cyprus problem — a just settlement —
involves righting that wrong, in other words undoing as far as possible the results
of what they regard as the Turkish aggression, ensuring the restoration of the
independence and territorial integrity of the Republic of Cyprus and the rights of
the Cypriot people; and further, the creation of guarantees against similar
Turkish aggression in future. This is the view that has been taken since 1974 by
every Greek Cypriot leader and almost every politician in the community. From
this view there flow the Greek Cypriot political demands for what they consider
to be a just settlement to the Cyprus problem. It is important to appreciate that in
putting forward these demands, the Greek Cypriots have had political and
diplomatic support from Greece, sometimes strong, sometimes not so strong, but
almost never entirely unqualified.

The other principal party to the problem are the Turkish Cypriot people,
backed by Turkey — or perhaps one should say, the Turkish government, fronted
by the Turkish Cypriot political leadership, which in turn expresses the beliefs of
the Turkish Cypriots. By and large, the Turkish Cypriots and the Republic of
Turkey which defends, controls, guides and funds the Turkish Cypriot state, take
the view that the Cyprus problem was not caused in 1974, but at least as far back
as the intercommunal hostilities of 1963-64, when Greek Cypriots sought to
change the bicommunal political order established by the independence
constitution of 1960, and impose on the Turkish Cypriot community, if necessary
by force of arms, a minority status, as a prelude to uniting Cyprus with Greece.
For the joint Turkish/Turkish Cypriot side there is no way of returning to the
situation as it existed in 1974, or indeed even 1963, and they will not agree to
start withdrawing Turkish troops unless a new and very particular constitutional
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order — what is referred to in shorthand as a ‘bizonal bicommunal federation’ — is
created through negotiations and endorsed by international agreements. A
federation of this type would provide the Turkish Cypriots with guarantees for
their security, political equality with the Greek Cypriot community, an
autonomous constituent state for each of the communities, effective share in any
government that they will recognize as possessing international personality and
the capacity of representing the whole of Cyprus in the international arena. These
conditions were effectively secured by the UN Plan presented on 31 March 2004
by the Secretary-General Kofi Annan, the plan known as Annan V, which the
Turkish Cypriots approved in the referendum of 24 April 2004 by 64.9% of the
vote. This is, of course, the very Plan which the Greek Cypriots, at the urging of
their leader President Tassos Papadopoulos, rejected by a majority of 75.83% on
the same date in a parallel referendum, and which they most probably still
consider unfair and unworkable at the beginning of 2008.

Greek Cypriot leaders have used their exclusive control of the internationally
recognized Republic of Cyprus to try to secure in various international
organizations of which they have been members — the UN Security Council, the
Commonwealth, and a number of European bodies — resolutions that favour their
interests. Such resolutions as have been passed are not for the most part entirely
pro-Greek, if only because the long-standing exclusion of Turkish Cypriots from
the government undermines the Cyprus government’s moral claim to represent
the people of Cyprus. Besides, Turkish Cypriots have been able, partly through
the influence of Turkey, to find friends in many international organizations, such
as the UN, the European Union and more especially the Organisation of the
Islamic Conference. Be that as it may, Greek Cypriots have long realized that no
power, group of powers, or international organizations are willing to take
effective action against Turkey to induce it to withdraw its troops in advance of a
negotiated settlement. Again, Turkish Cypriots understand that no international
organization, and no country other Turkey — no influential country in any case —
are going to recognize the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus or de-recognize
the Republic of Cyprus. So it is clear to both sides that if a settlement is to be
achieved in Cyprus which is acceptable to the principal parties, it can only be
achieved through negotiations, rather than war or arbitration.

The main purpose of this paper is to show why it is that the negotiations that
have taken place between the leaders of the two Cypriot communities, either in
face-to-face talks or through the mediation of UN officials (the so-called
‘proximity talks”), have not yet produced a negotiated settlement..

The main body of the paper falls into four sections.

Section | goes into some detail into the question of how each of the two sides
to the Cyprus problem perceive the character and causes of the Cyprus problem,
and therefore what it needs to obtain from the other side in a free or uncoerced
negotiation to secure a package of elements that meets its requirements for a just,
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or perhaps a not intolerably unjust, settlement. The various series of negotiations
which the two parties pursued under the auspices of successive UN Secretaries
General between the aftermath of the military operations of 1974 and the framing
of the fifth and final version of the UN Plan for a Cyprus settlement (known as
Annan V) in 2004 is based on certain assumptions which it is important to
identify and appreciate as they determine the structure of the negotiating process.

Section Il of the paper presents an abstract model for the type of negotiation
used in the search for a Cyprus settlement (one aspect of which is the ‘give-and-
take’ feature), a model which lays bare the formal features of the process.

Section Il returns to the differences between the Greek and Turkish sides and
applies to the negotiating process the model presented earlier. One consequence
of this exercise is explain how given the structure of the negotiating process, the
fact that each of the negotiating parties places inordinate value or expresses
obsessive attachment to certain elements under its control (its current ‘assets’)
and is unwilling or very reluctant to give them up to the opposite side which
wants and needs them, makes any progress towards an agreed outcome very
difficult to achieve, if not impossible.

Finally, Section IV provides a brief discussion of post-referendums
developments and considers briefly the choice between the Greek Cypriot people
in the coming presidential election of February 2008.

Section 1: Greek and Turkish Cypriot Aims in Settlement
Negotiations

It has to be appreciated that Greek Cypriots have never been happy to negotiate
with the Turkish side for a compromise settlement in Cyprus. As many Greek
Cypriot politicians have declared repeatedly, the essence of the Cyprus problem
was that in 1974 Turkey invaded an independent and sovereign state and has
continued to occupy it and to increase its de facto population by illegal
immigration. The solution of the problem is not, or should not be, a matter of
negotiations between the victim and the guilty invader (much less with the
Turkish Cypriot leader who is nothing but the invader’s puppet) aimed at a
mutually acceptable, and so a compromise solution; it should be a matter of the
international community matching its commitment to international law with a
sufficiently strong will to secure its compliance, if necessary by strong sanctions
or even force against Turkey. For the Greek Cypriots a just solution of the
Cyprus problem, a really just solution, would be one which cancelled all the
effects of a supremely illegal act, the Turkish invasion and occupation, which
restores Cyprus to the status quo ante. Most Greek Cypriots reasoned in some
such way as the following:

(1) The Turkish invasion brought 35-40,000 Turkish troops to the island. So all

these troops should leave Cyprus as soon as possible.
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(2) Following the invasion, Turkey sent many thousands of illegal settlers to
Turkish-occupied North Cyprus, who by the beginning of 2008 formed the
bulk of the population in ‘the occupied areas’ (settlers together with their
offspring are estimated to be about 200,000 people). So all settlers and their
offspring (with the possible exception of those who have married Turkish
Cypriots) should be sent back to Turkey.

(3) All Greek Cypriots who lived in the north until 1974 and were forced to flee
in the wake of the Turkish military operations should be able (together with
their offspring) to return to their former homes in the North and take
possession of their properties under conditions of safety.

(4) The Turkish occupation of the North breached the human rights of Greek
Cypriots (and, it was sometimes added, Turkish Cypriots). All Cypriots,
whatever their ethnic character and heritage, should be able to enjoy the
whole range of the universally acknowledged human rights and fundamental
freedoms, including the three freedoms of movement, settlement and
property ownership over the whole island. (Greek Cypriots have long been
convinced that the three freedoms are firmly and unqualifiedly entrenched in
the Treaty of Rome and the European acquis communautaire, and they get
annoyed when anyone suggests to them that the EU does accept derogations
from the acquis.)

(5) Turkey invoked the Treaty of Guarantee to invade and bring disaster to
Cyprus. In future Cyprus must have credible international guarantees for its
security, independence and sovereignty against external aggression, and
such guarantees should prohibit any unilateral right of intervention by any
particular country, especially Turkey.

(6) The division of the island should be ended, and the Republic of Cyprus
should be reunited, and its independence should be restored, under a new
democratic constitution embracing both Greek and Turkish Cypriots. (A
bizonal bicommunal federation is not part of the Greek Cypriot conception
of what a truly just settlement would be like.)

All these wrongs can be righted, all the injustices can be removed and a lawful

and fair state of affairs can be restored in Cyprus, if only the Turkish side could

agree, or could be made to agree, to remove all its troops and illegal immigrants
from the Northern part of Cyprus and so relinquish its control over what is now
occupied territory. What Greek Cypriots want is for the Turkish side to give back
what it took illegally in 1974. This is the Greek Cypriot point of view. However,
Turkish Cypriots consider that the presence of the Turkish troops controlling and
defending a compact Turkish Cypriot community whose number have been
beefed up by continuous immigration from Turkey, all living in a continuous and
unbroken stretch of land constitutes their main assets, as they guarantee their
physical security and give them a strong position from which to negotiate the
terms of a peaceful settlement to the Cyprus problem. The Greek Cypriots may
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want to nullify the results of the military operations of 1974, but if that
happened, where would that leave the Turkish Cypriots? To put the matter
another way: If the conditions which reflect the Greek Cypriot conception of a
just settlement were to be realized, would the result not be the creation of a state
of affairs which resembled the situation in the island as it existed in 1964-74,
when the Greek Cypriots controlled all the offices in the Republic of Cyprus
while the Turkish Cypriots lived under Greek Cypriot rule or cramped in a large
number of enclaves under conditions of unfreedom and material privation? Is
that what Greek Cypriots call a just settlement?

To this question Greek Cypriot would not want to give an affirmative reply.
Most Greek Cypriots understand that a government formed by a president
elected solely by the Greek Cypriots and a Council of Ministers chosen among
the Greek Cypriot citizenry, a House of Representatives made up of Greek
Cypriots elected by Greek Cypriots, and generally a system of state institutions
staffed by Greek Cypriots and serving mostly Greek Cypriots has no
constitutional or moral authority over the Turkish Cypriot community. Greek
Cypriot politicians have never ever conceded that the constitutional system under
which they have operated since December 1963 (the independence constitution
of 1960 suitably amended following the ‘departure’ of the Turkish Cypriots from
the organs of the Republic) is insufficiently democratic or legitimate in
consequence of the absence of Turkish Cypriot officials. However, most of them
realize, or half-realize, that any future settlement which has the support of both
communities will have to include a constitutional order which provides for a
more than proportionate participation of Turkish Cypriot officials, and indeed,
Turkish Cypriot officials endowed with veto powers and other special privileges.
This envisioned state of affairs deviates from what most Greek Cypriots consider
to be a just settlement. To put the point another way, although Greek Cypriots
generally see the exclusive control of the institutions of the Republic of Cyprus
as posing no special problem for the legitimacy of the Republic, or indeed for the
Republic’s claim to be the only legitimate state on the island and to have de jure
authority over the whole island (minus the British Sovereign bases), nevertheless
they realize and accept that they can plausibly demand the restoration of
Cyprus’s independence and unity, and the Greek Cypriot people’s rights on the
island only if they are willing to concede that Greek Cypriot officials should
share power and responsibility in all the institutions of a re-united Republic with
Turkish Cypriots officials on some basis that reflects that the Turkish Cypriot
community is not a mere minority in the Republic. Greek Cypriots acknowledge
with various degrees of reluctance that the most important political asset in their
possession — the internationally recognized Republic — and also their most
important material asset — a strong economy providing Greek Cypriots with high
living standards — both have to be shared on the basis of principles that need to
be agreed upon with the Turkish side in the very negotiations in which the
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restoration of the unity of the island and the rights of their community are to be
decided.

Indeed, the basis of the negotiations already contain a big concession by the
Greek Cypriots. Back in February 1977 the then President of the Cyprus
Republic Archbishop Makarios, in his first post-partition meeting with the
Turkish Cypriot leader, Rauf Denktash, bowed to the inevitability of accepting
that Cyprus should become a bizonal (termed ‘bicommunal’ at the time)
federation, one part of which would be administered by the Greek Cypriot
community and the other by the Turkish Cypriot community. This point was
later confirmed by his successors in the presidency of the Republic Spyros
Kyprianou (1977-88), George Vassiliou (1988-93), Glafkos Clerides (1993-
2003), and most recently Tassos Papadopoulos (2003- ). Further, all UN
proposals for a peaceful settlement of the Cyprus problem adopted the principle
that in the federal republic of the future, the two communities would be
politically equal, and various mechanisms were suggested to make it impossible
for one community to impose its will on the other. However, most Greek Cypriot
politicians and ordinary citizens still seem to feel that in a really just settlement,
the Turkish Cypriot community which in 1974 amounted to 18% of the settled,
legal population of the island as opposed to 80% of the Greek Cypriot
population, ought not have such constitutional powers as to be able, if it so
chooses, to frustrate the will of the Greek Cypriot majority on matters that
concern the security of the country, economic development, fiscal policy, and
foreign and European policy, especially now that Cyprus was a member of the
EU.

As | have just suggested, the Greek Cypriot community has two main assets
which Turkish Cypriots covet and want a share of, namely (a) an internationally
recognized state, a Republic possessed of international legitimacy and a voice in
many international bodies of which it is a member such as the UN and the
European Union, and (b) a strong economy supporting high living standards for
most people. These are the very the things which the Turkish Cypriot community
lacks, needs and wishes to obtain.

It might be that the Turkish Cypriot community would ideally want to get
international recognition for its own state, the self-declared Turkish Republic of
Northern Cyprus, reasoning that once this happened it would end the isolation of
the Turkish Cypriot people from the rest of the world, get a good share of the
tourist trade enjoyed by the Greek Cypriot community and in due course obtain
foreign earnings which could provide them with the basis for a strong economy.
However, the UN, the EU and many individual countries have made it clear to
the Turkish Cypriots that they will never get de jure recognition for the TRNC.
So an internationally recognized status could be achieved by the Turkish Cypriot
community only through their amalgamation with the Greek Cypriot community
in an internationally recognized federation. Rauf Denktash, the one and only
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paramount leader the Turkish Cypriot community had from 1973 until May
2005, articulated the common Turkish Cypriot/Turkish line by arguing that as
there existed in Cyprus two separate, independent and democratic states, the
Greek Cypriot state recognized by the international community except Turkey
and the TRNC recognized by Turkey, the principal matters requiring negotiation
were (a) mutual recognition of these states on the basis of absolute equality, and
then (b) the delineation of the border between the two states (which would result
in an unspecified amount of territory being handed by the TRNC over to the
Greek Cypriot state), and (c) the formation of the loose link between them which
could handle, again under conditions of equality, a limited set of maters of joint
concern, including foreign relations. The common Turkish Cypriot/Turkish
position was predicated on the wish to preserve the advantages created for
Turkish Cypriots as a result of the Turkish invasion, including safeguarding their
security, the preponderance of the “Turkishness’ of the North by denying Greek
Cypriots the use of the homes and properties they may have lost in 1974, as well
as the general right to own property and establish residence in the North.

Given the distance between the two sides and the absence of any coercive
force on any of the sides, it has long appeared difficult to see how the gap could
be bridged in any uncoerced negotiations. Kurt Waldheim, Javier Perez de
Cuellar, Boutros Boutros-Ghali and more recently Kofi Annan tried to encourage
the two sides to yield more to each other, and the thaw in relations between
Greece and Turkey since the late 1990s encouraged international statesmen to
pay visits to Athens and Ankara to persuade them to prevail upon ‘their’
respective kith and kin in Cyprus to try to respond more positively and
generously to the other side.

Greek Cypriot politicians themselves, and more widely politically influential
opinion leaders and ordinary citizens, were from time to time divided in their
views of how far to deviate or back down from the principles which they all
agreed constituted the really just solution to the Cyprus problem for the sake of a
negotiated settlement. A number of Greek Cypriot politicians realized that they
could not ever get 100 per cent of what they wanted for their constituency, but
they insisted that they were unwilling to abandon too many of their rights and
interests a settlement involving sharing power in the internationally recognized
republic. If they were to agree to a package for a bizonal bicommunal federation
(already an unfair concession extracted from Makarios in 1977), they had to have
(to put the point very roughly) 90 per cent or 80 per cent of the elements listed
above which constitute a just settlement. A sell-out would simply be humiliating
and unacceptable. They thought that it would be much better to use the
advantage provided by their possession of an internationally recognized state to
fight in the international arena for the realization of their rights, than settle for
the paltry benefits offered by the Turkish side in exchange of settlement
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involving the sharing of the internationally recognized state and a strong
economy.

This 90 percenter’ group of Greek Cypriot politicians (as we may call them,
without taking the term too seriously) were considered to be unrealistic by
another group of Greek Cypriot politicians, in as much as the former (including
the DEKO party first under Spyros Kyprianou and later Tassos Papadopoulos,
the social democratic EDEK party led first by Vassos Lyssarides and currently
Yiannakis Omirou, EVROKO and a number of other political groups) insisted on
objectives which the Greek Cypriot community and state lacked the diplomatic
and political resources to achieve. The second group argued that if the Cyprus
problem remained unsolved long enough, the de facto division of the island will
be cemented and accepted by the world, beginning with a number of Islamic
states. Once the TRNC began to receive recognition from foreign countries,
Turkish/Turkish Cypriot side would have even less incentive to make any
concessions on territory, let alone on the rights and freedoms of Greek Cypriots
who lost their homes and properties in the North. In the light of this analysis, the
second group argued that the Greek Cypriot side should be willing to settle,
reluctantly to be sure, for a bizonal federal settlement that gave their community
70 or 60 per cent of the elements of a really just solution (for example, maybe
small contingents of Turkish and Greek troops could remain on the island, and
perhaps not all Greek Cypriot refugees would be able to return to their former
homes and properties in what would remain a Turkish-dominated federated state.
This second group of politicians, the ‘70 percenters’ as may be called — including
the right wing Democratic Rally led first by Glafkos Clerides and currently by
Nicos Anastassiades, the left-wing AKEL (at least until 2004), and the United
Democrats — thought of themselves as moderates or realists, and considered the
90 percenters to be maximalists or anti-realistic. The 90 percenters often accused
70 percenters as being unpatriotic and defeatists, while the latter retorted that the
former group had their heads in the clouds.

However, as long as the Turkish Cypriots under Rauf Denktash were unwilling
to trade the sharing of power with the Greek Cypriots in a federal republic with
substantial concessions to the latter on the issues of territorial adjustments, the
restoration of lost properties and the right to residence that were enough to
satisfy even the realist or moderate or “70 percenter’ group, this group and the
maximalist or ‘90 percenter’ group made common cause in blaming Rauf
Denktash and his Turkish masters of intransigence. However, when proposals or
informal ideas were presented to the two communities for a compromise
settlement by UN Secretaries General — as happened with Kurt Waldhein in
1981, Javier Perez de Cuellar in 1984-86 and Boutros Ghali in 1992 — unpleasant
disagreements broke out in the Greek Cypriot community between maximalist
politicians and the moderates.
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In the 30 years between the Turkish invasion and partition of the island and the
referendums of 24 April 2004 all Greek Cypriot presidents, helped by Greece,
negotiated with the Turkish Cypriot leader Rauf Denktash and indirectly the
Turkish government under the auspices of the United Nations. All series of
negotiations failed to produce an agreed compromise settlement giving the
advantages of power-sharing in an internationally recognized state for the
Turkish Cypriots and the advantages of the restoration of a sufficient proportion
of Greek Cypriot rights and interests.

Looking at the negotiations for a Cyprus settlement which were held at various
periods between 1975 and 2004, we can discern a certain structure, which itself
reflected a number of underlying assumptions. These assumptions include the
following:

1. Each of the two negotiating sides aims to obtain for itself through an agreed
settlement what it perceives to be its rights and legitimate interests. In 1974
the Greek side lost to the Turks a considerable range of ‘goods’ (lands,
homes and other properties, rights, absence of massive Turkish military
control etc) and want these goods to be restored to them. The Turkish side
does not appear to feel bad about using the lands and properties in the North
or enjoying the safety provided by Turkish troops — they are one of the two
communities in Cyprus and consider all these ‘goods’ as their rightful
economic and security “‘assets’ — and their major goal is to obtain a share in
the internationally recognized government as an equal community so they
can obtain for themselves international legitimacy and opportunities to
advance their economy through foreign investment, foreign trade, tourism
and so on. Greek Cypriots regard themselves as the community that forms
the four-fifths of the legal population of Cyprus, and as such they consider
their legitimate government and state, as well as their sophisticated economy
for which they had to work so hard to recreate after 1974, to be their rightful
‘assets’; so they resent the fact that the Turkish Cypriots and their friends
dispute what is rightfully theirs.

2. Given the beliefs and historical understanding that forms the context in
which each community operates, none of them is seriously concerned to
ensure a state of affairs which may be regarded by each of the two sides as
good and fair for both of them. Each side pursues its advantage, knowing
that the other side is going to pursue its own advantage. In each community
leading politicians express resentment when some of their own people
suggest that the other community has experienced undeserved suffering and
that some of its claims are fair and just.

3. Each side believes that their vital and rightful interests require that some at
least of the economic, political and security assets which are de facto under
its exclusive control which the other side wants should remain under its
control. Consequently, some of the aspects of the de facto should be
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maintained through the projected federation. For example, many Greek

Cypriots do not want to see the dissolution of the Republic of Cyprus and its

replacement by a brand new state, and many Turkish Cypriots do not want

to see the North ever to lose its preponderant Turkish population and culture.
In light of the preceding assumptions it can be said that in the negotiations what
one side tries to acquire is what the other side considers to be its existing assets,
and vice versa. So the achievement of one side’s targets is regarded as the loss of
the other side’s assets. This view suggests that any negotiations between the two
sides has, roughly speaking, the structure of a zero-sum game.

The last point may be made a little more accurate by comparing two kinds of
negotiations by a man and a woman who wish to marry aiming to frame a pre-
nuptial agreement which will indicate their respective financial and practical
contributions to the relationship, the household they will set up and the
upbringing and care of any children they may produce. The first case is that of a
man and a woman who love each other, and would like have a loving and tender
relationship characterized by commitment to and support for each other and any
children they may have, and equal division of the benefits and the
responsibilities of the union. The idea, here, is that both partners believe that the
more they give to their relationship, the better their union will be, and the more
they could get out of it in terms of their happiness and welfare. The second case
is that of a man and a woman who were once married, the marriage failed and
they divorced in acrimony and recriminations; however, as they have great
difficulties in living apart (for example, she took sole possession of the house
and custody of the children, but he got control of their joint business and pushed
here out), they decide to explore the possibility of getting married again, even
though they do not love each other. So they work on a detailed pre-nuptial
agreement under which each partner will get for themselves as much as possible
of the joint assets of the family, leaving to joint control as little as it is necessary
for them to become a family again.

It is clear that the negotiations between the Greek and Turkish Cypriots leaders
for a Cyprus settlement are, in spirit and intention, more like the second kind of
pre-nuptial agreement than the first kind. There are quite a number of Greek
Cypriots and Turkish Cypriots who have good and loving friends in the other
community; but these are a minority in both communities and their attitudes and
sentiments do not affect the way their leaders conduct the negotiations.

Section Il: The Double Optimum Model for the Achievement of a
Negotiated Outcome

I now propose to present a model for the kind negotiating process used by Greek
and Turkish Cypriot leaders to reach a political settlement in Cyprus. The model
which is framed in light of careful, but otherwise quite commonsensical
reflection on activities of bilateral negotiations or bargaining in which each of
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the two parties aims to obtain something which it lacks, wants and values from
the other party which possesses it, in exchange of something it already has and
the other party wants. The main characteristics of this familiar kind of process
can be found in many different situations, such as two stamp collectors agreeing
to exchange stamps from their respective collections, or the owner of an old
cottage on a large parcel of land and a building developer making a contract
according to which the former hands over his property to the latter who wants to
demolish the cottage and build an apartment building on it and in return when
the building is completed the latter passes on to the former the ownership of a
number of apartments. | call my model for the negotiating process (for reasons
that will become clear in due course) the double optimum model for the
achievement of a negotiated outcome.

I should say immediately that any attempt to produce a formal model to cover
a complex and varied set of social activities is bound to result in a considerable
degree of ‘idealisation’. Only the most general features of the activity are
highlighted in abstraction from the circumstances in which the negotiations take
place, the personalities and motives of the negotiators, the importance which the
outcome holds for one or other of the negotiators and other specifics. This need
not be a weakness of my model, since its purpose is to bring to clear focus the
character of the fundamental features of the negotiating activity and their basic
interconnections; in other words, the structure of the activity.

Let us begin, then. Imagine that two persons whom | shall call Primus and
Secundus are engaged in negotiations. (What | say about persons applies
mutandis mutandis to corporate entities such as governments, firms, nations
which are represented in negotiations by duly designated representatives.)
Primus has in his possession or under his control a certain set of things of value
which | will call his ‘assets’ (this could include money and material objects or
the capacity to provide services and other benefits), and these things may be
symbolized as the set {A, B, C, D}. Similarly, another person called Secundus
has in his possession a different set of valuable things or assets which may be
represented by {W, X, Y, Z}. Primus and Secundus enter into negotiations as
each of them (i) wants one or more of the other’s assets, and (ii) is willing to
give one or more of his own assets to the other in exchange for what he wants to
get from him. For example, it maybe that

e Primus wants from Secundus certain assets in the latter’s possession,
specifically W, Y and Z. In this case, W, Y and Z may be called ‘the
elements wanted by Primus’)

e Secundus wants from Primus certain other objects which are Primus’s
assets, namely, A, B and C.

Here we can say that the sum of assets in possession of one or other of the
negotiating sides actually wanted by the other party, i.e. the composite set {W,
Y, Z, A, B and C} constitute ‘the scope of the negotiation’. Each of the six
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elements is the subject of demands by one or other of the negotiators, which the
possessor of the element might decide to exchange for something he wants, or
else keep it in his possession.

In typical cases, Primus would ideally like to obtain elements W, Y and Z
without having to offer anything in exchange any of his own assets, without
having to pay any price, without having to incur any costs; but he knows that in
the absence of coercion he will not succeed in persuading Secundus to part with
any of his assets, unless he himself gives Secundus some of his own assets which
Secondus wants. What Primus has to give Secundus to persuade him to hand
over one or more of W, Y or Z may be called for convenience ‘the price offered’.

Clearly, it is not be assumed that any of the two negotiators is willing to part
with each and every one of his assets in order to obtain one or more assets from
the other side. If Primus considers A to be simply too important for him to
concede or hand it over as a price for what he wants (e.g. if he perceives it as
constituting his vital interest), he will declare it as unconcedable or non-
negotiable. Again Primus may be reluctant to part with B, but he may be willing
to give it up, if the other side gives him what he wants badly. (Thus a stamp
collector may treasure one of his stamps, but he may reluctantly agree to hand it
over to another collector in exchange of another stamp which is equally or more
valuable for him as he needs it to complete a ‘set’ in his collection.) Similarly
Secundus might say take the view that he may consider trading Y and Z for what
he wants to obtain from Primus, but there is no way he is going to negotiate
away his vital asset W. Thus the assets one has, as indeed the elements one wants
to obtain from another, are normally ordered in terms of importance for one’s
welfare, security, sense of dignity and self-respect, interests, future plans, or just
sentimental attachment and so on. It would be wrong to suppose that the degree
of value a person attaches to one of his assets can always be given a rational
justification. A man may be unwilling to part with a piece of family heirloom or
the photograph of his parents for any amount of money.

Let us consider that the negotiations between Primus and Secundus proceed
for some time, during the course of which Primus refuses to give up his asset A
and Secundus refuses to give up his own asset W. In the circumstances, elements
A and W are not going to form part of any negotiated outcome. However, each
of the negotiators is willing to give up some of his assets; so through a series of
moves and counter-moves a particular package deal emerges on the negotiating
horizon. The package, which | will symbolize by the letter ‘P” has the following
elements:

Package deal P:
Primus offers Secundus assets B and C and asks in exchange for Y and Z

Secundus offers Primus assets Y and Z and asks in exchange for B and C
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Once P is formulated and put on the table, it will have to be assessed by Primus
and Secundus separately. Each of them will ask himself (and perhaps his
advisers, those he represents and so on) if his interests, wants, desires, plans etc
make it ‘a good deal’, which it is worth his while to accept. Specifically,
e Primus has to consider whether he is in some sense better off accepting

or agreeing to P — which means he will have the changed set {A, D, Y

Z} — than remaining in the default situation in which he is in possession

of his original assets {A, B, C, D}.

e Secundus for his part has to consider whether he is in some sense better

off accepting or agreeing to P — which leaves him with assets {W, X, B

C} - than staying put in the default situation in which he keeps his

original assets {W, X, Y, Z}.
The process by which a negotiator assesses P by comparing it to the default
situation is not something that can be formalized easily. The notion of ‘being
better off’ does not lend itself to analysis in general terms. As | have suggested, a
particular case may have its own peculiarities and a half-hidden background of
the negotiator’s wishes, attachments, vulnerabilities, eccentricities and other
individual characteristics. For example, a person may have got too attached to
the old, smelly, cold cottage in the suburbs in which he was born and lived all his
life, and refuses to hand it over to a property developer in exchange of a couple
of large apartments with many modern conveniences and luxuries in the city
center. People sometimes talk about ‘the devil they know’ and ‘the fear of the
unknown’. Some people love innovations and new challenges, and others prefer
to continue in the good old ways. Even a rational comparison between the
default position and the envisioned negotiating package is not a pure and simple
case of exercising cold reason and suppressing sentiment and desire.

However, if each of Primus and Secundus decide individually that they are in
some sense they are better off under P than under their respective default
situations, then the rational move for them to make is to endorse P and conclude
the agreement, even though it (naturally) does not give them everything they
would have ‘ideally’ wanted. The main idea, here, is that for the package deal to
be agreed upon, each of the negotiators must judge that he himself obtains from it
the best part of what he wants for the lowest, or at least an affordable, price or
cost. His own comparison between assets obtained and assets handed over shows
him that he hit a kind of optimum. In fact if there is an agreement on package P,
it is because the package in question represent for each of Primus and Secundus
his own individual optimum. Thus the simple model | have sketched for the
achievement of a negotiated outcome may be called the double optimum model
of a negotiated outcome.

This model can be amended to take into account a small variation to the case
considered. Let us suppose that while Primus considers the ‘give’ and ‘take’
aspects of package P, he learns that Secundus is under pressure to give up W
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(e.g. hand over his cottage to the bank to cover a relatively small loan), on top of
Y and Z, and that the pressure is likely to increase to an unbearable degree before
long. In the light of this information Primus may decide to call the deal off, and
hold out until Secundus’s negotiating stance gets weaker. If that happens, then
new negotiations may start which could lead in time to a new package deal Q
which is as follows:

Package deal Q:

Primus offers Secundus assets B and C and asks in exchange W, as well as Y and Z
Secundus offers Primus assets W, as well as Y and Z and asks in exchange B, C

Conversely, Secundus may obtain the information that his asset Y will gain in
value within a year, and so he calls off package deal P. His intention is to start a
new round of negotiations with Primus when he (Secundus) feels the value of his
assets have gone up and so he can demand from Primus more elements in
exchange for W, Y and Z.

Thus when a new deal Q is considered by the two negotiators, each of them
will build into his calculations a time factor, and more specifically an (inevitably
speculative and risky) view of how much the relative values of the assets wanted
and the price paid in return will vary. When the time factor is taken into account,
the double optimum model for the achievement of a negotiated outcome
(including a settlement to a political problem) takes the form of a judgment on
the part of each negotiator that a particular package deal that emerges from the
bargain offers the best part of the assets wanted for the lowest price in the
foreseeable future. It is plain that for the package deal to be clinched, both
negotiators must individually reach the view at the same time that the package
leaves the better off by comparison to the default situation.

Section I1l:  Application of the Double Optimum Model to the
Reasoning of the Two Sides in Assessing the Annan Plan on the Eve
of the 24 April 2004 Referendums

Over a period of nearly a quarter of a century, successive UN Secretaries General
tried to persuade the two communities to reach a compromise settlement on
Cyprus by presenting ideas or draft plans themselves which embodied various
suggestions for a compromise. Kurt Waldheim presented his ‘Evaluation’ paper
in 1981, Javier Perez de Cuellar presented a set of ‘lindicators’ in 1983 which he
followed up with three draft agreements (1985-86), Boutros Boutros-Ghali
formulated a ‘Set of Ideas’ in 1992, and Kofi Annan and his team framed five
successive versions of a Plan between November 2002 and March 2004.
Throughout this period, the Turkish Cypriot negotiator was Rauf Denktash who
was generally regarded — certainly by Greek Cypriots and also many foreign
diplomats — as ‘intransigent’ in his attitudes towards the negotiations. He
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appeared to have his own personal agenda which included securing for the
Turkish Cypriots the status of a sovereignty people with their own democratic
state, and insisting that the Greek Cypriots should have the same kind of status
themselves. The idea was that once the two communities were declared to
possess sovereignty, they could then negotiate the details for setting up a joint
umbrella organisation, a loose confederal link or something of the kind, to
handle foreign relations, currency and a few other matters. In exchange for
formalizing the separateness of the Turkish Cypriot state, he was willing to agree
to the return of the modern city of VVarosha (or part of it) and some more territory
which had come since 1974 under the control of the Turkish army. He never
appeared to be willing to discuss with sympathy and understanding the claims of
Greek Cypriot refugees to return to their former homes and properties, or to
agree to the departure of mainland Turkish immigrants, or the departure of the
Turkish troops in their entirety. Despite his unwillingness to agree to the creating
a unified federal state in Cyprus, a conventional federation in which there would
be freedom of movement, settlement and property ownership for all Cypriots
throughout the island, he did appear willing to sign two of the three draft
agreements prepared by Perez de Cuellar (there is some evidence that the
Turkish government had put pressure on him to do so). Why were the
opportunities for a settlement missed?

The key was that the Greek Cypriot negotiator at the time was President
Spyros Kyprianou, who belonged to the school of maximalist ‘90 percenter’
politicians. Kyprianou, perhaps naturally but unrealistically, wanted to secure the
right of return of all Greek Cypriot refugees under conditions of safety, which
certainly meant the departure of all Turkish troops. At that time Kyprianou was
strongly criticized by a number of moderate and realist politicians like the *70
pedrcenter’ Glafkos Clerides and his party Democratic Rally (or DESY), senior
political figures in left-wing AKEL, former Foreign Minister Nicos Rolandis and
others. Kyprianou, however, received support from Lyssarides of social
democratic EDEK and Tassos Papadopoulos who at the time had a miniscule
party and poor personal relations with Kyprianou. Maybe Denktash knew that as
long as the Greek Cypriot side was represented by 90 percenter’ politicians, he
could afford to appear willing to reach a compromise settlement, since what the
UN considered to be a fair and honorable compromise would be rejected by the
latter as giving back to the Greek community too little of what they had lost in
1974, and asking them to accept the Turkish Cypriot community is equal
partners in a federation.

In 1988 Kyprianou lost the presidential election to a businessman without
political experience, George Vassiliou, who had to learn fast what’s what. He
was not by temperament soft or timid in defending the rights of Greek Cypriot
refugees, but he had no illusions about winning back all that had been lost to
Greek Cypriots in 1974. Already much time had been wasted in rhetorical
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exchanges between the two sides, and the only chance for securing the departure
of the Turkish troops from Cyprus was a comprehensive UN-sponsored
settlement, and the UN could only support a compromise which would leave the
Turkish Cypriot community in a position of control of their own territory in the
North. In January 1989 Vassiliou succeeded in getting all Greek Cypriot political
parties to work together and produce a joint statement of the Greek Cypriot
position on the main aspects of a Cyprus settlement. This was no mean
achievement, given the differences between the ’90 percenters’ and the ’70
percenters’ in the community. For example, the paper accepted that the Turkish
Cypriot canton or state in the future federation will have a ‘substantial Turkish
Cypriot majority’, but (not unnaturally) it remained silent on whether the Greek
Cypriot side was willing to accept any limitations or ‘ceilings’ on the number of
Greek Cypriot refugees who could be allowed to return to their former homes
and properties. Vassiliou wanted to give out the message that the Greek Cypriot
side was open for meaningful and sincere negotiations, but he did not want it to
start reducing his demands in the absence of reciprocal concessions by the other
side. Vassiliou’s eventual reward was the production by Boutros Ghali of the
‘Set of Ideas’ which covered in broad terms all the main aspects of a possible
settlement and — most importantly — included a map indicating the territorial
adjustments in favour of the Greek Cypriot community which including the
whole of Varosha and Morphou. Vassiliou accepted the ‘Set of Ideas’, “subject
to any improvements that may be made for the benefit of the Greek and Turkish
Cypriot communities”. However, the appearance of the *Set of ldeas’ happened
towards the end of Vassiliou’s term of office, and when a new presidential
election took place in February 1993, Vassiliou lost to Glafkos Clerides who had
hastily stitched together an alliance with former president Spyros Kyprianou.
Clerides won the election by a whisker, he cast off the ‘Set of Ideas’, and
promised to negotiate a better settlement with Denktash, which would be based
on the High Level Agreements and draw on some of the suggestions in the “Set
of Ideas’.

Clerides was a realist, an able and experienced negotiator, and he had known
Denktash for many years. Yet Clerides could not do much, since he was reluctant
to lose the maximalist Kyprianou’s support by making concessions to Denktash
at the time when the latter was not willing to give up any of his assets unless he
first secured sovereign status, or alternatively the right of self-determination for
the Turkish Cypriot people. Clerides was not going to give up the sovereign
character of the Republic of Cyprus, the main asset his side possessed, in
exchange of nothing beyond an assurance that the Turkish side could hand over
to the Greek side some unspecified benefits.

One important development that took place in 1990 was the submission of an
application by the Republic of Cyprus to the European Union for full
membership. The application was made by Vassiliou, but the Clerides
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government put a lot of pep and energy into the effort. Greek Cypriot politicians
and diplomats invented the slogan ‘The start of accession negotiations between
Cyprus and EU will be a catalyst for a Cyprus settlement’. Within a few years, a
number of prominent European statesmen and EU officials appeared to buy into
this idea. They appeared to reason that since the two sides to the Cyprus problem
are not willing to satisfy each other’s demands — Denktash would not give the
Greek Cypriot side unhindered freedom of movement, settlement and ownership,
or the departure of all mainland Turkish troops and immigrants, Clerides would
not agree to a confederation between two sovereign states — maybe the EU could
give the Greek Cypriots the accession which they wanted passionately, and in
return the Greek Cypriot could accept a settlement which would satisfy only 70
or 60 per cent of what they would ideally like. This crude idea was never
expressed in so many words, but Sir David (later Lord) Hannay, Britain’s
Special Representative on Cyprus, made it clear in many speeches and
interviews that the Security Council and the EU were both hoping that Cyprus-
EU accession negotiations could be held in parallel with intercommunal talks for
a Cyprus settlement, and at some point the two processes would meet and
become intertwined. This view was accepted at some point by US diplomats who
wanted to see the solution to the Cyprus problem, the improvement Greek-
Turkish relations, and the opening up of Turkey’s own prospects of joining the
EU. Thus Cyprus-EU talks began in 1998, soon after Clerides won his second
term of office. Indeed, it is not a coincidence that some time after it became clear
that Cyprus had all qualification for entering the EU and in due course it would
become a full member, Denktash himself proposed to Clerides to start
negotiations for a Cyprus settlement, under UN auspices, with a view to finding
a settlement for Cyprus. Clerides indicated on many occasions that while he
believed all refugees should have the formal rights to return to their former
homes and properties in the North, he personally did not expect all refugees to
want to return to their former homes. He also said that he did not believe the
central government in the federation should be strong (a proposition held dear by
the ‘90 per centers’), but on the contrary it should be weak and only capable of
dealing with a limited range of subjects so as to reduce areas of disagreement
between the two communities. This was interpreted as a concession to the
Turkish point of view which preferred a confederation to a proper federal
structure for Cyprus.

As the Cyprus EU negotiations were reaching a successful conclusion, the UN
Secretary General thought there was enough progress in the proximity talks
between Clerides and Denktash to justify the framing of what came to be known
as the Annan Plan. The first version was presented in November 2002, soon after
the new Turkish government of the Justice and Development Party (AKP) came
to power, and a second version followed soon afterwards. Denktash did not like
the Plan one bit, and not unnaturally neither did many Greek Cypriots. However,
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most Greek Cypriot politicians took the line that the Plan could not be dismissed
or rejected outright — that would put them in a bad light with international and
European statesmen since it would contradict the assurances that Clerides gave
the EU that he was going to be reasonable and moderate, if Cyprus was invited
to join the UN. So the Greek Cypriot reaction to the Annan Plan was that it was a
basis for further negotiations. However, Clerides’s term of office was coming to
an end. In the presidential elections of February 2003, Clerides stood again
promising that if elected he would stay in power for just 16 months to oversee
the improvement and final endorsement of the Annan Plan. However, the
election was won by Tassos Papadopoulos with the support of moderate AKEL
and a number of parties and groups of the 90 percenter’ school of thought.
Papadopoulos had a reputation of a clever, but intransigent and maximalist
politician who declared that the Annan Plan could not be accepted as it stood,
and in any case he had the will and the ability to negotiate a better deal within
the parameters of the Plan.

In fact no negotiations took place in the first year of Papadopoulos’s term of
office. However, in December 2003 the Turkish Cypriot parliamentary elections
produced a new government in the TRNC which was headed by the leader of the
Republican Turkish Party Mehmet Ali Talat and in which the Democratic Party,
led by Denktash’s son Serdar, participated as coalition partner. Papadopoulos
asked Kofi Annan to make one last effort to solve the Cyprus problem before
Cyprus’s accession to the EU, fixed for 1 May 2004.

Papadopoulos believed and hoped that any moves to resume negotiations for a
Cyprus settlement would be sabotaged by Denktash with the support of the
Turkish government, and this would draw international opprobrium on the
Turkish side. This high-risk tactic did not work the way it as anticipated, as the
Turkish side agreed to the resumption of talks, and Kofi Annan induced the two
sides to accept his arbitration for any points on which agreement proved
impossible. Since little, if any real negotiations took place, Kofi Annan felt
justified to act as arbiter and write into the new version of his Plan his own
provisions. The fifth and final version of the Plan was unveiled on 31 March
2004, one month before Cyprus’s EU accession. Within a short time the two
Cypriot communities would have to familiarize themselves with the main
provisions of the Plan and organize parallel referendums in which each
community would endorse or reject the Plan.

President Papadopoulos, his government, his political allies and much of the
political establishment, as well as most ordinary Greek Cypriot citizens, judged
that the Annan V gave them too little of what was their due and they wanted
back from the Turkish side. For example, the refugees could only have back one-
third of what they still considered to be their homes and properties and receive
various forms of compensation for the rest. The Turkish troops would leave in
stages over several years; and even at the end of this period a symbolic force of
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soldiers from Turkey and Greece would stay indefinitely. So, of all the things
they had lost in 1974 as a result of the “Turkish invasion’, they would only get
only a part back. And they would have to pay an intolerable price for that: the
Republic of Cyprus (‘their’ republic) with a considerable history of involvement
in world affairs, membership in international organizations and relations with
many foreign states, would disappear and be replaced by the ‘United Cyprus
Republic’, a new creature in which the two communities would be co-founders.
Papadopoulos believed that if things in the new state went wrong some time in
future and the Turkish Cypriot community withdrew its co-operation, the United
Cyprus Republic would collapse and the Greek Cypriots would find themselves
without a recognized state. In fact Papadopoulos was probably the first Cypriot
politician who attached supreme importance to the continued existence of the
Republic of Cyprus. For him the maintenance of the Republic was an asset
which he would not trade for anything the other side might be willing to offer.

Following the presentation of the Annan Plan, a noisy and ill-tempered
discussion broke out among Greek Cypriots. Papadopoulos made a dramatic
address to the Greek Cypriot people on 7 April 2004 in which he produced a
biased analysis of the pros and cons of accepting the Plan, many points of which
were amplified and propagated by his spokesmen, allies and supporters.

The main idea was that the Greek Cypriot side was asked to give everything
immediately, whereas the other side would deliver its goods over a period of
months and years. For example, if the Plan was endorsed in the double
referendums, the Republic of Cyprus would immediately cease to exist, the
Greek Cypriot leader and the Turkish Cypriot leader would automatically
become co-Presidents of the new common state of the United Republic of
Cyprus until new elections were held for the federal government and parliament.
However, the Greek Cypriots were not meant to get any benefits back for some
months, the properties issue would probably remain unsolved for an indefinite
period of time, and the Turkish Army would not leave for another 14-18 years,
and even then not completely. And what would happen if at some point the
Turkish Army refused to leave? What if the Turkish Cypriots and Turks
inhabiting properties in areas meant to be returned to Greek Cypriots simply
decided to stay put. What if the Turkish authorities went back on their word and
refused to repatriate the mainland Turkish settlers. How could the Greek Cypriot
leaders protest to the United Nations or any other suitable international bodies, if
Turkish Cypriot officials used their new constitutional privileges to block any
such action? For Greek Cypriots to be asked to share control of the new state
with Turkish Cypriots might have been a painful necessity in the best of times;
but to accept an arrangement whereby the two Turkish members of the
Presidential Council could veto the decisions of the four Greek Cypriot members
at the time when there were Turkish troops and settlers in Cyprus constituted a
grave danger for Greek Cypriot security and other vital interests.
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Further, both President Papadopoulos and his allies made much of the
economic aspects of the Annan V package, indicating that the economic burden
of the compensation for the properties which would not be returned to their
original owners, and for the development of the Turkish Cypriot economy and
society would be shouldered mainly by the more prosperous Greek Cypriot
community. (Some people, including the Bishop of Paphos, went further and
argued that a revitalized tourist sector in the North would harm tourists and hotel
interests in the South.) Thus power-sharing on the basis of political equality was
too high a price for Greek Cypriots to pay (especially by comparison to the very
partial satisfaction of their demands on the Turkish side). During the referendum
campaign much was made by opponents of the Plan of the economic harm which
reunification under the terms of the Plan would bring to the Greek community.
Thus the majority of Greek Cypriots thought that the implementation of the
Annan Plan — and more especially any partial implementation — would leave
them much worse off than the default situation.

The formal accession of the Republic of Cyprus in the European Union which
was due to occur a few days after the referendum, on 1 May 2004, was thought
by Greek Cypriots to launch them into a new era of enhanced security and
diplomatic influence which they could exploit to their own advantage at the time
when Turkey was asking to start accession negotiations with the EU. In fact
many of President Papadopoulos’s allies were arguing in public that Turkey
would not be allowed to get a date for the start of accession talks with the EU,
unless it committed itself to the EU to carrying out a series of actions which
would herald the start of a civilized relation with the Republic of Cyprus. Most
Greek Cypriots thought that by holding out against the pressures of the ‘Anglo-
Americans’ to accept the proposed settlement, they would be able to obtain
before long many more benefits from Turkey (e.g. the quicker withdrawal of the
Turkish troops and settlers, and better arrangements for Greek Cypriot
properties) for a smaller cost incurred (not complete and universally applicable
political equality).

Let us now look briefly at the motivation and reasoning of the Turkish
Cypriots who voted in favour of the Annan Plan by a majority of 64.9%. Most of
them appeared to have been influenced by the following consideration:

1. Their default situation had both positive assets and difficulties. The positive
elements included the fact that they felt entirely secure from Greek Cypriot
designs (real and imagined), and in any case after the opening of the
checkpoints on 23 April 2003 many of them ventured South of the Green
Line and many Greek Cypriots went to the North without any incidents. As
long as the Turkish Cypriots felt their security would remain unaffected,
they were willing to contemplate changes on the ground, including the
yielding of some territory to the Greek Cypriots. The Annan Plan provided
for the presence of the Turkish troops for another 8-14 years and for
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continuing Turkish guarantees; these were deemed to be sufficient
safeguards for of their security. Their problems flowing from their
unrecognized status and their weak economy would be alleviated as the
settlement meant that (a) they would obtain participation and partnership
status in the internationally recognized United Republic of Cyprus and (b)
the economic assistance they had a right to expect from the EU after many
years of isolation would be considerable, and such assistance could help
develop the economic infrastructure and more especially tourist facilities.

2. The cost they had to pay for the benefits derived from the Plan mainly
consisted in the reduction of the territory under their control and the
requirement that thousands of Turkish Cypriots would have to be relocated
in other towns and villages within the Turkish component state or return to
their former homes in the South and live under Greek Cypriot rule and its
laws. Given that the Turkish Cypriot community would not lose to any
significant extent its coherence and compactness in the North of Cyprus,
plainly many thought the cost incurred was small by comparison to the
benefits wanted. The loss of unrecognized TRNC independence compared
well with the achievement of effective participation in the United Cyprus
Republic.

3. The Turkish Cypriots thought that if they were kept out of the EU when the
Republic of Cyprus joined it, they would be missing an opportunity to share
in the expected opportunities for increased economic prosperity. Some may
have feared that once Turkey started negotiations for EU accession and
came under pressure from the Greek Cypriots and Greece, Turkey might be
forced to make to many concessions. The timing of the referendum and the
content of the Annan Plan jointly provided the optimum balance of
advantage over disadvantage.

Given that a necessary condition for the adoption of the Annan Plan was that

both communities should endorse it by majority in the parallel referendums, the

Greek Cypriot rejection meant that the Cyprus problem remained unresolved.

Thus the opportunity to bring an end to the long-festering problem under a plan

over which no substantial group in either community was enthusiastic over, but

which could have brought a new chapter in the history of Cyprus, was lost.

Soon after the Greek Cypriot referendum rejected the Annan Plan, and the
Republic of Cyprus joined the EU as a Greek-dominated but divided state,
President Papadopoulos and his advisers adopted a strategy which aimed at
strengthening over time the diplomatic clout of the Republic of Cyprus vis-a-vis
Turkey. This strategy amounted to securing support among as many EU
member-states to create pressure on Ankara to concede a series of demands by
the Republic of Cyprus which constituted requisites for a new, fairer and (as
Greek Cypriots are fond of saying) ‘viable’ settlement package. This strategy
appeared to be based on some such reasoning as the following. Turkey’s request
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for a date to start accession talks with the EU would be discussed by the
European Council meeting in Brussels in December 2004. It was well-known
that the Turkish Prime Minister Tayyip Recep Erdogan and his government, the
Turkish business and industrial class, and many other sections of Turkish
society, were very keen to get a date. Could this keenness mean that the Turkish
government would be prepared to pay a relatively high price for the date, such as
to undertake to withdraw its troops and mainland settlers sooner rather than
later? For Turkey to receive the date, all 25 EU member-states had to give their
consent. One dissent would amount to a binding veto on any proposal favourable
to Turkey. Could the Republic of Cyprus use its power of veto? President
Papadopoulos appeared to toy with the idea, and he certainly talked about the
possibility even before Cyprus’s formal accession in May 2004.

Later, following talks with officials of Greece and some other EU countries, he
told the Greek Cypriot public that “The right to veto is not to be used by small
countries.” (One thing that must have weighed on his mind was that the Greek
Prime Minister Kostas Karamanlis had made it clear to him that Greece was
going to support Turkey’s accession process and he hoped that Cyprus would do
the same. If Cyprus clashed with its closer ally over policy on Turkish accession,
its isolation would be apparent to all.) Would any big EU powers be willing to
threaten the use of veto, so that Turkey might be forced to start considering
paying a price? France and Germany were not very happy with Turkey’s request
for an early day for commencing accession talks, but they were unwilling to
anger their Turkish friends. Besides, Britain, Italy, Sweden and several smaller
countries, with some prompting from the United States, decided to support a date
for Turkey, and the Greek Cypriots knew it.

In October 2004 President Papadopoulos addressed the UN General Assembly
and said among other things that Cyprus was willing to support Turkey’s
European course, provided that Turkey behaved like a European state. He added
that he wanted direct talks with the Turkish government to sort out their
differences. Thus Papadopoulos tried to introduce himself as a factor in the EU
decision-making process. Turkey ignored him. A few days later the European
Commission brought out its report in which it recommended that as Turkey had
already made considerable process in meeting the Copenhagen criteria, it should
be given a date to start talks. Greek Cypriots were shocked to see that Turkey
had no enemies in Europe who could then band together with Cyprus. The
Cyprus problem, although still unsolved, had lost its urgency for European
governments. You could occupy the territory of an EU member-state and still be
counted by the Europeans as a democratic country”

Late in the day, the Cyprus government decided to submit a memorandum to
the European Commission setting out a list of demands which Turkey should
undertake to comply with before it could be given a date. This document dated
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11 October 2004 demanded from Turkey to do the following things as a

condition of Cyprus not standing on the way to Turkish European ambitions:

1. Turkey should recognize the Republic of Cyprus.

2. Turkey should promptly sign the adaptation protocol to the Ankara
Agreement for extending the terms of the Customs Union to take account of
the accession of the ten new Member States.

3. Turkey should abolish all restrictive measures against vessels of Cypriot
interest or other Community vessels that approach its ports.

4. Turkey should lift its prohibition on Cyprus-registered aircraft from using
internationally-approved air corridors over Turkey.

5. Turkey should cease to veto Cyprus’ accession to a number of Regional and
International Organizations.

6. Turkey should allow the unimpeded exercise of freedom of expression of its
people, especially concerning Turkey’s policies on Cyprus.

7. Turkey should end the military occupation of Cyprus and the EU should
support the earliest demilitarisation of the island with the full withdrawal of
the occupation troops.

8. The EU must support new efforts, under the auspices of the UN Secretary
General, “to resolve the problem through an equitable, comprehensive,
viable and mutually acceptable settlement, consistent with the fundamental
values and principles of Europe” with the constructive cooperation of
Turkey.

9. Turkey should return the town of Varosha to its lawful inhabitants;
introduce a moratorium on the influx from its territory into the occupied part
of Cyprus of Turkish settlers and the facilitation of their repatriation; and
introduce a moratorium on all construction activities not having the consent
of the lawful property owners in the occupied areas.

As it happened, the Cyprus government — its credibility badly bruised among
disappointed European statesmen — failed miserably to induce the EU to take up
the Greek Cypriot cause and impose a dilemma on Turkey in the form: “Either
you agree to Cyprus’s conditions, or else you will not get your date for accession
talks!” President Papadopoulos had no leverage or other means of persuading
Turkey’s influential friends in Europe to induce the Turkish government to
accept the list of conditions set by the Cyprus government, except for part of the
second condition. On 17 December 2004, at the Brussels EU summit, Turkey
was given its date, 3 October 2005, after the Turkish Prime Minister Erdogan
promised that before then his government would sign the protocol of adaptation
of the Ankara Agreement, taking account of the accession of the ten new EU
member states, including Cyprus. The Turkish government in fact refused to
open its ports, airports and air corridors to Cyprus shipping and aircraft until
after a Cyprus settlement.
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Curiously, this strengthened the credibility of President Papadopoulos among
Greek Cypriots. His scepticism over Turkey’s good faith, and his belief in the
unwisdom of trusting Turkey to carry out its international commitments, was
now shared by even more Greek Cypriots. Thank Heavens, many Greek Cypriots
thought, that the Republic of Cyprus was still in existence, it had not been
dissolved and replaced by the United Republic of Cyprus of which the two
communities would be equal co-founders. So Greek Cypriot leaders and
diplomats still had an important asset, an independent voice and the ability to
protest and argue in the international arenal!

Section 1V: Developments After the Referendums
Despite Papadopoulos’s complete failure, during the years that followed the
referendum, to exploit Cyprus’s membership of the EU in order to deliver a
better settlement for the Greek Cypriots than the arrangements envisaged by
Annan V, there was no evidence that the majority of Greek Cypriots who voted
‘No’ regretted their decision. There were certainly no widespread demands for
the return of the Plan, no street demonstrations or petitions to the UN to give
Greek Cypriots another chance to vote for it. Several explanations may be
suggested for this: (1) Many Greek Cypriots continue to attach greater value in
having a government which is completely theirs, and independent of the
influence of Turkish Cypriot politicians (always regarded Ankara’s puppets),
than in gaining back Varosha, Morphou, and the other areas which would have
formed part of the Greek Cypriot component state. (2) Many Greek Cypriots
may still be hoping that Turkey will be worn down in the next few years by
Greek Cypriot pressure during the course of EU-Turkish accession talks and
agree to the renegotiation of a settlement providing more benefits demanded
and/or a lower price to pay. (3) Greek Cypriots could be thinking that if the
settlement is not going to rid them, quickly and fully, of the Turkish military
presence and the settlers in the North, then the prospect of their regaining
possession of one-third of their properties in the North (and giving up some
valuable properties in the South which are owned by Turkish Cypriots) is not
such a good deal after all. If these suggestions are correct, it follows that Greek
Cypriots would only accept a settlement which provided for the removal of all
Turkish troops and all or the great majority of settlers, and the restoration of the
rights of movement, settlement and ownership to all Cypriots; and even then,
they would be reluctant to share the powers of the state on the basis of complete
political equality. The question is why expect that the Turkish side should ever
agree to this. So that Turkey can join the EU? But Greek Cypriot read regularly
in their own press that several influential European countries are against Turkey
becoming a full EU member for economic and cultural/religious reasons.

There may have been certain significant changes in Greek Cypriot perceptions
and sentiments regarding the Turkish Cypriot community. For example, in April
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2006, the Cyprus Broadcasting Corporation published a poll about Greek Cypriot
attitudes towards a number of political issues. One question asked people would
they would react if “they had to chose whether to live together with the Turkish
Cypriots or separately”, 48% of the respondents said they would like to live
separately and only 45% said they would chose to live with Turkish Cypriots.
The figures make a striking comparison with poll results taken in 2002, the year
before the opening of the checkpoints, when Turkish Cypriots were
demonstrating against the presence of the Turkish army; and that time more than
67% of Greek Cypriots expressed the wish to together live with Turkish
Cypriots. The 2006 results are puzzling, especially as one of the reasons
President Papadopoulos gave for recommending a ‘No’ vote in the referendum
was that the Annan Plan did not safeguard sufficiently the unity of Cyprus.
Nevertheless, President Papadopoulos himself received support for his leadership
from 64% of the respondents. This is again paradoxical, given that
Papadopoulos’s strategy for achieving a better plan for Cyprus which enhances
the unity of Cypriot society, the economy, institutions and territory is based on
creating pressure on Turkey during its accession process to the EU, which,
incidentally, 66% of Greek Cypriots are opposed to. So, there appeared to be a
degree of confusion in Greek Cypriot attitudes towards their own leader and their
neighbours in the North.

There is also evidence that a considerable proportion of the Turkish Cypriots
who voted ‘Yes’ at the April 2004 referendum have gone cold on the idea of
joining the Greek Cypriots in a partnership state. Left-wing Turkish Cypriots are
disappointed by the “soft rejectionist’ line taken by AKEL in the referendum, and
they are not keen to have dealing with the Republic of Cyprus whose leader
Papadopoulos has consistently refused to enter into substantive negotiations with
the Turkish Cypriot leader Mehmet Ali Talat. The growing tendency of Turkish
Cypriots to seek a future in separation from Greek Cypriots is supported by
considerable sums of money invested by Turkish and European companies in the
construction industry for holiday homes built on Greek Cypriot properties for
sale or rent to foreigners. A prosperous future for them independently of Greek
Cypriots begins to seem a distinct possibility, and the new Turkish Cypriot cry to
the EU “Help lift our isolation!” is meant to ask support for the creation of direct
commercial, air and sea links with foreign countries which would expand their
exports and especially the tourist traffic. Resistance to this demand by the
Republic of Cyprus has been so far fairly effective, but a side-effect of this is
increased Turkish Cypriot bitterness.

An interesting development — more interesting for politicians and political
commentators than ordinary Cypriots — was that on 8 July 2006 Papadopoulos
and Talat met in Nicosia for the first time since Burgenstock in the presence of
UN Under Secretary General Ibrahim Gambari. The purpose of the meeting was
not to discuss the substance of the Cyprus problem, but first, to reiterate that this
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status quo in Cyprus was unacceptable and that both sides sought a bizonal,
bicommunal federation, and second and more significantly to establish a new
procedure to prepare the ground for substantive negotiations for a Cyprus
settlement. The procedure provided that the two sides would jointly set up (1)
four technical committees to discuss matters of day-to-day concern, and (2) a
number of working groups to discuss all issues pertaining to the basic aspects of
the Cyprus problem which either or both of the two sides wished to bring up, and
to produce ideas and suggestions which the two leaders could use when they met
in due course. No reference to the Annan Plan was made in the so-called
Gambari Agreement, and this fact was represented by Papadopoulos and his
allies as a considerable success, in that the Plan was now thought to have been
laid to rest.

Over the next few months, the Greek Cypriot side proposed that the working
groups discuss a large number of issues — according to some press reports, more
than 120 in number — covering all major aspects of a Cyprus settlement, and
including matters which in the weeks following the abortive referendums
Papadopoulos appeared to be saying that he would not re-open. The wish of the
Greek Cypriot side to seek a fundamental revision of the Annan Plan may be
illustrated by its proposal that a working group should study the constitutional
systems in all federal states within the EU and it should determine which was
best suited to serve as a model for the new Cypriot state! A number of Greek
Cypriot opposition politicians and political commentators pointed out that
Papadopoulos’s aim was to nullify the Annan Plan by getting the Turkish
Cypriot side to negotiate from scratch a new political settlement. If that aim were
to succeed, no Cyprus settlement could be achieved in the foreseeable future. In
fact Grek Cypriot commentators often say that Papdopoulos aims to play it long
and seek a solution to the Cyprus problem in the distant future.

Again the Greek Cypriot side proposed that the technical committee on
humanitarian matters should discuss “the problems arising from the exploitation
of Greek-owned properties by people other than their legal owners”, hoping
against hope that the Turkish side would agree to a moratorium on building and
development activities on Greek properties in the North, without being offered
any advantage in return. Nobody was surprised that the Turkish Cypriot side
refused to rise to the bait. Thus the Greek Cypriot people may have kept full
control of their government and economy, but they were reduced to helpless
onlookers to the rapid and irrevocable development of their properties in the
Famagusta area, Kyrenia District and in and around Morphou by Turkish
companies and immigrant building workers. When they voted against the Annan
Plan, few could have anticipated that the created the circumstances which helped
unleash what Greek Cypriot media call “a building orgasm’.

The Turkish Cypriot side showed no inclination to be caught up in any
fundamental renegotiation of a Cyprus settlement. They wanted to retain and if
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possible strengthen the advantages given them by the Annan Plan, and so they
proposed the discussion of about 20 issues, all of which were meant to advance
the autonomy of the two component states in any future federation. Indeed, they
had an interest in keeping the Annan Plan in public view, especially as the
Security Council and various influential governments did give the Gambari
agreement lukewarm support. Talat never intended the Annan Plan to be
replaced by the Gambari Agreement, and in April 2007 he wrote to the new UN
Secretary General Ban Ki Moon accusing the Greek Cypriot side of using the
Gambari process as an opportunity to achieve various objectives other than a
comprehensive settlement; in particular the extraction of one-sided concessions
from Turkey and the Turkish Cypriots.

At around this time loannis Kasoulides, a prominent member of the opposition
Democratic Rally (DESY) party and former Minister of Foreign Affairs in the
Clerides government, indicated his intention of putting himself forward as
candidate for the presidential election due to be held on 17 February 2008.
Kasoulides had long criticized Papadopoulos for his do-nothing policy and his
poor diplomatic record in relation to the Cyprus problem which permitted the
cementing of the de facto partition of the island. More worrying for
Papadopoulos, there were rumblings of discontent among the cadres and senior
figures in AKEL, his partners in the last elections. AKEL did not believe that
Papadopoulos’s refusal to become engaged in negotiations with the Turkish side
on the basis of the Annan Plan served the interests of the Greek Cypriots or the
cause of reunification to which they had long be committed. In the months after
the referendum, AKEL made it clear that Annan V could still form the basis of a
comprehensive settlement to the Cyprus problem, once it was supplemented by
certain provisions designed to enhance the security of the two communities and
by a machinery to ensure the implementation of the Plan. Papadopoulos found
himself on the defensive and through his spokesmen and allies he charged his
accusers of “granting indulgences to Turkey” (a charming metaphor used by 90
percenter’ politicians and journalists against those Greek Cypriots who refuse to
put all the blame on the Turkish side), a country which not only invaded and
occupied North Cyprus, but now is refusing to abide by the terms of the Gambari
Agreement. From Papadopoulos’s point of view, any resumption of substantial
talks without sufficient preparation would inevitably bring to the fore the Annan
Plan, which was anathema to him and the other 90 percenter’ politicians.

On 5 September 2007 Papadopoulos and Talat met again in the residence of
UN Special Representative in Nicosia Michael Moller to review the Gambari
Agreement. Papadopoulos tried to persuade Talat to take seriously the Gambari
process and authorize his officials to start work in earnest. Talat tried to take the
high ground and proposed that the process should be accelerated by initiating
preliminary work by officials — such as the creation of working groups the deal
with the basic aspects of the Cyprus problem, plus relations with the EU — in
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order to prepare within a two-month period the groundwork for substantive
negotiations between the two leaders, resulting in a comprehensive settlement by
the end of 2008. However, his proposal was turned down by Papadopoulos, who
objected to any attempt to impose a time limit on preparatory work and insisted
that comprehensive negotiations could not begin until the technical committees
and working groups had framed solutions to the issues that currently divide the
two sides. Later, speaking on television Papadopoulos claimed that the Turkish
side lacked the political will to implement the Gambari Agreement (naturally!),
and that Talat tried to change, rather than speed up, the Gambari process and to
limit any discussion of day-to-day issues. Thus the meeting led to nothing but the
usual recriminations which Greek and Turkish Cypriot people had learned to
expect in such circumstances.

In the Autumn of 2007 the presidential campaign in the Republic of Cyprus
went into top gear and statements by the three main candidates, together with
discussions in the media among their respective supporters, appeared to re-
sensitise a proportion of the Greek Cypriot public to the political situation. In the
absence of negotiations, the UN and the EU lost the active interest they once had
on a Cyprus settlement. In the institutions of the EU, such as the European
Commission and the European Parliament the talk now was about how to help
the Turkish Cypriots — whose community, like North Cyprus itself, was part of
the EU — to get closer to the EU. Rapid economic developments in the North and
increased immigration from Turkey could mean that in a few years’ time North
Cyprus will become a ‘Little Turkey’, possibly recognized by a few Islamic
states, and ‘acknowledged’ as a distinct country with its own network of foreign
commercial and economic relations, much like Taiwan. Was it not stated by
none other than George Lillikas, Papadopoulos’s former Minister for Trade and
Industry and later Foreign Affairs, and since summer 2007 co-ordinator of the
president’s re-election campaign, that the way things were going, by the year
2010 there would not be any unused or undeveloped Greek Cypriot properties in
the North? So, some people reasoned, isn’t it better to go back to the negotiating
table to see whether half a loaf may after all be available, before that too
disappears? Perhaps the map contained in the Annan Plan, which indicates
territorial adjustments in favour of the Greek Cypriot community, may still be on
the table and could serve as the basis of a fairer division of territory between the
two communities. As for political equality between the two communities and
component states, this is not regarded a fair arrangement for most Greek
Cypriots — but can it be avoided? How? Politicians of the *70 percenter’ school
of thought, together with small groups of people who actually are friends with
Turkish Cypriots and want to see the reconciliation of the communities, now
have the options of voting for Kasoulides or Christofias in the elections of
February 2008.
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On the eve of the presidential election a succession of polls recording voting
intentions suggest that among the three main candidates (out of a field of 12),
Papadopoulos is slightly ahead of the other candidates at about 30-32% of the
sample, Christofias follows at 29-30.5% and Kasoulides comes third at 28-30%.
The undecided are estimated to be about 10% of the electorate, but when they go
to the polls, their votes will probably be distributed among the main candidates.
The general expectation is that none of the candidates will get the required 50%
+ 1 of the valid votes cast on Sunday 17 February 2008, and so there will have to
be a run-off between the two strongest candidates on the following Sunday 24
February 2008. If the Papadopoulos and Christofias are candidates on the second
Sunday, the Greek Cypriot people will have a choice between a maximalist
politician and a moderate one who believes in the need for renewed negotiations
and reconciliation with the Turkish Cypriots. However, Kasoulides’s supporters
may find it hard to give their vote to left-winger who rose to prominence as a
Moscow-trained communist cadre, even if Kasoulides himself and the DESY
leadership form an alliance with AKEL for the purpose of pursuing a negotiated
settlement with the Turkish side. Again, if Papadopoulos and Kasoulides go to
the second round, AKEL supporters may find it difficult to vote for the candidate
of the right-wing party, unless perhaps Kasoulides offers to share governmental
power with them and agree to an action plan aimed at a settlement. If, however,
the final contest is between Christofias and Kasoulides — a distinct possibility —
then Papadopoulos, his allies and supporters will be able to negotiate their
support with the candidate who is most convincing in his assurances that he will
not negotiate outside the Gambari process.

The Greek Cypriot people are at a cross-road and they have a to make a
difficult choice: it is either standing firm, and indeed standing still, on the default
position, retaining the Greekness of the Republic of Cyprus, the stability of a
strong economy supporting a high standard of living for Greek Cypriots, and the
empty rhetoric about ‘struggle’ and ‘justice’; or else negotiating the creation of a
bizonal, bicommunal federal republic with their long-standing Turkish Cypriot
neighbours, and sharing with them on the basis of equality the powers and
responsibilities of the new republic, as well as benefits of a flourishing economy.
If the latter course is taken, the great challenge for Greek Cypriots is to make
friends not just with the Turkish Cypriots, but also with the Turkish people
beyond the northern coast of the island.

However, there is no reason to think that the Turkish side will be softer and
more accommodating to a realist Greek Cypriot president than it was to a realist
Vassiliou or a moderate Clerides. The Turkish Cypriot community is politically
and economically stronger in 2008 than it had been during earlier attempts to
solve the Cyprus problem. Just like Papadopoulos was stalling on the negotiating
process in the period before and after the referendum hoping that in due course,
with Cyprus in the EU and Turkey knocking at the door, the difference in
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diplomatic clout between the two countries would be reduced and the Greek
Cypriots could get more advantages for a lower price, so Talat and Ankara may
be reasoning that if in the near future the TRNC receives recognition by some
Islamic countries and achieves direct trade and transport links with EU states, the
Greek Cypriot side may get very worried and agree to a confederal union in
which only Varosha will be returned to them but not the newly developed
Morphou. The double optimum model for the achievement of a negotiated
outcome requires than in any successful negotiation the two sides need to create
a package involving the exchange of assets which both of them individually, but
simultaneously judge to leave them on balance better than their respective default
situations.
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In diplomacy ‘the art of negotiation’ is so powerful that it has resolved many
conflicts throughout history. Yet, when the two negotiating sides are hostile to
each other it is extremely difficult to bring them to the negotiating table. The
‘details stage’ is more often than not the most difficult stage encountered during
the whole negotiation process. Negotiators almost always encounter grave
problems during the ‘details stage’ and the Cyprus talks have been no exception
to this rule. Berridge (2002) classifies the negotiation process in various stages.
He argues that if the pre-negotiation process in the negotiation process is
concluded successfully, then, this is the right time to move to the ‘around the
table negotiation’ process. This process incorporates the ‘formula stage’ and
‘details stage’. All the stages are very important and difficult in a negotiation
process, but the more formal ‘details stage’ is commonly regarded as the most
problematic.

According to Berridge, “the details stage is a strong candidate for the dubious
honor of being called the most difficult stage of all.”' “Most negotiations seek to
settle a certain number of detailed points of conflict on which parties have a
more or less precise idea of what they want. Detailing is difficult because of the
hostility encountered. Dealing with the details is often the most complex part of
the process of negotiation and can not be covered in a single model.”” At this
stage, hopes and expectations are very important. The opponents set out to
negotiate because of a problem or a dispute and they try to find a solution. The
problem arises when the negotiation atmosphere becomes more hostile and when
the parties are engaged in looking for their formula. At this stage, each party
would like to realize its demands. Until now diplomacy has failed to provide a
solution to the 40 old years of Cyprus conflict.

There have been numerous negotiation efforts between the Turkish
administration and the Greek administration in Cyprus. Most have collapsed at
the ‘details stage’ of the negotiation. This is due largely to the fact that, at this
stage, the parties have looked to ways of imposing their own respective formulas
without seeking compromise. At the ‘formula stage’, the parties agree on the fact
that the island itself would become a federal state, but at the ‘details stage’ the
parties look for their formula. In the case of the Cyprus issue, the Turkish
administration seeks to prepare the ground for a ‘confederation’; on the other
hand, the Greek administration shows preference towards a rather ‘unitary state’.
This is a very big problem at the ‘details stage’.

* PhD Candidate, Dept. of Public Admin., Faculty of Political Sciences, University of Ankara
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Another reason, however, for the difficulties encountered at the details stage is
its complexity. The ‘details stage’ is complicated because it, by definition,
includes details. Details are the reasons for complexity by itself. “Complexity
also means as a rule that bigger teams of negotiator are required in the details
stage; and this brings in its train much greater scope for disagreement within the
negotiating teams.” When the problem becomes complicated, that will take
more time because details are the implications of the ‘formula stage’. Especially
if the parties are hostile, at the ‘details stage’ solving disputes would take a rather
long time. Time consumption is very important at the ‘details stage’. At the
‘formula stage’, high status negotiators negotiate but at the ‘details stage’ much
bigger teams negotiate and these teams include low status negotiators like
government officials. This means that, at this stage, people with lower authority,
have to consult their higher authority and that makes the process time
consuming. According to Berridge, “the most high-ranking and influential
officials had advantages. It means that the parties no need to hold back from
negotiation for fear either of intemperate disputes or impulsive commitment to
unwise agreements.” ‘At the formula stage’, there are no such difficulties but
these are significant at the ‘details stage’.

Another difficulty of the ‘details stage’ is the definition of terms and common
language. Having a common language is very important. “Most contemporary
studies of the ‘special relationships’ begin by stressing the importance of a
common language.” At every negotiation stage, definition of terms is very
important. Especially the misunderstanding of the terms is very problematic. The
misunderstandings have caused very big problems at the ‘details stage’. It creates
most of the difficulties in that stage, when it is compared with other stages of
negotiations. The critical point is at the end of the ‘details stage’, there is ‘the
moment of truth’ and on this condition, the parties have ‘no’ chance to change
the terms. If they agree, they have to act on it and put the negotiated issues into
practice. The case of Cyprus is a good example to understand since establishing
a common language is very important in the process of the ‘details stage’. In the
case of Cyprus, the parties agree on ‘formula stage’ (late 1970’s); ‘bi-zonality’,
which means that on the island the state would have two geographical zones. The
major problem in this event seemed at the ‘details stage’ which is not mentioned
where ‘exactly’ the line would be drawn. At this point, at the same process, the
UN mediator created a lot of ‘maps’ for the parties but the parties did not accept
it in ‘details stage’. This is due to the fact that definition of terms, itself, is
problematic. Especially, the concept of ‘sovereignty’ creates problems. Every
party understands this concept in line with their interests and they do not create a
‘common language’. “In most cases negotiation failure is more likely to be the
result of divergent interests and subjective misunderstanding.”

Another difficulty of the ‘details stage’ is establishing the ‘trust’ between the
parties. The concept of ‘trust’ is very important for the ‘details stage’ because the
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balance of advantage at this stage and also at the ‘formula stage’ is very
important for parties and on the other hand, they know that they are enemies and
they fear from each other. If one side feels that their benefits are not sufficiently
maintained or maintained less than the interests of the other party, at the ‘details
stage’ this creates fear and mistrust in the other party. Under these conditions, a
solution is not possible. For example, at the ‘details stage’ of Cyprus
negotiations (2004), according to a local newspaper in Northern Cyprus (Kibris,
15.05.2004), the most significant problem at the ‘details stage’ is mistrust. The
parties see each other as enemies and they do not trust each other. The
negotiators believe that both societies in Cyprus still feel hostile for each other
and for that reason at the ‘details stage’, many difficulties have arisen.

On the other hand, according to I. W. Zartman, and M. R. Berman, “The
parties are continually on guard against the possibility that the other’s acceptance
of formula is a trick, either to be withdrawn after concessions are exacted on
details or to be turn to decisive advantage on some unsuspected implication. Too
often there are critics back home who are only too willing to remind the
domestic audience of the possibility.”” If the parties do not trust each other at the
‘details stage’, at the end of the process they will not be able to conclude this
negotiation with an agreement. One of the ultimate difficulties encountered at the
‘details stage’ is the ‘moment of truth’ reached at the end of the ‘details stage’. If
the parties accept all the conditions, this is the time of the ‘moment of truth’ at
which the parties have to act on. According to Berridge, “what often makes the
details stage the toughest of all is the simple fact that it is the last stage: the
moment of truth. What is agreed here has to be acted on, so if the negotiators get
it wrong they will suffer.”® At the details stage, the parties may agree upon a
point but with some degree of misunderstanding. At the end of the ‘details
stage’, they have to come to an agreement on the issues discussed. Perhaps, at
the end, the parties will find something to act upon but not voluntarily.

The important point at the ‘details stage’ is ‘not to lose the big picture in the
little picture’. If at the ‘details stage’ the parties lose the big picture in the little
picture, it will cause serious difficulties. When the negotiations focus on details,
it is possible to adopt small and smaller items or topics.

Another difficulty of the ‘details stage’ is, at that stage, the negotiator takes
upon considerable amount of responsibility. It is very important and at the same
time it is very difficult. At this stage, the negotiator has two significant
responsibilities. The first one is at the end of the ‘details stage’ if the negotiators
agree, their societies would be affected in that agreement. This is a very big
responsibility. Another responsibility is that, at the end of the ‘details stage’,
there is a moment of truth. Under these conditions the negotiators have the
responsibility to protect their national interest. Another important thing is the
ideology of negotiators. In other words, the ideology of the negotiators plays an
important role at the ‘details stage’. Provided that one of the parties do not want
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to come to an agreement, the ‘details stage’ becomes even more difficult.
Actually, this condition has a negative influence upon the entire negotiation
process.

Momentum is yet another very significant factor for the difficulties met at the
‘details stage’. If the disputes continue for a long time, in a hostile climate, under
such a circumstance, the ‘details stage’ of negotiations comes to a halt and
become more difficult. “Negotiations soon come to have an internal dynamic
that many negotiators have described as bargaining rhythm.”® At this point, the
rhythm of the bargain is ultimately important. If the ‘details stage’ takes a long
time and if the parties can not reach a solution, they lose their bargaining rhythm
and also their momentums.

Last but not least, another difficulty of the ‘details stage’ is that at this stage
both parties are under pressure. Pressure is very effective for negotiation power.
What is more, the pressure felt can be altered whether there is a mediator in the
negotiation process or if there are any other state(s) — (third state or more) that
are related to this negotiation. The interests of the additional state(s) are very
important and exert extra pressure on the negotiation process. “The interest of
the state often requires that negotiations be strung out and that solutions are
delayed because the existence of the current unstable situation offers an
advantage to one or more of the negotiating states. This can be seen in Cyprus,
where different groups within the Greek and Turkish communities have no
interest in eliminating current partition.”'” Secondly, the deadline also exerts a
pressure on the negotiators. Being exposed to such intense pressure increases the
difficulty of the ‘details stage’ and under so much pressure, the chances that the
opposing parties would make mistakes increase. In addition to the previous ones,
the third influential power at the details stage is the media. Indeed, media plays
an ultimately significant role in the negotiation process. Especially, at the ‘details
stage’ media is very effective because at the end of the stage, the society will be
informed of the negotiation process through the media. In the case of the Cyprus
problem, it is undeniable that the Turkish Cypriot media played a significantly
successful role in informing the people about the negotiations and encouraging
them to support the peace building process on the island.

The details stage of the negotiation is the most difficult. Indeed, all the
negotiations process (the pre—negotiation process, the formula stage or the details
stage, and negotiation) is difficult. Every stage has specific difficulties based
upon the issues discussed at that particular stage. However, at the details stage of
the negotiation, the parties negotiate and come to an agreement on the details.
Actually, this is the determining stage of the solution. Indeed, when put into
practice, it is the details that will influence the people related to that detail.
Therefore, the negotiators feel very strong responsibility towards these people.
This makes them act according to their feelings rather than logic.
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When all stages are compared, the ‘pre—negotiation’ process is not a formal
stage. The ‘formula stage’ provides the ‘framework’ for an agreement and it does
not cover the whole problem areas. However, the ‘details stage’ covers the entire
problem and requires the negotiators to come to an agreement upon all the
details. The pre—negotiation or formula stage of negotiation is not binding; on the
other hand, the ‘details stage’ is binding. At the all levels or stages of
negotiations, the negotiations have a risk of stopping or terminating. If the
negotiations come to an end at the ‘details stage’, the cost of the negotiation and
its effort is more than if the negotiation finishes at the other stages. The
negotiators also play a very important role in the process of negotiations. It is
possible that negotiators agree at the ‘formula stage’ but at the ‘details stage’
difficulties start and the parties do not want to come to agreement at this stage.
Again, in the Cyprus negotiation process (2004), the negotiators came to an
agreement at the ‘formula stage’ but at the ‘details stage’ they failed to do so.

In conclusion, if a formula is agreed by the parties in a negotiation, the final
stage includes the agreed details. Detail phase is the most difficult stage.
Complexity (Complicated), definition of terms or establishing a common
language, complicated (time consuming), balance of advantage for both sides
(trust) and the moment of truth are difficulties of the detail stage. Over 40 years,
negotiations towards solving the Cyprus problem have been going on,
unfortunately, unsuccessfully. UN mediators have provided a variety of
negotiation packs to the two sides all of which failed to establish peace on the
island. It is hoped that the researcher’s efforts to shed light on the problematic
issues confronted in the details stage of Cyprus negotiations may help to assist in
the overcoming of some of the obstacles likely to persist in future negotiations
concerning Cyprus.
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Europeanization and Political Change:
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Introduction

During the Cold War, Cyprus was one of the most important areas in Eastern
Mediterranean, both for the balance of power between East and West, and for the
power struggle between Turkey and Greece. In the post Cold War era, as a result
of the membership application of Turkey and the Republic of Cyprus to the
European Union (EU), the ‘Cyprus problem’ became one of the most significant
issues between Turkey-EU relations. It seems that the ‘Cyprus problem’ will
continue to be a determining issue for Turkey-EU relations in the next period as
the Republic of Cyprus became an EU member, representing the whole island,
and as Turkey started accession negotiations for EU membership. In this context,
it is observed that there is an important gap on Cyprus studies in general, and on
studies about the Turkish Cypriot society and polity in particular.

A brief overview of the literature on this subject reveals the fact that the
dominant approach concentrates on state-centered assumptions and regional
power struggle. The social, economic and cultural aspects of the problem, on the
other hand, have been underestimated. In a similar vein, the potential impact of
social, economic and political actors in Turkey and in Turkish Republic of
Northern Cyprus (TRNC) on the solution has also been overlooked. However,
the impact of economic and political developments in Turkey on social and
economic actors in TRNC towards the solution of the Cyprus problem is
increasingly gaining importance. This is not only because of the economic,
financial and human ties between Turkey and TRNC but also because the
‘Cyprus problem’ increasingly turns to be one of the most crucial bargaining
items for Turkey along the EU accession process, though this situation is not
vocally pronounced by Turkey itself.

Therefore, studying the Cyprus problem within a new theoretical framework
defined by °‘Europeanization’ with respect to the changes in national and
international conditions in different periods would allow us to make a
comparative analysis of the transformations in positions of both traditional actors
- in other words, the ‘states’ - and social and economic actors towards the
solution of the problem. Aiming to fill the gap on the studies about the Cyprus
problem, this brief study emphasizes the necessity of developing a new
methodological framework and conceptual apparatuses with the help of the
theoretical advances in comparative socio-political analysis. It further aims to
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make an assessment of the recent developments with a new periodization of the
Cyprus issue over the past decades.

In this context, the first section of the article will provide a brief survey of the
existing literature on the Cyprus issue. Cyprus issue has been a focus of study by
various academic perspectives. This section, developing a typology of the studies
on Cyprus, will be followed by the analysis of a new conceptual framework
symbolized with the ‘Europeanization’. ‘Europeanization’ increasingly being
operationalized in European integration studies draws a theoretical framework of
analysis for European impact on domestic politics and refers to an empirical
descriptive of a process of transformation in the politics, policy and polities of
the member states and neighboring countries under the pressure of adopting to
the EU policy frameworks and political structures. Studying Cyprus problem
with ‘Europeanization’ requires us to deal with two forms of scientific
challenges: to extend this conceptual framework beyond the boundaries of the
EU and to make its critical assessment as a methodology analyzing the European
impact on domestic political change. Moreover, in this section the time factor
also will be introduced both to evaluate the operational validity/power of
‘Europeanization’ as a methodological approach, and to analyze transformations
in the positions of the social and political actors over decades. It will be
underlined that for a comparative socio-political analysis there is an operational
necessity of applying periodization. In addition to revealing the conjunctural
(not structural as often argued) character of the ‘Europeanization’- this time as a
process and empirical descriptive of the current state of affairs in the Cyprus
issue, periodization allows us to assess the changes in the major parties of the
issue and their patterns of interaction. The article will be concluded with a brief
overview, providing also new areas of studying the Turkish Cypriot polity and
society.

Studying the Cyprus Problem: A Review of Literature

Making a complete typology of the studies on the Cyprus issue is a difficult
enterprise not only because of the divided character of the island but also
because of its highly sensitive and overwhelmingly securitized nature. In fact,
the perspective integrating various aspects of social theory beyond high politics
has only recently been a focus of study on the Cyprus issue. This study mainly
concentrates on the academic books and articles published since the
establishment of the Cyprus Republic and its subsequent crisis and collapse from
the late 1950s onwards. It classifies the whole literature on Cyprus problem into
two basic groups. The first group includes the studies focusing on the Cyprus
problem with traditional, ‘state-centered’ perspective. The second group, on the
other hand, consists of the literature which conceptualizes the ‘Europeanization’
as a concrete illustration of transnationalization in the Cyprus issue with respect
to the growing web of institutional and socio-economic networks in the Eastern
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Mediterranean. While the former draws the basic framework of the traditional
approaches to Cyprus problem with heavy accent on the aspects of security,
competing interests of the major parties and the regional balance of power, the
latter constitutes the main conceptual framework that our study aims to
contribute through a new framework of analysis articulated with conceptual
apparatuses derived from social theory and comparative politics. Among other
things, this literature on ‘Europeanization’ focuses on the theoretical analysis of
the political, economic and social transformations and the resulting
administrative developments that have been taking place as a result of the
dramatic changes in world politics and economy over the last thirty years. This
literature, having as wide spectrum as the former state-centric one, is the one
which introduces an enlarged discussion on the concrete phases and forms to be
taken in the process of European integration.

Notwithstanding the polarizations seen within these two literatures, it should
be emphasized that studies concentrating on the phenomenon of ‘change’ in
Cyprus problem in spatio-temporal context could have rarely been come across.
However, the literature on ‘Europeanization’, focusing on the processes of
political, economic and social reconstruction in Europe - especially after
Maastricht Treaty - gains an overwhelming conceptual significance and
operational power at the stage that Cyprus problem has currently reached. The
reason behind this is the fact that both the Republic of Cyprus’s membership to
the European Union and Turkey’s accession negotiations- coming together with
the necessity to implement legal procedures and/or rules and to develop common
values- extensively contributed to the Cyprus problem to gain new dimensions.
With the membership of the Cyprus Republic as a divided island on 1 May 2004,
the problem was inherited by the EU and was actually Europeanized.
Subsequently, the start of Turkey’s accession negotiations to the EU in October
2005 and the paralysis of the EU to take steps to end the isolation of the Turkish
Cypriots made the Cyprus problem much more complicated. However, current
impasse in the Cyprus issue demonstrates the fact that ‘Europeanization’ has not
always a problem-solving impact. Contrary to the claims that the EU integration
process in general and enlargement in particular creates positive pressures over
the candidate countries to resolve domestic conflicts and maintain good
neighborly relations, the EU impact over the Cyprus issue was rather
problematic, if not negative. That is why, beyond the traditional state-centric
paradigm, approaching the Cyprus issue with an integrated framework defined
by ‘Europeanization’ also requires dealing with a nuanced understanding of the
term itself to prevent ideological traps that the usage of such kind of blurred and
multifaceted concepts might fall us.

The first thing to be emphasized in the traditional literature on Cyprus problem
is the fact that it is marked with a series of theoretical inadequacies. As it can
easily be understood by those who are familiar with this literature, the Cyprus
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problem has been studied with state-centered perspective for a long time. It could
be stated that the main reason behind this is the international environment and
the increased search for security in the Eastern Mediterranean or NATO’s
southern flank throughout the Cold War period (Attalides, 1979; Sonmezoglu,
1991; Moran, 1998; Boéliikkbasi, 2001). By the same token, the Cyprus problem
has been a significant test area for the perspectives focusing on ‘conflict
resolution’ which can be considered as one of the subcategories of the discipline
of International Relations In this context, the conflict resolution studies focus on
the involvement of the third parties, primarily of the United Nations (UN) in the
Cyprus issue, as a mediator between the Turkish and the Greek communities on
the island and between Turkey and Greece (Polyviou, 1980; Salem, 1992;
Joseph, 1997; Richmond, 1998). Although the majority of conflict resolution
studies rely on the official mediating efforts of the UN, increasingly there are
studies underlining the necessity of unofficial efforts and comprehensive
unofficial track of conflict analysis and resolution that would address the needs
of the parties (Fisher, 2001; Pearson, 2001; Anastasiou, 2002).

Moreover, by some authors, the Cyprus problem was a legal problem and can
be studied solely in legal terms. The violation of the laws and treaties founding
the Republic of Cyprus was considered as the basis of this problem (Sonyel,
1997; Talmon, 2001). Especially the Turkish side established its arguments on
the violation of these agreements and treaties (Sarica et.al; Necatigil, 1996;
Arim, 2002). Claiming that Turkey and the Turkish Cypriots scrupulously
adhered to the agreements concluded on the subject and respected the founding
London and Zurich Agreements of 1959, in line with the equilibrium between
Turkey and Greece by the Lausanne Treaty, the statement by Resat Arim, a well-
known retired Ambassador and a member of Foreign Policy Institute in Ankara,
that “the Cyprus problem is an ongoing struggle between those defending the
law and those trying to violate it” is a crucial sign of how some leading
diplomatic and academic circles approach the issue in Turkey (Arim, 2002, p. 1).
Furthermore, the increasing possibility that the Republic of Cyprus could
become an EU member representing the whole island instigated hot debates over
the legality of its application for membership and also provoked furious reactions
of the Turkish side towards the EU decision to accept the divided island as a
member. At a panel discussion hosted by the Turkish Embassy in London on the
legality of the EU decision to accept Cyprus as a member, Ambassador Korkmaz
Haktanir stated that “... there is something fundamentally wrong and flawed
with present EU policy and the results it will produce will be entirely beyond the
boundaries of law and legitimacy, which no amount of dogmatic rhetoric will be
able to conceal”, clearly revealing the Turkish position towards the issue.'
However, in methodological terms, similar to those of state-centered
perspectives, the studies representing the problem solely in legal terms neglect
the socio-economic aspects and cultural points of the problem in their analyses.
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As such, the assessments relating to the solution of the problem ignore the role
which could be played by societal and economic actors.

Another perspective on Cyprus problem having a long-lasting impact was the
one which evaluates the issue through competing Turkish and Greek
nationalisms (Crawshaw, 1978; Camp, 1980; Oberling, 1982, Ertegun, 1984,
Calothycos, 1998). The nationalisms of the Greek and Turkish sides were so
powerful that the Republic of Cyprus founded by the London and Zurich
Agreements on the basis of a bi-communal Constitution in 1960 was soon turned
to a mighty attempt. Zenon Stavrides (1999), eminent scholar of the Cyprus
studies, states that ... the Greek and Turkish communities of Cyprus proudly
cherished their different national consciousness; and neither was prepared to
display any commitment to that legal fiction called Republic of Cyprus. Cyprus
was not a nation to which anybody belonged; and the various institutions of the
State were not perceived as instruments for ordering and advancing national life,
but simply arrangements devised by constitutional experts to enable Greek and
Turkish communities to share power and responsibility of their common affairs”
(p. 39). In this perspective, Cyprus is portrayed as if being on the grips of the
calculations of the national interests of not only the countries having connection
with the problem, but also of all the countries which have loose or close relations
with the issue (Kizilyiirek, 2002; Bryant, 2004). In this depiction, Cyprus- the
island- becomes a geographical sphere of competition between the historical
aspirations of ‘enosis’, desiring the unification of island with Greece, and
‘taksim’, denoting that the solution of the problem becomes possible if and only
if the island is divided into two - one part for Greek and the other for Turkish
people (Hasgiiler, 1998). What we see in this perspective is nothing but the
effects of mutually exclusive and thoroughly opposite two nationalist
movements.

The recent studies on the Cyprus problem -especially after a series of
transformations that took place in the international arena as a result of the post-
Cold War developments- have been taking into account the changes around
Cyprus, in its neighborhood. In other words the Cyprus problem was situated to a
wider geographical area particularly with the impact of the EU on the problem
itself and the Eastern Mediterranean in general. Particularly as a result of the
membership applications of the Republic of Cyprus and Turkey (Diez, 2000;
Brewin, 2000), the EU gradually turns to be a party of the conflict, if not a
catalyst for its solution. However, more and more it was clear that the Cyprus
issue was one of the most delicate issues of the last enlargement process of the
EU. As it might have negative impacts over the whole process, the solution of
the problem became rather urgent (Nugent, 2000; Kramer, 2001). In addition to
this, simultaneous with the Annan Plan put forward by the United Nation’s
Secretary General Koffi Annan in the late 2002 as a form of the comprehensive
settlement of the problem and with the EU taking side on the problem as a result
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of the membership application of the Republic of Cyprus, studies concentrating
on the recent dimensions of Cyprus problem have been emerging. Nevertheless,
the common denominator of all these works is signed with the belief that the
solution for the Cyprus problem is connected to the island’s integration into the
EU as a whole.

To put it differently, like that of Annan Plan, these studies search for the
means of solution in the dynamics of European integration process. In this
context, the rise of a novel form of governmental structures in EU such as
multilevel governance, the creation of the Europe of regions and cities, the
federal political systems based on power sharing resembling to the ones in
Belgium and Switzerland are all proposed as effective tools for the solution of
the Cyprus problem (Dodd, 2002; Emerson and Tocci, 2002; Tocci, 2004). EU
offers various mechanisms to resolve the Cyprus conflict through particularly its
structures of governance which allow multiple forms of representations and
require the member states to share their sovereignty. Beyond an absolute
definition of sovereignty, the EU fosters a sense of multiple identities,
undermines borders through funds directed from Brussels, safeguard community
rights through legal provisions against discrimination. In addition to direct
engagement with the conflicts through advise, cooperation and direct/indirect
pressures over of social and political actors, EU provides them with a platform of
direct utilization. Finally, it socializes them within supranational institutional
structures and culture, which inculcate cooperative behavior (Diez, 2002; Tocci
and Kovziridze, 2004).

It is possible to claim that such proposals coming to the political agenda in
Cyprus through the EU involvement of the conflict have impacted on Turkish
Cypriot polity and society. In fact, they heavily influenced the positions of
political, social, and economic actors, and the public opinion in general.
Indicative is the large demonstrations on 14 January 2003 where one-third of the
population in North Cyprus took part. In those demonstrations against the
political regime in TRNC, accused of following delaying tactics instead of
seriously negotiating a settlement before the South becomes an EU member, the
people’s demands were rather straightforward: resolution of the Cyprus problem
on the basis of the most recent UN plan, and accession to the EU.? Nonetheless,
in conceptual terms it could also be argued that these studies, concentrating on
EU perspective as the basis for resolving the Cyprus problem, are neither aiming
at an analysis of the processes of the development and transformation of
aforementioned actors, nor the impacts of emergent transnational and
institutional processes such as ‘Europeanization’ on these groups. Moreover,
these works neglect the fact that the dynamics stemming from European
integration, apart from contributing to the transformation of the basic parameters
of the Cyprus problem, might have a negative impact on its possible resolution.
The current impasse that the Cyprus problem entered is actually a clear sign of
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this negative impact. However, the studies focusing on the transformations in the
positions of aforementioned actors due to the radical changes in international
political and economic system, and their impacts on Turkish Cypriots would fill
an important gap in the literature. They might show how those actors move
strategically in a situation of paralysis and reinforce the regional and global
structures, which are beyond their control, towards an incremental change.

Europeanization: A New Framework of Analysis for the Cyprus
Studies

This study is a prelude to the analysis of Cyprus problem through the
methodological framework shaped by the concept of ‘Europeanization’.’
Defining Europeanization as “the emergence and development at the European
level of distinct structures of governance, Cowles, Caporaso, and Risse actually
underline the emergence of political, legal, and social institutions increasingly
formalizing interactions among the actors, and policy networks specializing in
the creation of authoritative European rules (p. 3). Observing in many ways the
influence of the EU actions, policies and legislation on the politics within
European countries, these authors also claim that “the broad proposition that
Europeanization affects domestic politics is noncontroversial” (ibid., p. 4). As
conceived by Featherstone and Radaelli (2003), in terms of nature, the impact of
Europeanization is a structural one variously affecting actors, institutions, ideas
and interests. A typology of Europeanization, made by Featherstone again,
shows that the concept is mainly used in four ways: as an historical process; as a
matter of cultural diffusion; as a process of institutional adaptation; and as the
adaptation of policy and policy process.

In fact, ranging from history, culture to politics, sociology and economics,
there is an impressive amount of academic studies recently operationalizing
‘Europeanization’ both in conceptual and empirical terms (Ladrech, 1994;
Turner, 1996; Radaelli, 1997; Smith, 2000; Radaelli, 2004; Mair, 2004; Buller
and Gamble, 2002; Olsen, 2002). However, underlining the dynamic quality of
‘Europeanization’, Featherstone and Radaelli (2003) state that “its structural
effects are not necessarily permanent or irreversible” (p. 4). This requires a
qualified understanding of ‘Europeanization’ particularly being conscious of its
time constraint. When analyzing the EU accession process, adding the
dimensions of temporality becomes a key concern in the sense that
‘Europeanizaiton’ as pressures of adaptation to the EU structures of governance
is in close correspondence with time of accession in relation to both domestic
development and the phase of European integration (Goetz, 2006, pp. 145-147).
This time constraint makes inevitable a more nuanced approach towards the
concept of ‘Europeanization’ and its various usages. Rather than its structural
impacts, as a time-bound process, its conjunctural character becomes the
determining feature of its operational power in analyzing the processes of
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transformation occurring under the pressure of adaptation to the EU structures of
governance.

When analyzing the current stage of the ‘Cyprus problem’, this framework of
‘Europeanization’ permits us to evaluate the transformations in the positions of
social, economic and political actors operating at the levels of nation-state,
beyond nation-state and below nation-state towards a settlement of the issue in
foreseeable time frame. In addition, the concept of ‘Europeanization’ allows us
to make a comparative analysis of the transformations in the approaches of both
of traditional actors — in other words ‘states’ - and of the social and economic
actors that have impact on the solution of the problem in different periods and
according to the changes stemming from international and regional environment.
In other words, with this new framework of analysis it is possible to study how
the changes in international politics and the ones in internal politics are
articulated with each other, and the interaction between internal political
structures and social and political processes occurring beyond borders like that of
seen with globalization and European integration. Rather than sticking on the
state-centered assumptions, the present methodological work aims to make a
basic conceptual opening for an interdisciplinary study of Cyprus problem,
discussing the changes in state-society and state-economy relations and their link
with transnational transformations.

In addition, to analyze the Cyprus problem on a comparative basis makes it
necessary to use a periodization of the issue. Dividing into periods the time
frame in the aftermath of the acceptance of Turkey’s official candidate status for
membership at the Helsinki Summit of the EU in 1999 helps us to better
operationalize the ‘Europeanization’ framework in order to make a comparative
assessment of the transformations in the positions of the relevant economic and
political actors within and beyond Cyprus towards the problem and vis a vis each
other. In fact, the ‘Cyprus problem’ entered into a new stage as a result of a
comprehensive plan brought to the agenda by Koffi Annan, Secretary General of
the United Nations, in November 2002. Prepared particularly with the attention
of the membership calendar of the Greek side of Cyprus to the EU, the so-called
Annan Plan aimed to create a ‘United Cyprus’ before the membership of the
Republic of Cyprus to the EU on 1 May 2004. This process which brought a
direct involvement of the EU with ‘Cyprus problem’ could be analyzed through
dividing it into two sub-periods. The first sub-period includes the epoch starting
from November 2002 (the date when the Annan Plan first came into the agenda)
up to April 2004, i.e. the date when the referendum took place in both Northern
and Southern Cyprus as proposed in the Plan. The second sub-period, on the
other hand, covers the period starting from May 2004, when the Republic of
Cyprus became a full member of EU, up to now.

The first sub-period is consequential since it enables both an analysis of the
elements giving birth to Turkish Cypriots’ political tendency that revealed itself
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in April 2004 referendum and a disclosure of the reasons behind their - having
experienced a harsh economic and political depression since 2000 - search for
‘solution’ in the EU membership.* In this period crucial political changes
occurred in Turkey particularly with the coming of the Justice and Development
Party to power in Novement 2002. The new government formed by JDP,
perceiving that slight deviations in the traditional foreign policy priorities would
help consolidating its new politics, declared its support to the UN sponsored Plan
for a comprehensive settlement of the Cyprus dispute immediately after coming
to power (Duran, 2006). In fact, the discontent from the political situation
dominating the Turkish Cypriot society since the banking crisis in 2000 coupled
with the change of government in Turkey produced a significant change of
government in TRNC. Observing Denktash’s hesitancy to seriously negotiate the
Plan, Turkish Cypriots showed great reactions through a serious of
demonstrations against the government and as a result of the general elections
held in December 2003, a pro-solution (and pro-EU) coalition of forces united
behind the left-of-centre Republican Turkish Party (CTP) led by M.A. Talat
came to power in Northern Cyprus (Carkoglu and S6zen, 2004).

However, in the second sub-period, what we observe is the fact that the
Turkish Cypriots, unsuccessful in their attempt to become a part of an EU
member state, is being increasingly affected from the evolution of Turkey-EU
relations. In this context, the studies on the possible impacts of the enlargement
of Customs Union Additional Protocol to include new EU member states
including the Greek Cyprus, defined as a kind of precondition for Turkey to
progress in key chapters of accession negotiations with the EU, on Turkish
Cypriots and the TRNC, is extremely important.” In fact, failure to implement
obligations stemming form the Customs Union in full dramatically affected
overall progress of Turkey in the negotiations. A strong blow came at the
European Council meeting in Brussels in December 2006 where the EU decided
to suspend eight chapters from the accession negotiations with Turkey, unveiling
the negative climate dominating Turkey-EU relations for so long.®

In a manner that covers both of the sub-periods, it is necessary to appraise both
how social and economic actors in TRNC have been affected from the political
and economic developments in Turkey, and the way these changes transform or
lead to continuity in their approaches to the solution. A detailed analysis of all of
these developments necessitates not only an investigation of the rationality
behind the transformations in the positions of political actors, namely decision-
makers, or the social and economic actors that have the capacity to effect the
decision-making process, but also of the Turkish Cypriots directly effected by
these decisions. That is why the way distinct social sectors living in North
Cyprus affected by the political and economic changes in aforementioned two
sub-periods and the way they perceive Cyprus problem in general and assess
different political proposals coming to the agenda in particular, and finally the
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kind of transformations taking place in their definitions of belonging and identity
require a comprehensive analysis. At this point the importance of approaching to
the Cyprus issue within the framework of ‘Europeanization’ becomes crucial.

In both of the sub-periods, ‘Europeanization’ is being encountered as a critical
concept to understand dynamics of change in Northern Cyprus and the new
political, economic and legal dimensions of the problem. The common
denominator of both sub-periods is the linkage - increasingly becoming visible -
between Turkey’s full membership to EU and the ‘solution’ of Cyprus problem,
hence, the future of TRNC. This process compel both the Republic of Cyprus,
becoming an EU member representing the island as a whole, and TRNC, which
still has not been recognized but whose actual existence could not be rejected
anymore in the framework of EU and UN’s Annan Plan, to look for new exit
options. In this context, both Turkey and Greece seem to put EU perspective as
the main parameter in determining their foreign policy, despite not renouncing
until now their definitions of national interests when facing with conflict of
interest.

On the other hand, studying Cyprus problem within the theoretical framework
symbolized with the concept of ‘Europeanization’ simultaneously made it
inevitable to make a critical look on ‘Europeanization’ studies. In the context of
this study, ‘Europeanization’ indicates a conceptual totality referring multi-
dimensional and complex set of social, economic and political events, enabling
us to understand them as internally contradictory processes, rather than
indicating an ultimate aim of whose realization solve all the problems. As the
European enlargement experiences towards the Southern and Eastern Europe
show, Europeanization has a conflict resolution potential. Expanding peace and
prosperity towards the European continent and neighboring geographies, the EU
actually provides various mechanisms of governance and management of the
most difficult ethic and religious disputes and requires the candidate countries to
maintain good neighborly relations. However, as the above mentioned time
dimension of ‘Europeanization’ indicates, the EU impact is rather conjunctural
and the conflict resolution potential of the EU has a serious time constraint. The
current EU strategy towards Turkey is a good example of this time constraint. In
the case of Turkey, Europeanization produced positive outcomes throughout the
period 2002-2004, with respect to the underling time constraint. Motivated by
the expectation of starting accession negotiations, Turkey issued a series of
reform packages, conducted radical reforms seriously challenging the cores of
the state power and maintained a revisionist position in foreign policy in line
with the EU priorities as the Cyprus issue demonstrated. However, the period in
the aftermath of the EU decision to start accession negotiations with Turkey in
December 2004 reveals that the reform process in the country stagnated, if not
slide backwards. Furthermore, Turkey showed signs of swinging back to its
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traditional policy and even indexing any policy change on the Cyprus issue to the
progress in the accession negotiations.

A detailed elaboration of the Turkish reform process and Turkey-EU relations
in post-2004 period is beyond the scope of analysis of this study. However, it is
sufficient to state that the EU negotiation strategy has a significant impact on the
current paralysis of the reforms in Turkey. In addition to the high accent on the
open-ended nature of negotiations (and the referendum clause added to that),
considering Turkey’s accession to the EU as a long term process simply lifted
the time constraint, at the essence of the process of Europeanization along the
EU accession process. The negative perception already spreading within the
leading circles and the public that Turkey was treated unfairly deteriorated with
the rise of the discourse of alternatives to full membership for Turkey such as
“privileged partnership” vocally defended by some of the EU leading members
from the late 2004 onwards.’ Finally, the failed referendum for the Annan Plan
in Cyprus and the subsequent EU-paralysis to take action to end the isolation of
the Turkish community in the island seriously hampered the the incentives for
reform in the country. Turkey, apparently moving closer to the ‘European’
values of peace and democracy in 2002-2004 period, simply started to slide back
to its traditional political reflexes both in domestic politics and foreign policy in
the post-2004 era. The recent Turkish experience dramatically shows that leaving
aside operationalizing ‘Europeanization’ as a framework of analysis, a coherent
strategy backed by a strict time constraint and EU’s credible committments is
crucial for Europeanization, denoting a process of radical/structural changes in
politics and the policies of the countries along the accession process.

Conclusion

The principal aim of this brief study is a methodological contribution enabling an
analysis of the changes in the approaches towards the solution of the Cyprus
problem by the local and international, social, economic and political actors in
the enlargement process of the EU. It is believed that studying the problem
within the framework of ‘Europeanization’” would allow the emergence of new
perspectives that give alternative explanations to the Cyprus problem and
accordingly the proposals for its solution. As opposed to the traditional
perspectives which could be labeled as state-centered, we are faced with
‘Europeanization’ as an important conceptual tool enabling the investigation of
the changing dynamics of state-society relations and of the accelerating impact
of social and economic actors in the Cyprus issue. The theoretical framework
symbolized with this concept opens ways for an analysis of policy making
processes that is not based on the traditional division of domestic and foreign
policy, but on the decision making processes in distinct levels that allows the
study of activities conducted by both international and local economic, political
and social actors at all levels.
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In other words, it enables a two dimensional analysis of understanding both the
process of development and the transformation of mentioned actors, and the
impacts of emerging institutional regulations on the changes in the positions of
these actors. Emergent contradictions and transformations put into the agenda
with the process that begins with EU’s taking a direct side on Cyprus problem
enables new opportunities and contradictions for the solution of the problem. If
not resolving the conflict, ‘Europeanization’ is expected to be beneficial in order
to create and sustain a level of meaningful dialogue for the solution of the
Cyprus problem in international arena and to reveal the changes in social and
economic parameters.

In this context, ‘Europeanization’ has the status of being totally an operational
conceptual tool for the analysis of the rationale of the changes in the positions -
tied to transformations in international political and economic system - of these
actors and the impact of these changes on Turkish Cypriots and TRNC.
Defending the possibility of an analysis of the phenomenon of change in Cyprus
in a concrete spatio/temporal context, this study aims to bring light to the
interaction between international, regional and local elements in above
mentioned two sub-periods. Finally, this study by taking into account the
European impact on the definition and the solution prospects of the Cyprus
problem, aims to contribute to the overcoming the problems of Turkish Cypriots
and TRNC. The central argument is that future studies on Cyprus should take
into account the fact that Cyprus problem is not merely related to struggles
between states or competing national interests, but, beyond this, there is a
transforming society in Cyprus.

Dr. Ulusoy conducted a significant part of the research for this article within
the framework of a research project titled 'The Change in Cyprus in the
Context of the Process of Europeanization' funded by the Scientific and
Technological Research Council of Turkey (TUBITAK) and carried out at the
Center for European Studies of the Middle East Technical University in
Ankara where the author worked as a research fellow between 2005-2008.

Notes

"Proceedings of a panel discussion held at the Turkish Embassy in London, 8 Novermber
2001, London: Turkish Embassy, p. 1.

2 Turkish Cypriots Rally for UN Plan, The Guardian, 15 January 2003.

? For debate on the basic definitional problems of ‘Europeanization’, see particularly two
edited volumes on the subject, Cowles M., Caporaso, J., and Risse, T. (Eds.) (2001).
Transforming Europe: Europeanization and Domestic Change. New York: Cornell
University Press; Featherson, K. and Radaelli, C. M. (Eds.) (2003). The Politics of
Europeanization. Oxford: Oxford University Press;
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* The economic crisis in TRNC found serious reflections in Turkish press. See, A. Altan,
‘Simdi sira Kibris’ta’, Sabah (Turkish Daily), 15 January 2000; ‘Iste Kibris Raporu’,
Hurriyet (Turkish Daily), 20 July 2000; C. Candar ‘Yalan m1?’, Sabah (Turkish Daily),
13 July 2000; C. Candar, ‘Rum’un ekmegine yag siirmek’, Sabah (Turkish Daily), 5
August 2000; S. Sertoglu, ‘Seftali Kebabi Cumhuriyeti’, Sabah (Turkish Daily), 26 July,
2000; N. Dogru, ‘Kibris’ta off-shore iistli 1stakozlama’, Sabah (Turkish Daily), 26 July
2000.

’ The JDP government in Turkey led by Prime Minister R.T. Erdogan signed the 10™
Protocol of the Customs Union at the EU Summit in 2004 where also a decision to start
accession negotiation with Turkey was taken. However, Turkey refused to ratify and
implemented the Protocol and made a declaration in July 2005, few months before the
start of accession negotiations, that its signature does not mean recognition of the
Republic of Cyprus. Subsequently in September 2005, EU made a counter declaration
stating that “recognition of all Member States is a necessary component of accession
negotiations”.

®K. Hughes. Turkey and the EU: Four scenarios from train crash to full steam ahead,
Friends of Europe, (September 2006), www. friendsofeurope.org.

7 Giscard lends weight to plan for Turkey’s partnership with the EU, Financial Times, 25
November 2004; Merkel calls for rethink of Turkey’s EU membership, Financial Times, 3
June 2005; Austria opposes Turkey’s EU push, Financial Times, 18 July 2005.
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The Europeanization of the Cyprus Problem:
Beyond the Catalyst Effect

Wojciech FORYSINSKI®

Introduction

To date virtually all proposals aimed at a settlement of the Cyprus dispute have
been either managed or at least brokered by the United Nations. However,
especially following the Republic of Cyprus’ accession to the European Union,
other international actors such as the Council of Europe as well as the EU itself
seem increasingly to be involved. This paper studies this new phenomenon from
the standpoints both of international law and in regard to these organisations’
(not always uncontroversial) conflict resolution potential. The paper tries to take
a more forward looking approach rather than one which dwells on past failures.

A close look at what the Europeanization of the Cyprus problem implies points
to a number of different ways in which European institutions, the European
Union and the Council of Europe, induce the mechanisms of change towards
settlement or to consolidate the division of the Island.

This paper builds on previously reported findings concerning various legal
effects of UN resolutions relating to Cyprus and explores in greater depth
questions about what role European institutions should and can play on behalf of
the UN and in their own right.

Drawing on existing debates concerning Europeanization this paper assesses
the transformative impact that the European institutions can have and are having
on Cyprus in terms of conflict transformation.

The paper also takes into consideration that the European states place more
emphasis on other issues that they see as priority, as well as political reluctance
among many of them to engage in substantial and potentially protracted
involvement in the settlement process. Finally, the paper offers some preliminary
conclusions concerning convergence, or divergence, between
“internationalization” (UN) and “Europeanization” of the Cyprus problem and
prospects for Europeanization having a real transformative effect in Cyprus. The
paper concludes by suggesting that European institutions have much more to
offer, especially in terms of European political organisation and national and
sub-national governance than the so-called “catalyst effect”.

The paper is divided into three parts: part one examines the nature and basic
characteristics of the UN efforts to resolve the Cyprus problem and the effects of
the UN resolutions on Cyprus. The second part focuses on the European Union’s
role in Cyprus and its relation with the UN efforts. Part three examines the role
of other international organisations, such as the Council of Europe, for a
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settlement in Cyprus. The final part offers some preliminary conclusions
concerning convergence, or divergence, between “internationalization” (UN) and
“Europeanization” of the Cyprus problem and its possible short-term and long-
term implications.

1. Internationalization: The United Nations Settlement

The United Nations has been involved in Cyprus since 1964. Forty-four years
after the adoption of the UN Security Council Resolution 186 (1964) that
brought UNFICYP (The United Nations Force in Cyprus) to Cyprus, and with
the growing number of resolutions passed, the Cyprus problem is still on the
United Nations’ agenda. An overview of the UN resolutions on Cyprus from the
Security Council Resolution 155 of August 24, 1960 recommending the
admission of the Republic of Cyprus to the United Nations to the most recently
adopted Security Council Resolution 1818 of June 13, 2008 extending the
mandate of the United Nations Force in Cyprus for a further period until
December 15, 2008 and reaffirming all previously adopted Security Council
resolutions on Cyprus, reveals a body of rules of considerable weight, both
binding and recommendatory, of different character and different normative
effects which have internationalised the Cyprus problem

The record of the United Nations decision-making activities on Cyprus,
particularly the General Assembly and the Security Council resolutions, is,
undoubtedly, impressive and substantial, however, not entirely uncontroversial.
There are still contentious issues related with their different legal or quasi-legal
effects for the disputing parties, for the United Nations itself, for individual
states and for the international community at large.

The weight and the legal effects of the UN resolutions on Cyprus on
international behaviour of states and other international actors might be
differently presented and understood. A link between the UN resolutions on
Cyprus and states’ political and legal behaviour needs to be further studied and
conceptualised. Secondly, the extent to which UN resolutions on Cyprus are
considered politically or legally binding by other international organisations,
both universal and regional, needs to be estimated and thoroughly studied. To
answer such a question, much consideration must be given to the problem of
how different international organisations relate with one another. How has the
United Nations, through its forty-four year authoritative decision-making,
affected international perception and understanding of the Cyprus problem and
its possible solution? How does the normative power of the United Nations
work? The United Nations has played a leading role in setting standards for the
settlement of the Cyprus problem. No other international organisation, including
the European Union or the Council of Europe has developed such a
comprehensive and influential set of norms related to the Cyprus problem and its
settlement.
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The effectiveness of the UN Security Council norm making on Cyprus
continues to be hard to assess even though it seems fully justified to claim that
they carry considerable weight not only with the two parties involved but with
respect to the attitudes and conduct of other States and international
organisations. The recent statement made by the leaders of the two Cypriot
communities - Greek Cypriot leader Dimitris Chrisofias and Turkish Cypriot
leader Mehmet Ali Talat in which they committed themselves to working
towards a bi-communal, bi-zonal federation with political equality, as defined by
the relevant Security Council resolutions, provides an important confirmation of
the United Nations normative influence.

Despite the fact that the UN has been involved in Cyprus since 1964
successive rounds of UN sponsored negotiations, including the most detailed and
the most comprehensive UN attempt to solve the Cyprus problem so far, the
Annan Plan, could not bring a settlement to the Island. The failure of the Annan
Plan led to a wave of frustration. Suppositions that the UN had lost interest in
reaching a settlement, exhibited deep “Cyprus fatigue’, has contributed as much
to the Cyprus problem as to its solution or that the UN itself has become a part of
the problem are just some manifestations of this mood. Not uncommon are also
arguments that the United Nations effort expertise have been wasted here since
‘normal conditions’ the UN was meant to bring back have not been achieved.

In spite of those sceptical views the United Nations has remained a useful
platform for the resumption of‘re-unification’ talks, brokering the 8 July 2006
Agreement between the Greek Cypriot and Turkish Cypriot leaders and
facilitating a launching of the working groups and technical committees in
Spring 2008, which are designed to prepare the ground for fully-fledged
negotiations under UN auspices for a comprehensive and lasting settlement. In a
statement made by its President, Ambassador Dumisani Kumalo of South Africa
on April 17, the Security Council expressed its support for this process and
strongly reaffirmed its commitment to the reunification of Cyprus based on a bi-
communal, bi-zonal federation and political equality, as set out in the relevant
Security Council resolutions, and its willingness to support the efforts of the
Secretary-General to this end. The Security Council resolution of June 13 urges
both sides “to build on the present momentum and continue their efforts to
identify, to the greatest possible extent, areas of convergence and disagreement,
while preparing options where feasible on the more sensitive elements, and to
work to ensure that fully-fledged negotiations can begin expeditiously and
smoothly.”

An analysis of the UN resolutions on Cyprus, especially those adopted
recently, shows, however, that they increasingly refer to other international
organizations and institutions in their documents dealing with the Cyprus
problem. Many UN documents, particularly the UN proposal for a settlement and
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re-unification of Cyprus commonly known as the “Annan Plan”, referred to the
European Union and to the European Court on Human Rights.

The Plan designed by the UN Secretary General, and the terms of a settlement,
to a great extent was based on previous UN peace plans including the 1992 Set
of Ideas and the 1977 and 1979 high level agreements between the two Cypriot
parties, and other UN Security Council and General Assembly resolutions,
required to be accommodated by the European Union. A protocol was requested
to be attached to the Treaty of Accession of Cyprus to the European Union,
considering that “the Treaty of Accession of Cyprus to the European Union shall
not prevent the implementation of the Foundation Agreement, and shall
accommodate its terms in line with the principles on which the European Union
is founded” (Annan Plan, Attachment 2, para. 177). The protocol was also meant
to acknowledge that Cyprus had to take appropriate measures to fulfil its
obligations arising out of EU membership, and that “transitional periods agreed
during the accession negotiations shall apply to the United Cyprus Republic and
its two constituent states, subject to the division of powers as laid down in the
Foundation Agreement” (Annan Plan Attachment 2, para. 177). Clearly, the
European Union expressed its readiness to accommodate the terms of a UN
settlement in the Treaty of Accession between the Union and Cyprus in line with
the principles on which the EU is founded.

Internationalization of the Cyprus problem and the role of the United Nations
constitute the centre of the international efforts towards a settlement. The fact
remains, however, that the United Nations has failed, at least so far, to broker the
settlement in Cyprus. One must not be surprised, then, that both politicians and
scholars alike look for an alternative route towards a settlement. One option, not
entirely new but still attractive seems to be Europeanization of the Cyprus
problem and the “European solution” facilitated by the European Union and the
Council of Europe.

2. Europeanization: The European Settlement
A group of researches dealing with secessionist conflict at the periphery of the
European Union, including Cyprus, defined Europeanization as “a process which
is activated and encouraged by European institutions, primarily the European
Union, by linking the final outcome of the conflict to a certain degree of
integration of the parties involved in it into European structures. The link is
made operational by means of specific conditionality and socialization
mechanisms, which are built into the process of Europeanization.”
The European Union, acting in its own right, has, undoubtedly, a role to play

for the settlement of the Cyprus problem. Demetriou rightly points out that:

“The fact that all of the pathways have in some way been

accounted for in the literature on the Cyprus conflict suggests that

the EU, in its various structural, institutional and conceptual
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manifestations, has played, is playing and is envisioned as having
to play in the future, a variety of roles with respect to the Cyprus
problem (...) whether intended or otherwise.”
Elsewhere, it is submitted that:
“In the area of conflict settlement, conflict transformation and
conflict resolution, the EU can act in two ways. It can provide a
framework for resolving the constitutional dilemmas related to
secessionist crises, and/or act directly as a mediator or indirectly
by supporting mediation efforts between the parties involved in the
conflict.”®
Before commenting on the European Union’s possible contribution towards
settlement in Cyprus and its potential for conflict transformation, I will argue
that its role must not be restricted to the so called “catalyst effect” so
prominently dealt with in the literature making chemistry work for the settlement
of the Cyprus problem.

2.1. The “Catalytic Effect” Discourse

It is often suggested that the resolutions of international organizations may have
a catalytic impact in the development of new approaches and in the creation of a
new international climate.* Can international organizations catalyse the
settlement of disputes?

Catalysts are used to speed up chemical reactions. The catalyst itself is not
chemically changed at the end of the reaction. Chemical reactions are also
speeded up by increasing surface area, concentration or pressure and
temperature. How catalysts work and what makes a good catalyst is the domain
of chemistry. The concept of “catalyst effect” seems to be increasingly popular
in the literature on Cyprus especially in the context of the EU accession
dynamics. Writers ask about “catalysing peace or consolidating partition in
Cyprus”.® or the role of the European Union in the Cyprus conflict and “the
problematic *catalytic effect’”.® The source of this chemical rhetoric seems to be
the European Union itself which has repeatedly stated that it supported a just and
lasting settlement of the Cyprus question, and that the prospect of Cyprus
accession would provide an incentive for this. The Union was supposed to
facilitate the settlement of the Cyprus problem and, consequently, much attention
was devoted to the possibility of the Cyprus EU accession having, in one way or
another, the so-called “catalytic effect’. Christou argues that:

“The EU strategy for resolving the Cyprus issue has always been
through the power of attraction — where it has had an established
and embedded frame of reference. The EU thinking on Cyprus has
reflected the primacy of the UN process and framework for
resolving the political dispute on the island, whilst consistently
promoting the EU process of accession (in parallel) in the belief
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that this would act as a catalyst for a solution to the Cyprus

problem.”’
So far, however, using accession dynamics in favour of a settlement in Cyprus
proved to be highly ineffective and the catalyst effect, if ever real, was lost as
much as the power of attraction. The catalyst was poisoned. Suvarierol is right to
claim that “The prospect of the accession of Cyprus to the EU has not served as a
catalyst for the settlement of the Cyprus problem, as was hoped by many.”® Onis
points out that:

“The Cyprus dispute, therefore, is a clear case where the EU could

have done much more to facilitate an equitable solution—taking

into account the interests of all the actors involved—which would

also pave the way for Turkey’s relatively smooth accession to the

EU. Nonetheless, one should also acknowledge the fact that the

pressures presented by the EU and the incentives created by EU

action have facilitated a process of change that may eventually lead

towards a political settlement, paving the road to Turkey’s full

membership. From the Turkish perspective, however, one could

anticipate a longer time frame and a less equitable outcome at the

same time.”®
Indeed, the lack of settlement left the European Union with little option but to
turn to Turkey hoping that the prospect of Turkey’s accession could provide a
conducive environment, or a catalyst for a settlement in Cyprus. Turkey is
probably the EU’s last chance to use accession dynamics to contribute towards a
settlement in Cyprus. The European Union succeeded in putting considerable
pressure on Turkey which, combined with domestic considerations, led to the
reformulation of Turkey’s policy on Cyprus. Turkey’s long-standing position to
disconnect its membership application from the Cyprus problem has changed to
a large extent. The fact that Turkey has a vested interest in joining the European
Union, its accession is overwhelmingly supported by public opinion, and its
determination to satisfy the conditions for membership, not less than other
candidate states, obviously played a role.

The catalyst effect, however, differently understood and put into different
context may still prove a useful concept. As Diez shows in his article, “while the
EU as an actor has at best had an ambiguous impact on the Cyprus conflict, the
EU as a framework provides the potential to act as a catalyst for a lasting
transformation of the Cyprus conflict through a process of ‘postmodernization’*
“Elsewhere, Diez distinguishes between ‘carrot catalyst’, ‘stick catalyst’ and
‘subversion catalyst’ and argues that “the assumptions underpinning the various
conceptualisations of membership or even membership negotiations as a catalyst
are rooted in an essentially modernist conceptualisation of the Cyprus conflict
itself, despite the postmodern characteristics of the Union, and that in order to
achieve a sustainable settlement, there would have to be a ‘postmodernisation’ of
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this conflict”. He concludes that “the conceptualisation of the effect of EU
membership negotiations as a positive catalyst on the Cyprus conflict is
misguided because of a series of flawed assumptions on which such catalytic
effect may rest.”**
Tocci seems to be equally critical listing the fundamental flaws of the
‘catalytic effect’ expectations. She submits that:
“First, member governments neglected the fact that the Turkish
and Turkish Cypriot sides viewed the Union as structurally biased
against them, and were sceptical of Cyprus’ EU accession process
initiated and concluded exclusively by the Greek Cypriot side.
Second, EU actors overlooked the reasons motivating the Greek
Cypriot drive for membership, reasons that were inherently linked
to their position in the conflict and in conflict settlement efforts.
Finally, and most critically, member governments misjudged the
complex make-up of the principal parties, each of which included
different players acting to achieve radically different outcomes. As
such, the incentives for some players perversely acted as
disincentives to others.”?
Both Diez and Tocci are probably right claiming that the concept of catalytic
effect remains problematic. Nevertheless, both contributed to unquestionable
popularity of the catalytic effect discourse and many, not always well informed,
borrowings from the chemical vocabulary.

2.2 Conflict Transformation

Cyprus is clearly an important test for the EU’s ability to transform conflict. The
EU’s transformative power takes many different forms. Europeanization
influences and transforms both national and sub-national actors in many different
ways. It may integrate disputing parties into European structures, transform their
dynamics and negotiating positions as well as socialise them, mainly elites, with
the European standards and common values.

In Cyprus, both sides can use the framework provided by the EU to justify
policies that would otherwise be difficult, if not impossible to justify. In this
context, the EU is working to adapt the Republic of Cyprus to the EU and to
remove, or at least lessen the international, institutional and psychological
barriers affecting Northern Cyprus thereby preventing a settlement. A number of
projects were identified focusing primarily on infrastructure development and the
EU provided a significant proportion of the financial resources for their
implementation. Adoption of the Green Line Regulation, Financial Aid
Regulation or providing scholarships for students hailing from the Turkish
Cypriot community may illustrate this process. Conflict transformation seems to
be the essence of the EU strategy for the solution of the Cyprus problem.
However, limitations of the EU’s influence are quite apparent. One would have
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to wait a long time before an EU initiated transformation of the Cyprus problem
takes effect. The ambition to promote trade across the green line has, at least so
far, failed to materialize. How effective EU transformative power might be in
Cyprus, remains to be seen. It must be noted, though, that there is a considerable
degree of sensitivity in the EU for the rights and well being of the Turkish
Cypriots. The EU also sought to institutionalize its involvement in Northern
Cyprus through the so-called Task Force placed in the General Directorate
responsible for enlargement and the Programme Office located in North Nicosia.

Obviously, the EU cannot guarantee that its transformative capacity is
effective enough to facilitate a settlement and that it achieves its goals. The
process of socialization seems to be particularly important in Cyprus where both
sides perceive each other, and not infrequently the European Union itself, with
suspicion and mistrust. Nevertheless, over a period of time representatives of the
both sides may become socialized to act in a way that is acceptable to the rest of
the Union.

2.3 The Cyprus Condition
The European Union itself does not play any active role as a conflict resolution
mechanism but rather as a framework for the settlement of the Cyprus problem.

Undoubtedly, the admission of the Republic of Cyprus to the European Union
further complicated, or even excluded, EU’s role as a mediator. In a recently
published Crisis Group report it is implied that

“Now that Cyprus has entered divided, the European Union has
become part and parcel of the conflict and cannot credibly
undertake a mediating role: this will remain the responsibility of
the UN. It can and should activate itself principally to sustain the
economic development and European integration of northern
Cyprus and contribute constructively to a re-definition of the much
abused “European solution” slogan on the island.”*®
Even though the Union itself is not likely, also because of legal, constitutional
limitations, and its long-term policy not to be involved in “domestic” conflicts,
to act as a third party in the settlement of the Cyprus problem, nothing can
prevent the Union from supporting, or even encouraging, individual member
states to act as such and to play a distinctive role and function.

In the meantime, however, the Union may continue using the settlement in
Cyprus as an element of its enlargement conditionality. The Union decided not to
condition its acceptance of the Republic of Cyprus on the settlement on the
Island, and again, decided to use it in the case of Turkey’s accession.

Initially, the Cyprus condition was solely associated with the settlement of the
Cyprus problem and the contribution Turkey was expected to make towards a
settlement. It still remains the core of the EU’s policy on Turkey. Additionally,
however, the Brussels European Council held in December 2004 welcomed
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Turkey’s commitment “to sign the Protocol regarding the adaptation of the
Ankara Agreement, taking account of the accession of the ten new Member
States”. The European Union expected the Protocol to be signed before opening
accession negotiations with Turkey on October 3, 2005. The Protocol was signed
at the end of July. Even though the EU’s expectation seemed to be fairly
technical and uncontroversial, effectively, it became a new condition for opening
accession negotiations with Turkey. Moreover, in the aftermath of the Brussels
European Council, this new condition proved to be very sensitive since it
involved the question of the recognition of the Republic of Cyprus by Turkey.
Whilst dealing with the European position on Cyprus it is, therefore, necessary to
focus on both the settlement of the Cyprus question and the adaptation and
implementation of the Ankara Agreement.

The EU was expecting to use its membership conditionality mechanism to
induce the parties to resolve the Cyprus problem. Cyprus as a condition for
Turkey’s accession to the European Union is often described as a “potentially

insuperable barrier to Turkey’s membership”, “an obstacle on Turkey’s road to
membership in the European Union”, “the last obstacle”, the “Cyprus hurdle”, “a
major hurdle on the path to Turkey’s full membership” “a major obstacle” or
“the single overriding constraint on Turkey’s progress to full membership.”*

It should also be noted here that Cyprus has always been a matter of
contention between Turkey and the EU. Firstly, until very recently Turkey
objected to the linking of its accession with the Cyprus problem. The Turkish
policy change in this respect, hesitant and reluctant, was associated with the
acceptance of Turkey’s candidacy by the Helsinki European Council in 1999. By
accepting the candidate status Turkey committed itself to meeting the accession
criteria, including Cyprus. More explicitly, the linkage between the Cyprus
problem and Turkey’s accession was accepted by the current Turkish
government when it consented to the terms of the Annan Plan for Cyprus.

A closer look into the EU’s documents on Turkey’s accession conditions
reveals that practically all of them refer to the Cyprus problem. Practically all
progress reports on Turkey presented by the European Commission since 1978,
reports presented to and declarations adopted by the European Parliament, as
well as the European Councils’ presidency conclusions refer to Cyprus in the
context of Turkey’s accession to the European Union. What is expected of
Turkey as far as the Cyprus problem is concerned? What is the nature of this
condition?

The first reference to Cyprus is embodied in the European Commissions’
opinion on Turkey (Avis) issued in 1989 and approved in 1990. It indicates that:
“Examination of the political aspects of the accession of Turkey
would be incomplete if it did not consider the negative effects of
the dispute between Turkey and one Member State of the
Community, and also the situation in Cyprus, on which the
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European Council has just expressed its concern once again. At
issue are the unity, independence, sovereignty and territorial
integrity of Cyprus, in accordance with the relevant resolutions of
the United Nations.”*®
The language used implies that the settlement in Cyprus is considered as an
essential condition for Turkey’s progress towards accession.

Nobody can deny that the European Union has the right to formulate and
effectively implement its enlargement policy and to impose membership
conditionality as most other intergovernmental organisations do even though the
EU’s conditionality seems to be more rigid. Nonetheless, accession must be seen
as a mutual relationship providing for the rights and obligations of both sides -
organisations on the one hand and the applicant/candidate states on the other.
Applicant/candidate states should have the right to know what exactly the criteria
for membership are, and to be sure they are not changed after the accession
process is initiated, especially through political, rather than legal processes.

The Copenhagen criteria, which have to be met by all candidate states, are
commonly divided into three groups: political criteria, economic criteria and the
ability of applicant states to assume obligations of membership. The European
Union’s capacity to absorb new members while maintaining the momentum of
European integration is also a requisite. Only political criteria may be somehow
associated with the Cyprus condition. In order to meet the political conditions,
every candidate state must achieve stability of institutions guaranteeing
democracy, the rule of law, human rights and respect for and protection of
minorities. Thus, it seems practically impossible to classify the Cyprus condition
as one of the Copenhagen ‘political’ requirements even though a reference to
human rights could offer some justification. It is, therefore, necessary to turn to
other, non-Copenhagen EU membership conditions.

Alternatively, the Cyprus condition can be seen as a part and parcel of the
‘peaceful settlement of disputes’ requirement introduced by the Agenda 2000
and re-cited in the Presidency Conclusions of the Helsinki European Council in
December 1999. Referring to candidate states it provides that:

“They must share the values and objectives of the European Union
as set out in the Treaties. In this respect the European Council
stresses the principle of peaceful settlement of disputes in
accordance with the United Nations Charter and urges candidate
States to make every effort to resolve any outstanding border
disputes and other related issues. Failing this they should within a
reasonable time bring the dispute to the International Court of
Justice.”*®
The peaceful settlement of international disputes requirement may, therefore, be
seen as supplementary, a corollary of the EU’s desire to provide security and
stability on the European continent as provided in the EU Treaties. However, this
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condition is commonly associated with the Aegean Sea dispute between Turkey
and Greece. Some writers, in this context, refer also to the dispute between
Turkey and Greece over Cyprus. There is, however, no evidence that the Cyprus
problem is the one referred to in the quoted paragraph of the Helsinki document,
or whether it is one between Turkey and Greece or between Turkey and South
Cyprus. Still, as Onis argues, the Cyprus problem is an “outstanding border
dispute” between the South and the North of Cyprus rather than the South and
Turkey."’

It is not the intention of this paper to focus on this line of thought; one may
only recall here that in the Loizidou judgement, the European Court of Human
Rights considered the Turkish Cypriot authorities as “subordinate authorities” to
Turkey. Moreover, as an unrecognised state, the Turkish Republic of Northern
Cyprus has no standing before the International Court of Justice even though it
would be difficult to deny the possibility of an unrecognised state being a party
to a territorial dispute. One can also rule out the possibility of Turkey giving
consent for the jurisdiction of the International Court of Justice to settle the
Cyprus problem in a case involving Turkey and the Republic of Cyprus.

Finally, the Cyprus problem can be seen within the context of the so-called
‘good neighbourly relations’ requirement which, in the Brussels European
Council’s Presidency Conclusions in December 2004, was associated, in
reference to Turkey, with the peaceful settlement of disputes:

“The European Council, while underlining the need for

unequivocal commitment to good neighbourly relations welcomed

the improvement in Turkey's relations with its neighbours and its

readiness to continue to work with the Member States concerned

towards resolution of outstanding border disputes in conformity

with the principle of peaceful settlement of disputes in accordance

with the United Nations Charter.”*®
Karen Smith rightly comments that “In the case of Cyprus, the good-
neighbourliness ‘condition’ has been avoided; in the case of Turkey, the signals
sent have been so inconsistent that the EU leverage stemming from membership
conditionality has been severely reduced, although it might recently have
recovered strength”. ™

To conclude this section it may be noted that the Cyprus condition is not easy
to classify and to suggest that it could perhaps be understood as a condition in its
own right. There is no other issue involving candidate states which would so
persistently be referred to by the EU enlargement documents and included on the
EU agenda. In any case, the Cyprus condition is obviously an autonomous
Turkey specific addition to the Copenhagen criteria.
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2.4. The Council of Europe

Even though the concept of Europeanization seems to be primarily related with
the European Union (Europanunionization) the role of other European regional
organizations must not be overlooked. One of them is the Council of Europe
playing an important role in implementing human rights standards embodied in
the European Convention on Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms through
the European Court of Human Rights.

As far as human rights are concerned, the situation in Northern Cyprus was
recently under the scrutiny of two committees of the Council of Europe. The
Council of Europe's Parliamentary Assembly has debated two reports, one
dealing with the rights and fundamental freedoms of Greek Cypriots and
Maronites living in the northern part of Cyprus( Marty Report), the other one
dealing with the "colonisation by Turkish settlers of the occupied part of Cyprus"
(Laakso Report).

Dick Marty, Rapporteur of the Committee on Legal Affairs and Human
Rights, concluded his report concerning Greek Cypriots and Maronites
submitting that "(...) the testimony | gathered on the spot during my visit leads
me to conclude that members of the Maronite and Greek Cypriot communities
enclaved in the northern part of Cyprus do indeed suffer human rights violations"
(Marty Report, para. 25). Marty has at the same time expressed his opinion that
the Committee should consider extending his mandate, or define a new one, to
cover the question of the rights of Turkish Cypriots living in the north of the
island and in the territory of the Republic of Cyprus (Marty Report, para. 6-8).

The report on colonisation by Turkish settlers, prepared by the Rapporteur of
the Committee on Migration, Refugees and Demography, Jaakko Laakso goes
even further into blaming the Turkish Cypriot administration for implementing
the policy of “naturalisation’, encouraging new arrivals and favouring the process
of hidden colonisation aiming at modifying the demographic structure of the
whole island. The remedy the Rapporteur supports is the return of the Turkish
settlers into Turkey, financially supported by the international community. It is
not the purpose of this paper to deal with these reports in greater detail, however
one needs to note that they were strongly objected to by both the Turkish
members of the Parliamentary Assembly and Turkish Cypriot authorities as
being prejudiced, biased and unsubstantiated.

The Council of Europe’s ministerial committee often examines measures
(constitutional, legal and other) taken to avert human rights violations in Cyprus.
The Council of Europe at large can be seen as both framework and instrument of
solving one of the most sensitive and fundamental aspects of the Cyprus
problem, the property issue. The problem of property rights has been subject to
consideration by the European Court of Human Rights. Its decisions in the
Loizidu case and other cases will, undoubtedly, affect the negotiations and
possible agreement.
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3. Internationalisation v. Europeanization?

Cyprus has always been a matter of contention. Does it include a dispute
between the United Nations and the European Union, between
internationalization and Europeanization of the Cyprus problem? To consider
this question one needs to look into the potential and the limits of both
organizations and frameworks.

Unlike the United Nations, the European Union is not taking a direct conflict
resolution role in Cyprus. Therefore, the European Union is not and can not be
seen as a competitor to the United Nations. The link between the UN and the EU
has, however, become especially pronounced since the Republic of Cyprus
applied to become a member of the European Union.

The UN has been the primary international organization responsible for the
efforts to find a solution to the Cyprus problem. The resolution of the Cyprus
problem on the basis of UN-led negotiations has been a long-standing EU policy.
The European Union strongly supported settlement based on the UN Secretary
General’s proposals, particularly the recent ones. Referring to the UN Secretary
General’s peace plan the Copenhagen European Council expressed the view that
these proposals “offer a unique opportunity to reach a settlement.”?® Moreover,
the EU has given precedence to the United Nations initiatives with regards to the
Cyprus problem.

Nugent argues that neither the Council nor the Commission showed any
interest in a direct or indirect conflict arbitration in a distant, problematic
peripheral region. Instead, the Community limited itself to supporting UN
resolutions on Cyprus.?* Onis and Ilmaz believe that the EU’s reference to the
UN is an attempt to “relieve itself from active responsibility or commitment for
resolving this dispute.”? Christu claims that

“There has been no attempt to develop a clear and separate EU
strategy for the ‘solution’ of the Cyprus problem - the primary
reason (or constraint) for this being the established UN
frameworks and resolutions for resolving the dispute, as well as
structural problems relating to EU foreign policy decision-
making.”
UN’s resolutions on Cyprus have a variable impact on the actions of a wide
range of actors, including the UN member states and other international
organizations. States and international organizations turn to the United Nations.
The position of the European Union is fully consistent with that of the United
Nations. This has been repeatedly reaffirmed by the European Councils (1997
Luxembourg 1999 Helsinki, 2000 Nice), the European Parliament, the European
Court of Justice and other EU organs and institutions.

The Annan Plan provided for some deadlines based on both Cyprus and
Turkey accession dynamics, for example “or until Turkey joined the EU”. The
same applied to transitional periods provided by the Accession Treaty. The Plan
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also attempted to retain a balance between Greece and Turkey in the spheres of
property acquisition, residence and movement of persons. The EU’s accession
deadlines played a role in setting out a framework for the UN brokered
settlement negotiations. The Cyprus accession process allowed more flexibility
and the EU was ready to somehow accommodate the terms of settlement into the
Accession Treaty with the Republic of Cyprus.

There seems to be a consensus that the UN is best equipped to mediate in
Cyprus because of its historical involvement and the fact most of the agreements
reached between the two parties were reached under the UN auspices. In
practice, however, it is the EU framework that is going to shape and reshape a
large part of the internal Cyprus solution. The United Nations is often seen as an
agent of status quo and modernity, the European Union, as an agent of change of
post-modern characteristics.

The impact of the UN resolutions on Cyprus must not be underestimated. They
do affect negotiations and the way international actors perceive the Cyprus
problem. They reflect the prevailing will of the international community and,
through consistent reciting and repetition of the UN established parameters of
settlement create norms/constrains no other international organisation, including
the European Union, can disregard.

The partnership the leaders of both Cypriot communities recently agreed to
negotiate about will comprise a Federal Government with a single international
personality and single citizenship along with a Turkish Cypriot Constituent State
and a Greek Cypriot Constituent State, which will be of equal status.(... ) The
rhetoric used suggests more modern, UN based rhetoric rather than post-modern
EU transformation rhetoric.

The references to the UN resolutions on Cyprus are also to be found in the
documents of the Council of Europe, including the European Court of Human
Rights.

General Observations. The Way Forward

Catalysts make it easier for particles to react. Europeanization of the Cyprus
problem, in the context of Cyprus accession dynamics, failed to achieve this
goal. On the contrary, it led to further polarization of the two communities and
all the parties involved and, consequently, Cyprus acceded to the European
Union divided. Will the European Union be able to advance to the post-catalyst
effect phase? Will the European be able to create a totally new situation, one that
would induce the parties to find a compromise formula for the re-unification of
the Island? As has been noted earlier, there two areas which are particularly
important in this context. Firstly, in the absence of a solid consensus on the
future shape of Cyprus and different actors pursuing different, sometimes
contradictory policies, EU’s transformative capacity should be integrated with
the United Nations conflict resolution capabilities, far beyond a mere
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coordination prevailing at present. Secondly, the prospect of Turkey’s accession
to the European Union makes the EU conditionality and accession dynamics still
valid and important for a settlement in Cyprus.

More specifically, this study would conclude that the Cyprus problem should
be solved within the UN framework. There is no tendency to replace the UN as
the main conflict resolution mechanisms provider. The re-unification plan would
probably come out of the UN process based on the UN Security Council
resolution and out of negotiations carried out under the UN auspices. The UN
plan will have to take into consideration the European realities, the fact that
Cyprus is already a member of the European Union and that Turkey is
negotiating the terms of her accession. An independent “European solution”
remains an element of rhetoric. A successful settlement in Cyprus must attempt
to strike a compromise between the United Nations and the European Union. EU
efforts should remain complimentary to those of the UN. The UN has no
authority over the EU but the authority of persuasion.

Whilst the asymmetry in conflict resolution capabilities and transformative
powers between the United Nations and the European Union will remain, both
organisations may act in concert following similar pattern for the re-unification
of Cyprus. Given that the renewed discussions about re-unification of Cyprus are
under way this proposition acquires an additional, practical importance.

Without a prejudice to a final settlement, UN’s effectiveness will increasingly
depend on coordination with the European Union and other European actors. The
United Nations itself cannot provide for economic reconstruction and
socialisation of the elites as these tasks can only be performed by a civilian
organisation. Closer cooperation between the United Nations and the European
Union becomes an imperative for both organisations. Enhancing UN-EU
relations should be based on a combination of EU’s transformative powers and
the UN’s conflict resolution capabilities.

It may be predicted that the engagement of the European Union in a settlement
in Cyprus is likely to significantly increase in the future, even though the EU
seems to have no clear strategy on Cyprus and the position of individual EU
members remains erratic. It is also quite evident that a settlement of the Cyprus
problem is not among EU’s priorities and that the European Union could have
done much more to facilitate a solution, especially in terms of promoting new
forms of multi-level governance and dialogue led by civil society. Failure to
solve the Cyprus problem will, in one way or another, keep pressure on the EU.

Finally, there has been relatively little research to date assessing the impact of
Europeanization on the UN based efforts for a settlement of the Cyprus problem
and the relationship between internationalisation and Europeanization of the
Cyprus problem at large. More research could take this debate forward far
beyond the catalyst effect discourse.
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The Cyprus Property Issue:
A Matter of Principle or Compromise?

Ayla GUREL"
Kudret OZERSAY™

The Cyprus problem can be brought into focus by looking at a “clash’, which,
since 1975, has come to characterise the UN-sponsored intercommunal talks.
What we mean by a “‘clash’ here is a divergence of purpose between the UN and
the two Cypriot sides. As everybody knows the aim of the UN mission of good
offices in Cyprus is to assist the two Cypriot sides to achieve a joint agreement
through compromise. The two Cypriot sides themselves, however, while
ostensibly cooperating with the UN, have in fact always remained engaged in a
relentless pursuance of their own separate, and seemingly incompatible, political
goals.

This is quite obvious from the way in which the UN until now has never
managed to get the two sides to embark on what one may reasonably call a
genuine process of give-and-take; a process that would entail ‘willingness to
make concessions in order to secure agreement’. In other words, at no stage of
the inter-communal talks since 1975 has a point been reached where either
Cypriot side would propose to withdraw some of its demands in return for
obtaining certain others, or accept to discuss it should such a proposal be made.

The property issue illustrates perhaps better than any other feature of the
Cyprus problem this apparent inability of the two sides to arrive at a
compromise. The discussions of the property issue went through different stages
during the three decades of the process of UN-mediated intercommunal talks that
eventually culminated in the first ever comprehensive UN blueprint for a Cyprus
solution, the so-called Annan Plan. Taking a look at these discussions is a useful
way to see why the two sides, after all these years, are still unable to agree on a
compromise.

The High Level Agreements

During the thirty-year period in question, the two Cypriot sides managed to agree
on a common basis only twice. This happened quite early on in the process. First
in 1977 and later in 1979, the High Level Agreements were concluded as two
sets of basic guidelines for the conduct of the inter-communal talks. The 1977
agreement* comprises four paragraphs, two of which are relevant to the property
issue. Paragraph 2 in effect points in the direction of the idea of ‘bizonality’
envisaging two territorial political entities. Also, it links the discussion on
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territory to the property issue.? Paragraph 3 refers to ‘the three freedoms’ as
‘principles’, taking into account the requirements of a bicommunal federation as
well as certain practical factors.®> The relevance of the 1979 agreement for
property is its confirmation of (a) the 1977 agreement, and (b) the UN
resolutions as the basis for the talks.*

These agreements signify the two sides’ formal acceptance of the principles of
‘bizonality” and ‘human rights’, though they are very general and vague as to
how they are to be applied in the context of a settlement. However, they are still
of great importance. For whatever else they tell us, they crucially point to one
thing: that the solution being sought will be built on compromises. This is a
crucial point that has never been unambiguously acknowledged by the two sides’
political leaders, nor properly communicated by them to their communities.

For example, the issue of the displaced persons’ rights to their homes and
properties naturally comes under the principle of ‘three freedoms’. In the High
Level Agreements the principle of the rights is acknowledged, but not as an
absolute given, as the Greek Cypriot side would like to have it, but rather with
the qualification that, as regards its implementation, ‘restrictions’ or ‘limitations’
were likely to be prescribed under a settlement. Yet, the very reference in this
manner to the principle of rights serves also to demonstrate that the guiding
‘principle of bizonality’ is not exactly what the Turkish Cypriot side has until
recently made of it; namely the maintenance of the de facto bizonal situation,
particularly including the arrangements put in place in the north in relation to
Greek Cypriot properties (i.e., ITEM Law, Article 159, TRNC title deeds). The
principle of ‘bizonality’ itself too is, in its Turkish interpretation, to be qualified
in accordance with other accepted factors and principles.

Proposals by the Two Sides

Until the ‘Ghali Set of Ideas’ put forward by the UN in the early 1990s,
property-related matters were approached in an indirect manner. This was done
mainly under three headings: (a) territory; (b) fundamental human rights; and (c)
security. Each side came forward with proposals that were supposedly based on
the agreed generalities, i.e., the guidelines in the High Level Agreements. Not
surprisingly, however, each side’s reading of these guidelines was in accordance
with its own preferences and preoccupations, with little, if any, concession to
those of the other side. The Turkish Cypriot side used them to legitimate its own
view of what the principle of bizonality entails, and the Greek Cypriot side did
the same to legitimate its own view of what the principle of human rights entails.

The Position in the Turkish Cypriot Proposals

The goal is the protection of bizonality, which is a security requirement. It
implies the creation of a secure and economically viable Turkish Cypriot zone in
the north where the Turkish Cypriots can live as masters of their own destiny

138



The Cyprus Property Issue: A Matter of Principle or Compromise?

away from Greek hegemony. Thus, the Turkish Cypriot demands went as
follows. Given the existing de facto bizonal situation, all that is needed is to
agree on territorial readjustments and procedures for the federated states to settle
mutual property claims by means of ‘global exchange and compensation’. An
option of return to former residences is to be exercised after a moratorium and is
to be subject to two restrictions: (a) by taking into account the circumstances of
the current occupants;® and (b) by limiting the number of persons returning
according to an agreed quota in order to preserve the bicommunal and bizonal
character of the federal state. The Turkish Cypriot position was supported by an
argument which, in effect, held (i) that the principle of bizonality, as agreed by
both sides in the High Level Agreements since at least 1977, is the basis of a
future settlement; and (ii) that the rules of implementation of the three freedoms
were to be in accordance with the 1977 High Level Agreements. There was of
course a reference here to the consideration of the ‘practical difficulties’” the
Turkish Cypriots may experience.

The Position in the Greek Cypriot Proposals

The goal is a reversal of the fait accomplis of the division, which were caused by
Turkey’s allegedly expansionist strategy; achieve proper reunification of Cyprus
thus securing ‘the natural and national survival of Cypriot Hellenism in its
ancestral land’. This is also a security requirement against the perceived danger
of Turkey’s colonisation of northern Cyprus and gradual squeezing of the Greek
Cypriots out of Cyprus altogether. The Greek Cypriot demands were to ensure
that all displaced persons have a right to fully repossess and return to their
properties; that territorial adjustment should take into account the fact that the
greater the number of Greek Cypriot refugees who would return to their homes
under Greek Cypriot administration, the less the extent of any ‘practical
difficulties’ to be overcome as a consequence of Greek Cypriot refugees
returning to their homes in the Turkish Cypriot administered region. The Greek
Cypriot argument was, in effect, supported by the principle of respect for basic
human rights and the principles of the EU acquis. These principles, according to
the Greek Cypriot side, entailed that any Cypriot citizen should be able to settle
anywhere on the island, and that any limitations to this would be acceptable only
in the first few years. Not surprisingly, bizonality is never mentioned in this
context, by the Greek Cypriot side, as relevant.

Proposals by the UN

After the High Level Agreements, there are three main junctures in the talks that
are significant as regards making sense of the evolution of the discussions on
property-related issues. These correspond to points in the inter-communal talks
when the *basic ‘ideas’ put forward by the UN included formulations for the
resolution of such issues. Needless to say, these formulations became more
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detailed and comprehensive as time went on. The basis at every stage was the

High Level Agreements, and the implied framework of ‘bizonal, bicommunal

federation’. Each stage represented a further step in eliciting compromise

solutions in order to bridge the gap between the two sides’ official positions.

This was of course an extremely difficult task, given the great disparity between

the two sides’ interpretation of these agreements, their very different concepts as

to what ‘bizonality’ meant and their — perhaps deliberately — unrealistic
approaches to the question of implementation and protection of fundamental
human rights.

The ‘Opening Statement of the UN Secretary-General’ before the two rounds
of talks in 1989-1990 was the first significant episode of this kind. Here, the
Secretary-General presented what he called ‘the basic principles’ which were
ideas that had emerged from the discussions of the UN with the two sides. In the
property-related elements, the intention was to clarify the meaning of such
fundamental but still highly ambiguous principles as ‘bizonality’ and ‘three
freedoms’, as well as to establish a balance in practice between the two sides’
apparently conflicting interests argued for on the basis of their very different
concepts of these principles. The Secretary-General also spelt out what he took
to be a reasonable approach to the question of the rights of displaced. Let us
summarise these as follows:

(@) Concept of bizonality: Each federated state would be administered by one
community, which would be guaranteed a clear majority of population and
of land ownership in its area.

(b) The principle of three freedoms: Freedom of movement would be
exercised as soon as the federal republic is established. Freedom of
settlement and the right to property would be implemented after the
completion of the arrangements concerning the displaced persons, and
taking into account the ceilings to be agreed upon regarding the number of
persons from one community who may reside in the area administered by
the other.

(c) Rights of displaced persons: The Rights of the Greek Cypriot and the
Turkish Cypriot displaced persons would be recognised and implemented in
the following way:

i. A territorial adjustment would enable a substantial number of the
Greek Cypriot displaced persons to return under Greek Cypriot
administration, taking into account the practical difficulties,
particularly as concerns the Turkish Cypriot displaced persons that
would be affected.

ii. Displaced persons from both communities would be given the
option to decide, within a specific time frame whether they wish to
return to their former residences. Those deciding not to return
would be compensated fairly for their properties.
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iii. Arrangements for those who wish to return would be compatible
with the provisions envisaged for the three freedoms, including the
ceilings.

After these “basic principles’ came the proposals in the 1992 Ghali Set of Ideas.
This included a map delineating the two zones of the federation after a territorial
adjustment which would allow the return of a substantial number of Greek
Cypriot displaced persons to their homes and properties under Greek Cypriot
administration. Moreover, the basic principles concerning the displaced persons’
rights that had emerged until then were considerably fleshed out. For the first
time, the displaced persons’ property claims were recognised. They were to be
dealt with fairly on the basis of a time frame and in accordance with practical
regulations based on (a) the 1977 High Level Agreements, and (b) the need to
ensure social peace and harmony (paragraph 72).

Displaced persons (of 1963 as well as 1974) would be able to seek
compensation for their properties. The ownership of the property would be
transferred to the respective property agency that would eventually exchange
titles of property between the two sides on a global communal basis.

Displaced persons who were permanent residents and who owned their
residences would have the option of return. This would be subject to a time
frame and specific quotas, a limitation that derived from the concept of
bizonality. Another restriction on the right of return concerned the balancing of
the interests of the former resident and the current occupant.®

Unfortunately, the UN could never manage to get the two sides to cooperate
further on these ideas in order to reach an agreement. It was not possible to go
back to discussing such substantial issues again until after 1999. In the interim
period, however, various significant developments occurred with relevance to the
property issue.

As we know, in 1993 the EU accepted the Greek Cypriot side’s application for
EU membership. The Greek Cypriots had made this application on behalf of the
whole island under the title of the government of the RoC. From about 1994
onwards, developments related to Cyprus’ EU accession process started having
an impact on the inter-communal talks. By 1999, it was certain that Cyprus — in
some form — was going to join the EU in 2004. But also in 1999, Turkey was
granted candidacy for EU membership. After that Turkey’s policies vis-a-vis the
Cyprus problem became increasingly interlinked with its own membership bid.
Then most significantly there were the property-related Greek Cypriot
applications against Turkey at the European Court of Human Rights (ECHR). In
the famous Loizidou case, which was an individual application supported by the
Greek Cypriot government, the Court ruled in 1996 (a) that the property in
question still belonged to the Greek Cypriot applicant, and (b) that Turkey had
violated the European Convention on Human Rights with regard to the Greek
Cypriot displaced persons’ rights to their homes and properties. In 2001 the
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Court ruled to confirm similar findings in the inter-state application of Cyprus v.
Turkey.

What is crucial to note here is that all this appeared, on the face of it, to point
to a winning Greek Cypriot strategy. This consisted in guarding the — in fact,
questionable — international status of the Greek Cypriot government as the ‘sole
legitimate government of Cyprus’. It also involved taking advantage of this
status to promote its political goals, and to effect them by means outside the
framework of the UN process.

Not surprisingly, these developments had a very negative impact on the
attitude of the two sides at the negotiations. They certainly did not help to
increase either side’s willingness to compromise in order to arrive at a
settlement. On the contrary, as a consequence, both sides became more self-
righteous in their approaches to the property issue.

Confidence soared among the Greek Cypriot politicians as well as the public
that their side’s position was, as they understood it, clearly demonstrated by the
ECHR to be the correct one. Hence, they assumed that they could now get more
by pushing their own position forward even more forcefully. That is the position
that the rights of displaced persons is not a matter for negotiation but a question
of human rights as required by international law, and that the only way to resolve
this question is by ending Turkey’s ‘occupation’ of the north and by fully
restoring these rights irrespectively of any other commitments made in the
framework of a settlement, such as bizonality.

Needless to say, the Turkish Cypriot side resented all this and reacted with
growing distrust towards international efforts to solve the Cyprus problem that
were stepped up after 1999. Thus, it clung more strongly onto its demand for ‘a
legalisation and recognition of the status quo, i.e., the existence of two states in
Cyprus with no significant territorial adjustment,” global exchange of private
properties (i.e., no restitution) and virtually no return of internally displaced
persons to their former homes’ 2

This was the situation of the parties when the Annan Plan was presented to
them in November 2002. The Plan’s comprehensive proposals for the solution of
the property issue involved what the UN regarded as ‘an appropriate
combination of reinstatement, exchange and compensation’. They represented a
compromise formula incorporating all the principles about which the two sides
have been arguing in a futile manner for decades. Their design reflected a
particular effort to take the current status of international law into consideration.
They were carefully drafted to respect displaced persons’ legal rights to their
homes and properties, as well as to take account of the legitimate humanitarian
concerns of those whose livelihood depends on the decades-old realities created,
often inevitably, outside the law. The proposed solution also regulated the
exercise of individual rights so as to safeguard the bizonality of the federation
and the character of its constituent states.
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As we all know, the Turkish Cypriot side’s stand changed relatively rapidly
after the arrival of the Annan Plan eventually leading to the majority
population’s ‘yes’ vote in the referenda. The prospect of EU membership, the
general Turkish Cypriot desire to join the system of international law, and not
least Turkey’s explicit support for the Plan were the various factors that helped
to convince the public to accept the Plan as a compromise, especially as regards
property. Even more relevant was the growing fear among the Turkish Cypriots
that without an overall solution, the ECHR judgments could bring about a
complete reversal of the property situation back to what it was before 1974. The
Plan’s provisions for both property and residency clearly represented a better
alternative to such an eventuality.

A central factor in the Greek Cypriots’ rejection of the Plan was their objection
to its property provisions. A widely held categorical notion of non-negotiable,
sacrosanct human rights led the majority of the Greek Cypriots to reject the idea
of qualification or restriction of the exercise of these rights. There was strong
public support for pundits — mostly lawyers or politicians — who argued that the
Plan’s property provisions shamelessly violated the norms of international law,
European conventions and the EU acquis communautaire.

Three years after the referenda, where do the two sides stand vis-a-vis the
property issue? Should the inter-communal talks resume, where will the property
issue discussions begin?

It is clear that the Turkish Cypriot side cannot and almost certainly will not
come back with its pre-Annan Plan position. The Turkish Cypriots have made
the north accessible to the Greek Cypriots since April 2003 and said ‘yes’ to the
Annan Plan. What is more, judging by the workings of the TRNC Immovable
Property Commission, they are obviously cooperating with the CoE regarding
the execution of the ECHR rulings concerning Greek Cypriot properties in the
north. Therefore, one can only assume that the thinking on the Turkish Cypriot
side has advanced to a concept of bizonality that does not depend on a virtual
negation of individual rights.

As for the Greek Cypriot side, the picture unfortunately looks rather grimmer.
The Annan Plan is still anathema for most Greek Cypriots. The ECHR
judgements are still seen by many as ‘the most important weapon’ in what is
regarded as defending the Cypriot people’s rights against Turkey. However,
there are signs of a growing anxiety, and consequently a renewed property
debate, on the Greek Cypriot side caused by the recent developments on the
ECHR front relating to the status and the function of the north’s Property
Commission. Let us hope that this momentum helps to start a genuine discussion
about compromise solutions, and isn’t simply dissipated in the current
nationalistic rhetoric so characteristic of Greek Cypriot election campaigns.
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Notes

1 UN Document $/12323.

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

8 ‘Questions of principles like freedom of movement, freedom of settlement, the right of
property and other specific matters, are open for discussion, taking into consideration the
fundamental basis of a bi-communal federal system and certain practical difficulties
which may arise for the Turkish Cypriot Community.’

4 UN Document S/13369. ‘The basis for the talks will be the Makarios-Denktash
guidelines of 12 February 1977 and the U.N. resolutions relevant to the Cyprus question’
(paragraph 2 of the Agreement).

% Secretary-General’s report, 19 November 1992, para. 17: “The settlement of those who
select to return will take place after the persons who will be affected have been
satisfactorily relocated. A review mechanism will be established in each federated state in
a mutually agreed manner to determine, upon recourse by the current owner and/or
occupant, whether there are circumstances which preclude relocation in that particular
case. In that event, or if the current owner and/or occupant is also a displaced person or a
bona fide purchaser or heir, or if the residence has been substantially altered; or has been
converted to public use or allocated to public service institutions, Vakfs (religious trusts)
etc.; or is being occupied by the current owner and/or occupant under a scheme for
rehabilitation of homeless people; or if the current owner or occupant is a war veteran or
an heir or descendant of a war veteran; or if the residence is situated in areas which are
known to have been the scene of massive inter-communal violence or located in areas
designated by the respective federated states for security considerations, the former
permanent owner will not able to return and will be compensated.’

® paragraph 84. According to this, if the current occupant was also a displaced person and
wished to remain, or if the property had been substantially altered or converted to public
use, the former permanent resident would be compensated or be provided an
accommodation of similar value. The categories and principles in this paragraph were
later employed in an expanded form in the property provisions of the Annan Plan.

" Until the presentation of the AP, the TC side was only ready to discuss the allocation of
the buffer zone and at a very late stage also offered a few small additional areas which
were mostly infertile and uninhabited and would not have allowed any significant number
of displaced GCs to return to their former homes while remaining under GC
administration.

8 See Pfirter.
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Partially Recognized States in Contemporary
International Relations: The Turkish Republic
of Northern Cyprus and The Republic of China

Przemyslaw OSIEWICZ"

Introduction

A few of the world's geo-political entities lack general international recognition,
although they wish to be recognized as sovereign states. The degree of de facto
control these entities exert over the territories they claim varies. Unrecognized
countries can be separated into three main groups. The well-known examples of
unrecognized states, which are de facto partially recognized and have control
over their territory, are Republic of China, often referred to as Taiwan, and the
Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus (North Cyprus). The second group of
unrecognized states consists of states such as Nagorno Karabakh and
Somaliland, which are unrecognized states with de facto control over their
territory. The third group is formed by states which are not recognized and do
not have full control over their territory. Among them are Transnistria and South
Ossetia. Thanks to their partial recognition, two countries constituting the first
group have bigger influence on international relations than unrecognized states.

The main aim of this paper is to examine and compare roles of Taiwan and the
Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus, which constitute the first group of
unrecognized states, in contemporary international relations. As regards time
frame, the analysis concerns the period between 2000-2007, namely the
beginning of the 21* century.

As far as methodology is concerned, comparative research method is applied
in order to achieve the main aim. Comparative research is a research
methodology in the social sciences that aims to make comparisons across
different countries or cultures (Deutsch, 1987). Both cases are first examined
separately. The following factors are taken into account: number of international
organizations with which an unrecognized state is connected either formally or
informally, number of countries with which it maintains formal or informal
relations, key problems concerning national security, expenditures on foreign
policy in general and per 1,000 citizens, political influence of neighboring
countries and other interested parties on its foreign policy, financial
independence in terms of foreign policy financing, number of people involved in
diplomacy per 1,000 citizens. On this basis the roles of Taiwan and North
Cyprus in contemporary international relations are compared in detail in order to
specify similarities and differences between both actors.

" Dr., Adam Mickiewicz University, Poznan-Poland
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Historical Background: Towards Own Statehood

Taiwan emerged on international arena in 1949 when the Kuomintang (KMT)
and its leader Chiang Kai-shek lost the Chinese Civil War.! More than two
million people, mainly KMT soldiers and their relatives, escaped to the island
from the continental part of China when communists led by Mao proclaimed the
People’s Republic of China.

“In September 1954, the communists began to bombard the island of Quemoy,
which was located just off the mainland and far from Taiwan, which controlled
it. Despite initial reservations on the part of President Eisenhower, Washington
agreed to enter into a security agreement with Taiwan in December. The
agreement was unclear as to Quemoy and Matsu, but even these islands could at
least partially be said to fall within the scope of US defense commitments.”
Although the document was cancelled later in 1979, security of Taiwan remains
an important element of American foreign policy in Asia.’

From 1945 until 1971 the Republic of China represented China in the United
Nations. In this period representatives of Taiwan participated in all sessions of
the Security Council, in which it had the power of veto. In 1971 the People’s
Republic of China (PRC) replaced Taiwan in all UN organs. As a consequence,
the Republic of China lost its international recognition. Since then the Republic
of China has not been an UN member and nothing indicates that such situation
may change in the nearest future. Moreover, so far the Republic of China has not
proclaimed its independence under the name of Taiwan. Although President
Chen Shui-bien intends to declare Taiwan’s independence in 2008, it is unlikely
to happen due to the PRC’s objection and a constant threat of military
intervention.

The Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus was founded on 15 November 1983,
however, not without opposition from some Turkish Cypriot politicians.” After
three days the unilateral declaration of independence (UDI) had been deplored
by the United Nations Security Council in resolution 541 (1983)° and later in
resolution 550 (1984) of 11 May 1984.° The main reasons justifying such
decision of Turkish Cypriots were presented in ‘The Declaration of
Independence and the Resolution of the Turkish Cypriot Parliament approving
the establishment of the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus’ of 15 November
1983. Among the most important factors were: (1) destruction of the partnership
state by Greek Cypriots, (2) usurpation of the legislature, (3) usurpation of the
executive, (4) usurpation of the judiciary, (5) monopolization of the civil service,
(5) unilateral foreign representation, (6) monopolization of police and armed
forces, (6) economic warfare against Turkish Cypriots, (7) armed onslaught and
extermination plans, (8) inhuman discrimination, (9) rejection of re-colonization
by Greece, (10) Turkish Cypriots efforts for a bi-zonal federal solution, and (11)
destruction of the negotiating process by Greek Cypriot Leadership.” However,
Sézen claims that the main reason for the proclamation was President
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“Kyprianou’s intransigence to accept Denktas as an equal during negotiations.”
Since 1983 the new state has been recognized only by one country, namely the
Republic of Turkey. However, there are a few countries which maintain close
relations with TRNC, although they have not decided to start diplomatic
relations. These are, for example, Pakistan and Azerbaijan.

Table 1: Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus and The Republic of China in
Comparison: Basic Facts

The Republic TRNC
of China
Territory (km?) 36 000 3355
Population 22 700 000 256 644
Capital Taipei Nicosia (Lefkosa)
Establishment 7 December 1949 15 November 1983

Source: Harenberg Aktuell 2006 (Mannheim, Meyers Lexikonverlag: 2005), 707. Facts
About Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus (Leftkosa, TRNC Public Relations
Department: 2007), 4.

Foreign Policy: Legal Basis and Organizational Structure

According to article 141 of the Taiwanese Constitution, “the foreign policy of
the Republic of China shall, in a spirit of independence and initiative, and on the
basis of equality and reciprocity, cultivate good-neighborliness with other
nations, and respect treaties and the Charter of the United Nations, in order to
protect the rights and interests of compatriots residing abroad, promote
international cooperation, advance international justice and ensure world
peace.”® As regards specific state organs, “the President shall be the Chief of
State and shall represent the Republic of China in foreign relations™ (article 35).
“The President shall, in accordance with the provisions of this Constitution,
exercise the powers of concluding treaties, declaring war, and making peace”
(article 38). Other executive organ, namely the Central Government, deals with
foreign policy and foreign trade policy (article 107).

The structure of the Taiwanese Ministry of Foreign Affairs resembles
structures of ministries in many recognized countries. The Ministry is headed by
a minister."’ There are also two Vice Ministers and Deputy Minister. The
Ministry is divided into 17 departments and 10 other units.'" The departments
were formed according to either regional or functional criterium.

According to the Constitution of the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus,
“the ratification of agreements to be entered into on behalf of the Turkish
Republic of Northern Cyprus with foreign States or international organizations
shall be subject to the approval of the Assembly of the Republic by enactment of
a law” (article 90)."> As regards the President of the Republic, he “shall be the
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Head of the State. In this capacity he shall represent the unity and integrity of the
State and the community” (article 102).

The Turkish Cypriot Ministry of Foreign Affairs is headed by a minister.
Besides, a number of people work in the Ministry. Among them are:
Undersecretary; Director General; Director of Ministry; Director of Consular and
Minority Affairs; Director of Policy Planning and Research; Director of
Economics, Cultural and Social Affairs; Director of Political Affairs; Director of
Protocol; Director of Public Information Department, and; Director of Public
Relations Department."

Foreign Policy: A Comparison of the Main Objectives and Obstacles
It should be noted that both the Republic of China and the Turkish Republic of
Northern Cyprus are island countries, which determines their foreign policy.
Most of goods, including natural resources, are imported. Security of their
supplies is essential in order to guarantee development and good living
conditions.

One of the most important issues connected with foreign policy of the
Republic of China is its official international status. So far Taiwan has not
unilaterally proclaimed its independence as Turkish Cypriots did in 1983 and
thus has not upgraded its status on international arena. For the long time the main
aim of the Republic of China remained to represent Chinese nation in the world
in the frame of one common state, namely the Republic of China founded in
1912. Therefore, Taiwan was not officially presented as another Chinese state
(the Republic of China on Taiwan). Such policy ended with the death of Chiang
Kai-shek in 1975. Then appeared a division line between the Chinese and the
Taiwanese living on the island. Nowadays the former Chinese leader is openly
criticized for his authoritarian rules as well as unsatisfactory foreign policy."

The situation has changed since President Chen Shui-bien came into power at
the beginning of the 21* century. Chen Shiu-bien claims that the Republic of
China means Taiwan and should be recognized as a separate Chinese state. He
does not support One-China policy, because he defines it as “equivalent to the
end of the Republic of China.”"> Some scholars even claim that the Taiwanese
President promotes his own policy, namely “one country on each side.”'
Together with Vice-President Annette Lu he promotes ‘the policy of four yes’:
independence, new name, new constitution and development.'” The basis for
such decisions is, according to Chen Shui-bien, “a rising Taiwan identity.”'® The
President claims he was reelected in 2004 thanks to people who believe in the
Taiwanese independence.

The People’s Republic of China strongly opposes such declarations. “Chinese
People’s Congress promulgated the Anti-secession Law on 14 March 2005. It
contains non-peaceful measures to deal with the Taiwan issues. It obviously
sends direct threatening message to Taiwan, even though the law also proposes
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flexible room for the cross-strait relations.”"” Wang Fei-Ling analyzed various
documents and other scientific material in order to define motives in the PRC’s
foreign policy. He came to a conclusion that among the most important motives
are the CCP’s (the Chinese Communist Party) political preservation, China’s
economic prosperity and more Chinese power and prestige.”” Undoubtedly, any
political change with regard to Taiwan’s independence or any such change in
Taiwan would constitute a serious threat to two of them, namely the CCP’s
political preservation and more Chinese prestige. There are, however, concepts
which promote more flexible PRC’s policy towards Taiwan. Linda Jakobson
claims that “it is in Beijing’s interests to take the initiative, move beyond the
status quo and propose a ‘Greater Chinese Union’, an extremely loose form of
political integration reminiscent of a federacy, in which Taiwan will be
demilitarized but would enjoy substantially more international space — a
prerequisite for Taiwanese acceptance of any form of political integration.”'

Nevertheless, correct relations with the PRC remain a political challenge for
the Taiwanese. De facto Taiwan is independent from Beijing, but de iure, at least
according to the PRC partners, the island remains a part of the PRC territory.
However, president Chen Shui-bian connected potential unilateral proclamation
of independence of Taiwan with the PRC foreign policy. He declared that the
Republic of China would change its status if the PRC authorities decided to
invade the island.*

Such risk exists as Chen Shiu-bien announced that Taiwanese proclamation of
independence may take place during the Olympic Games in Beijing in 2008.
Then the PRC would not be able to react and invade the island, because the
whole international community could criticize such move and boycott the
Olympic Games. Nevertheless, the PRC government reaffirmed its readiness to
seize the island at any price if Taiwan’s political status was changed.” In May
2006 National Security Council of Taiwan, in its report on Taiwan’s security,
concluded: “The precious fruits Taiwan’s people toiled for and the nation’s
newly built, democratic and free society are threatened daily by China, which is
still unfree and undemocratic. China’s threats against Taiwan are pervasive.”*
Such conclusion appears in official documents every year. Undoubtedly, the
army of PRC is well prepared to invade an undefined rebellious island as such
operations are often exercised. Therefore, Taiwanese army tests its combat
readiness during annual field training exercise. On 14 May 2007 the army began
testing a new defensive scenario in the frame of ‘Han Kuang’ military operation
— one of the biggest field training exercise in the history of Taiwan.*

Foreign policy of the People’s Republic of China as well as of the Republic of
China resembles foreign policy of the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG)
during the Cold War.”® Between 1957 and 1971, on the basis of the so-called
Halstein Doctrine, the FRG did not maintain diplomatic relations with any state
which recognized East Germany. An example of Nauru proves such claim. In
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2002 the Republic of China broke off its relations with Nauru after its
government had received financial support and had established full diplomatic
relations with the PRC (Kubiak 2007, 261). Similarly the PRC does not maintain
any diplomatic relations with countries which have recognized the Republic of
China.

“The United States plays a special role in Taiwan’s foreign policy, both in its
capacity as Taiwan’s largest trading partner and as a guardian of peace and
stability in the Asia-Pacific region.””’ Undoubtedly, every change in relations
between the United States and PRC has direct influence on the quality of
American—Taiwanese cooperation and vice versa. Therefore, the United States
plays a very important role in the Beijing — Washington — Taipei triangle.
According to Dittmer, “for the time being, Washington remains securely
ensconced at pivot, leaning one way or the other depending on its strategic,
economic, and domestic constituency needs. The objective interest of the pivot
(whatever its declaratory policy) is in balancing the status quo.”*® However, at
the moment bilateral relations with the PRC are far more important for the
United States than relations with the Republic of China. It is unlikely that in case
of any conflict in the Straits the American authorities will sacrifice their links
with Beijing in order to support the Taiwanese.

As regards the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus, a peaceful settlement of
the Cyprus question remains the most important issue not only of its external, but
also of its internal policy. Economic as well as political development of the
TRNC depends on the rapproachment process. The Turkish Cypriot position has
not changed since the failure of the Annan Plan in April 2004 when most of
Turkish Cypriots accepted the UN plan, but it was turned down by Greek
Cypriots. Turkish Cypriot authorities have expected the European Union to
support them and lift the isolation, namely all political and economic restrictions.
Soon after the referenda Rauf Denktas wrote in his book: “It is an indisputable
fact that after the referendum the parameters have changed. Therefore, if the
international community truly desires to see a comprehensive settlement in
Cyprus, it has to re-diagnose the root cause of the Cyprus issue and to adopt a
fresh approach that takes into account the realities in the island.”” Later, in
November 2005, President of the TRNC Mehmet Ali Talat stated: “Bearing in
mind that the overall aim of Turkish Cypriots will always be the achievement of
a comprehensive solution to the Cyprus issue on the basis of a bi-communal, bi-
zonal model of a federal state, such a positive move by the EU would urge Greek
Cypriots to realize the fact that Cyprus was established as a partnership state and
eventually instigate them to withdraw their demand for exclusive sovereignty
over the whole island.”*® In July 2006 Mehmet Ali Talat confirmed his support
for the establisment of a bi-communal and bi-zonal federation in Cyprus.*'

Security policy of North Cyprus is based on its close political relations and
military cooperation with the Republic of Turkey. Presence of the Turkish army
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in the TRNC proves this claim. Turkey claims that the Treaty of Guarantee of
1960 is valid and on its basis Turkey is still one of the three guarantor states. The
treaty formed a legal basis of the Turkish military operation on the island in
1974. According to article IV, “in the event of a breach of the provisions of the
present Treaty, Greece, Turkey and the United Kingdom undertake to consult
together with respect to the representations or measures necessary to ensure
observance of those provisions. In so far as common or concerted action may not
prove possible, each of the three guaranteeing Powers reserves the right to take
action with the sole aim of re-establishing the state of affairs created by the
present Treaty.” Yet, this article is also exploited by Greek Cypriots who claim
that the Turkish intervention destroyed the state of affairs of 1960.

As an unrecognized state, the TRNC can neither become a member of any
international organization dealing with international security nor even cooperate
with such organizations. Therefore, Turkish support is essential for its existence.
Turkey promotes the position of Turkish Cypriots using its own diplomatic
missions worldwide and emphasizes very close relations between TRNC and
Turkey. Besides, Turkey still wants to be seen as a guarantor state what is
stressed by representatives of the government. For example, on 20 July 2006,
during his visit to the TRNC, Recep Tayyip Erdogan declared: “Bi-zonality and
bi-communality and a federative approach are the principles that we will not
compromise upon. So is political equality, equal status, the establisment of a new
state and Turkey’s rights as a guarantor state.”

Turkey is very interested in events on Cyprus due to its influence on accession
negotiations with the EU. On 20 July 2006 the Turkish Prime Minister criticized
the EU for using the Cyprus issue in order to undermine the whole negotiation
process: “We believe it is not right to have any linkage between the Cyprus
problem and Turkey’s EU membership. (...) The Cyprus problem should not be
used against Turkey’s EU process.”* At the same time some scholars claim that
there are states which are not interested in a settlement of the Cyprus question,
beacuse it serves as the best argument against EU membership for Turkey.*
What is more, some authors analyze a strong link between the situation in
Cyprus and its influence on internal policy, for example, official positions of
Turkish political parties.*® Undoubtedly, the Cyprus question remains one of the
key political issues not only for Turkish Cypriots, but also for Turks.

It should be emphasized that relations between North Cyprus and the European
Union are more and more intense. De iure the whole island constitutes a part of
EU territory, however, on the basis of the Treaty of Accession of 16 April 2003
implementation of acquis communautaire is suspended in the areas which are not
under effective control of authorities of the Republic of Cyprus. Nevertheless,
Turkish Cypriots are EU citizens.
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Foreign Policy in Practice: A Comparison of Current Activities

In 1967 the Republic of China maintained diplomatic relations with 68 countries,
while the People’s Republic of China maintained such relations only with 45.>
This proportion changed after the PRC replaced the ROC in the United Nations.
Among the main partner states which ceased recognition of the ROC after 1971
were Argentina (1972), Australia (1972), Chad (2006), Costa Rica (2007), Italy
(1971), Japan (1972), Macedonia (2001), Malawi (2008), New Zealand (1972),
Nigeria (1971), Saudi Arabia (1990), Senegal (2005), South Africa (1997), South
Korea (1992) and the United States of America (1979).*® Interestingly, according
to some authors the cease of de iure recognition did not result in lack of de facto
recognition. In 1977 Victor Li argued that a legal framework could be
constructed for continuing to deal with Taiwan as a de facto government without
de iure recognition.”

Nowadays the Republic of China maintains diplomatic relations with 25
countries situated in Pacific, Africa and Latin America.*’ Taiwan receives
international recognition and in return offers financial support for its partners. At
the moment the Republic of China maintains formal diplomatic relations with the
following countries:*’

1. Solomon Islands; 13.Commonwealth of Dominica;

2. Tuvalu; 14.Dominican Republic;

3. Republic of the Marshall Islands;  15.Republic of El Salvador;

4. Republic of Palau; 16.Grenada;

5. Republic of Kiribati; 17.Republic of Guatemala;

6. Burkina Faso; 18.Republic of Haiti;

7. Republic of the Gambia; 19.Republic of Honduras;

8. Democratic Republic of Sdo 20.Republic of Nicaragua;
Tomé and Principe; 21.Republic of Panama;

9. Republic of Senegal; 22.Republic of Paraguay;

10. Kingdom of Swaziland; 23.Saint Kitts and Nevis;

11. Holy See; 24. Saint Lucia*’;

12. Belize; 25.Saint Vincent and the Grenadines.

In addition to that, the Republic of China maintains numerous embassies and
missions abroad. Embassies have been opened in all above states which maintain
diplomatic relations with Taiwan, while missions function in countries which do
not recognize the Republic of China. Such missions are called Taipei Economic
and Cultural Offices or Taipei Representative Office in order to avoid possible
problems with their registration. There are 14 such offices in the United States
and three in Canada, 10 in Central and South America,” four in Africa,* 27 in
Europe,” eight in West Asia*® and 27 in East Asia and Pacific.’ In total the
Republic of China has 27 embassies and 93 economic and cultural offices
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worldwide. Taking into account its total population, namely 23 million people, it
means that Taiwan possesses 0,10 embassies and 0,40 offices per 100,000
citizens.*®

Figure 1: The Republic of China and Its Diplomatic Relations in 2006

Source: www.wikipedia.org (23.08.2007).

On the contrary, the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus maintains diplomatic
relations only with one country, namely Turkey. Turkish diplomatic missions
represent Turkish Cypriots worldwide; however, TRNC maintains also its own
diplomatic service. So far North Cyprus has opened the embassy in Ankara, two
consulates general in Istanbul and Mersin and an office of representative in
Izmir. Besides, Turkish Cypriots have offices of representatives in other selected
countries. The offices of TRNC function in the United States (New York and
Washington), Belgium, the United Kingdom, Azerbaijan, the United Arab
Emirates and Pakistan. In addition to that, numerous honorary representatives
offer information about North Cyprus and consular assistance to Turkish
Cypriots in Turkey (two offices in Antalya and Bursa), Canada, the United States
(Los Angeles), South Africa, the People’s Republic of China, France, Germany
(Berlin, Cologne, Hilpoststein and Munich), Australia (Sydney and Melbourne),
Saudi Arabia, Italy, Austria, Ghana, Malaysia, Hungary, Jordan and
Kyrgyzystan.” In total TRNC has one embassy, two consulates general and 29
offices, namely offices of representatives and offices of honorary representatives.
According to data collected by Public Information Office of the Turkish
Republic of Northern Cyprus, there are 256,000 residents in North Cyprus.™ It
results in 0,39 embassies and 11,32 offices per 100,000 residents.
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Table 2: The Republic of China and the TRNC — Diplomatic Activity

The Republic of China TRNC
Embassies 25 1
Offices 93 29

Table 3: Embassies and Offices per 100,000 Residents in Comparison

The Republic of China TRNC
Embassies 0,10 0,39
Offices 0,40 11,32

A comparison shows that statistically North Cyprus maintains more embassies
and offices per 100,000 residents than the Republic of China. It results in bigger
financial effort on the part of Turkish Cypriots. However, Taiwan has 25
embassies while TRNC has only one. Moreover, it maintains 93 offices abroad
comparing with 29 of North Cyprus.

Membership in international organizations is another important factor which
has to be analysed in case of unrecognized states. According to Dilek Latif and
Kudret Ozersay, “in international law, it is generally accepted that being a
member of an international organization does not require recognition. In such
cases recognition is not considered as a precondition.”' Taiwan’s membership in
Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) as well as World Trade
Organization (WTO) is the best example proving the above claim. However, it
has to be underlined that the Republic of China is represented in those
organizations mainly as Chinese Taipei due to One-China Policy. Therefore, the
names Taiwan or the Republic of China are not used in official documents
except for two organizations. The People’s Republic of China opposes any such
actions clearly stating that there is only one China and Taiwanese territory
constitutes its integral part.

In October 2007 the Republic of China as Chinese Taipei was a member of
Asia—Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC), Asian Development Bank (ADB),
International Chamber of Commerce (ICC), International Olympic Committee
(IOC) and World Organization for Animal Health. Besides, either as Taiwan or
the Republic of China it is represented in Banco Centralamericano de Integracion
Economico (BCIE), World Confederation of Labour (WCL) and Unrepresented
Nations and Peoples Organization (UNPO). The only exception is World Trade
Organization.

The Republic of China has been an active member of the World Trade
Organization since 2002. The working party examined in detail its economic
situation and reached the conclusion that Chinese Taipei could be invited to join
the WTO.”®> The ROC presented in most of official documents as Separate
Customs Territory of Taiwan, Penghu, Kinmen and Matsu, although the name
Chinese Taipei is also used. The above names are names of all islands under the
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effective control of Taipei. According to the Protocol annexed to WTO
Ministerial Conference Decision on the Accession of the Separate Customs
Territory of Taiwan, Penghu, Kinmen and Matsu of 11 November 2001, “The
WTO Agreement to which Chinese Taipei accedes shall be the WTO Agreement,
including the Explanatory Notes to that Agreement, as rectified, amended or
otherwise modified by such legal instruments as may have entered into force
before the date of entry into force of this Protocol. This Protocol, which shall
include the commitments referred to in paragraph 224 of the Working Party
Report, shall be an integral part of the WTO Agreement” (article 2).” It should be
noted that Chinese Taipei joined the WTO in the same year as the People’s
Republic Of China.

Most importantly, the Taiwanese authorities intend to apply for membership in
the United Nations in 2008. The Presidents encourage citizens to participate in a
nationwide referendum and support the idea in 2008, although it has already
been heavily criticized not only in the PRC, but also in the United States. In such
a situation the Taiwanese could take advantage of the Olympic Games in Beijing
as the PRC might not react immediately. Some members of the ruling party,
among them Lai I-chung, are even convinced that it is the last chance as the PRC
will attempt to take control over Taiwan after the Games.

According to President Chen Shiu-bien, the island should be accepted as a new
UN member state under the name of Taiwan. In September 2007 the ruling party
as well as Kuomintang organized two separate rallies in order to promote the
referendum. In Kaohsiung, a city located in the southern part of the island,
250 thousand people demonstrated wearing green T-shirts with inscription ‘The
UN for Taiwan’. At the same time 100 thousand people participated in the
Kuomintang’s rally in Taichung. Surveys prove that almost 70 per cent of
population is in favour of the membership.**

The reaction of the PRC was immediate. Its authorities declared that they
would take all necessary steps if the Taiwanese tried to submit such application
to the UN. Surprisingly, the United States supported the Chinese point of view.
Deputy Secretary of State John Negroponte stated: “We are convinced that the
idea of referendum is a mistake” (Lipinski, 2007). Undoubtedly, even if the
referendum was organized and the application submitted, it would not be
accepted. The Taiwanese authorities realize it; however, their real aim may be to
put pressure on international community. The UN membership would open their
way to all UN organizations, for example, the World Health Organization.
Therefore, Taipei emphasizes its practical dimension such as global campaigns
against SARS. Nevertheless, everything will depend on the Taiwanese and the
outcome of March 2008 referendum.

As far as the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus is concerned, it maintains
close relations with the Office of the United Nations Secretary-General’s Special
Representative in Cyprus. It should be noted that TRNC has never applied for
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UN membership. Nowaydays such step is impossible both in practice and theory.
Due to relevant resolutions adopted by UN Security Council a potential
application of the TRNC could not be accepted.

The TRNC is active formally only in one international organization, namely
the Organization of the Islamic Conference (OIC). It has been invited to the OIC
meetings since 1975. In 1978 North Cyprus became an observer within the
organization.” “From 1983 equality of the Turkish Cypriot community in
negotiations and in a mutually acceptable solution has been mentioned in every
meeting. Especially after 1995 resolutions and declarations of the OIC about
Cyprus issue has been mentioned in every meeting” (Latif, and Ozersay, 2000).
As a consequence, after Turkish Cypriots had accepted the Annan Plan, their
status was upgraded during the 31st Foreign Ministers Meeting of OIC in
Istanbul in June 2004. Although Turkish Cypriot delegates do not represent their
country under its official name, i.e. the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus,
they participate in all meetings as representatives of ‘Turkish Cypriot State.”*
Previously they represented ‘Muslim Cyprus Turkish Community’.

More importantly, the OIC supports North Cyprus on international arena as far
as its political and economic isolation is concerned. In resolution No. 2/31-P,
adopted in June 2004, the organization urged the member states to “strenghten
effective solidarity with the Turkish Muslim people of Cyprus, closely
associating with them, and with a view to helping them materially and politically
to overcome the inhuman isolation which has been imposed upon them, to
increase and expand their relations in all fields and in particular direct transport,
trade, tourism, culture, information, investment and sports contacts” (article 4).%
A year later, in resolution No. 5/32-P of June 2005, the OIC encouraged “the
Member States to exchange high level visits with the Turkish Cypriot side”
(article 5).%

Both countries face problems with direct flights, but their scale is different.
Direct flights constitute an important politicial as well as economic factor. The
more connections, the more opportunities for business and tourism development.
As far as the Republic of China is concerned, there are a lot of direct connections
with major cities in the world, although many national carriers operate services
to Taipei using a different name and livery. For example, “the Dutch airline
KLM’s subsidiary KLM Asia did not display the Dutch crown on its tailfin,
while Germany’s Lufthansa operated flights to Taipei using its subsidiary
Condor”. As regards China Airlines (CAL), namely the ROC’s national airline,
for many years its subsidiary Mandarin Airlines “served many international
destinations that CAL did not, owing to political sensitivities. However, in 1995
CAL dropped the ROC national colours from its livery and now flies to
international destinations under its own name.”

Comparing to the Republic of China, the TRNC has almost none direct flight
connections except for major cities in Turkey. Most of them are operated by the
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Turkish Cypriot national airlines, namely KTHY (Kibris Tiirk Hava Yollari).
Therefore, direct international flights remain a key issue of TRNC’s foreign
policy and its political leaders do their best in order to change this unsatisfactory
situation.

Conclusion

Both countries represent the first group of unrecognized states, namely states
which are partially recognized. However, their international positions are far
removed.

The first most important difference between those two unrecognized states is
that the Republic of China has not proclaimed its independence as Taiwan yet. It
creates a good situation as far as its membership in international relations is
concerned. Contrary to the Taiwanese, Turkish Cypriots proclaimed their
independent state in 1983.

The Republic of China enjoys a freer hand in international relations comparing
to TRNC due to its history and previous recognition. In most of cases Taiwan
acts directly. Furthermore, the Republic of China possesses sufficient resources
in order to finance its diplomatic as well as economic activity worldwide. The
Taiwanese can even afford buying recognition in return for economic assistance.
As regards Turkish Cypriots, their external activity depends on Turkey and
would not be possible without Turkish support. Therefore, Turkish missions
abroad deal with the Cyprus question and promote the Turkish Cypriot as well as
Turkish point of view.

There are many direct investments in the Republic of China. Therefore, its
membership in international organizations is well-seen. However, it has to be
underlined that Taiwan is present in such organizations, but under various
names.

Contrary to Greek Cypriots, the People’s Republic of China does not block
Taiwanese initiatives if they are not related to informal recognition and are not in
collision with One-China policy.

The Republic of China can afford ‘buying’ recognition; however, the People’s
Republic of China is replacing Taiwan in many countries in Africa or Latin
America. Costa Rica and Malawi are the latest examples of such diplomatic
process. TRNC does not have sufficient resources in order to finance diplomatic
activity at such level as the Republic of China.

Both states seek security guarantors. In case of TRNC it is Turkey, and for the
Republic of China it is the United States. Yet, quality of those security links is
not the same. Undoubtedly, if TRNC was in danger, Turkey would not hesitate
to support Turkish Cypriots and provide them with political, economic or
military support. Contrary to TRNC, the Republic of China cannot rely on its
main ally. The United States will not support Taiwan in case of any military
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confrontation between the Republic of China and the People’s Republic of
China.
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Giivenlik ve Savunma Politikalan
Cercevesinde Turkiye ve Kibris Sorunu

Alptekin MOLLA"

1. Giris

Avrupa Birligi’ne (AB) tam iiyelik amaciyla 2005 yilinda miizakerelere baslayan
Tiirkiye’yi, zorlu bir siirecin bekledigi herkes tarafindan kabul edilmektedir. Cok
yonlii boyutlar1 bulunan bu miizakere siirecinde, Tiirkiye’nin bir an 6nce ¢dziime
kavusturmas: gereken Onemli siyasi ve ekonomik sorunlari bulunmaktadir.
Bunlarin igerisinde Kibris, Tiirkiye’nin AB’ye tam tiyelik hedefini nihai olarak
belirleyecek siyasi bir sorun olarak Tiirkiye’nin karsisinda bulunmaktadir.
Tiirkiye, Kibris’ta taraflar arasindaki anlagmazliklarin ¢éziimiinii siyasi bir amag
olarak belirlerken, sorunun i¢inde 6nemli bir yer kaplayan giivenlik endisesi bu
siyasi amacin gerceklesme olasiligini ve AB ile yiiriittiigli miizakerelerin hizini
ve yoniinii belirleyen en 6nemli unsurlardan biri olarak ortaya ¢ikmaktadir.

II. Diinya Savasi’nin ardindan, Sovyetler Birligi’nin Tiirkiye ve Yunanistan
iizerinde siyasi ve askeri baski uygulamasi, bu iki iilkenin 1952 yilinda Kuzey
Atlantik Anlagmasi Orgiitii'ne (NATO) iiye olmalartyla sonuglanmistir. Amerika
Birlesik Devletleri’nin (ABD) askeri ve siyasi destegini alan Tirkiye ve
Yunanistan, Sovyetler Birligi’ne karsi konumlarint giliglendirirken, ABD de
Sovyetleri ¢evreleme (containment) politikasi dogrultusunda Snemli bir adim
atmis oluyordu.

1950’lerin basinda Tiirkiye ve Yunanistan arasinda goriilen giivenlik ve
savunma alanindaki ortak politika ve tutumlar bu on yilin sonlarina dogru adada
yasayan Rumlarin Ingiltere’den bagimsizlik talebi ve ardindan Kibris
Cumhuriyeti’nin kurulmasiyla yavas yavas bozulmaya baslamustir. Ilerleyen
yillarda Kibris sorununun daha da derinlesmesi NATO iiyesi iki iilkenin NATO
ittifakinin kurulus amacindan ve temel savunma politikalarindan farkli olarak,
birbirlerini kendi ulusal giivenliklerini tehdit eden unsurlar olarak algilamaya
baslamasina neden olmustur. Oyle ki, iki iilke Kibris sorunu yiiziinden yasanan
krizlerle sik sik karsi karsiya gelmislerdir. Ozellikle Yunanistan’in Tiirkiye’yi
iilkesine yonelik en dnemli tehdit olarak belirlemesi Bat1 ittifaki igerisinde tam
bir tezat olustururken, Tiirkiye de bu durumdan dogrudan etkilenmis ve savunma
planlamalarinda ve uygulamalarinda bunu g6z oniinde bulundurma zorunlulugu
hissetmistir.

Kibris, Tiirkiye ve Yunanistan arasindaki sorunlardan sadece bir tanesi
olmasma karsilik, Tirkiye’nin giivenligini dogrudan etkilemesi s6z konusu
oldugundan 6nem siralamasinda onlerde yer almaktadir. Bu 6nem en fazla olarak
adanm sahip oldugu stratejik cografi konumdan kaynaklanmaktadir. Bu durum
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sadece Tiirkiye agisindan degil, Dogu Akdeniz ve Orta Dogu bolgesinde ¢ikarlari
bulunan biiytik giicler agisindan da s6z konusudur. Kibris adasimin Tiirkiye’ye
yakinlig1, dahast Anadolu yarimadasinin biiyiik bir kismina hakim bir konumda
bulunmasi Tiirkiye’nin savunmasi agisindan bir 6ncelik olusturmaktadir.

Kibris adasinin askeri stratejik Oneminin yani sira, gerek Yunanistan’mn
gerekse Giiney Kibris Rum Yonetimi’nin (GKRY) AB’ye tam iiye olmalari, AB
cercevesinde gelistirilen giivenlik yapilanmalarindan Tiirkiye’nin dislanmasi gibi
bir sorunu da beraberinde getirmistir. Ozellikle, adada iki toplum arasinda nihai
bir ¢oziime ulagilmadan GKRY’nin Kibris adasmin biitiiniinii temsil edecek
sekilde AB’ye dahil edilmesi, sorunu daha da karmasiklastirmis, giivenlik ve
savunma konularinda Tiirkiye’nin, NATO igerisinde fakat ondan bagimsiz bir
yapida olusturulmaya calisilan Avrupa Giivenlik ve Savunma Politikasi’na
(AGSP) kars1 bir takim itirazlarinin olugsmasina neden olmustur.

Kibris sorunu Tirkiye icin ilk baglarda adada yasayan Tiirk toplumunun
varligini ve haklarini koruma agisindan 6dnem tagirken, sorunun gostermis oldugu
gelisme ¢izgisi ve adanin sahip oldugu stratejik 6nem, Tiirkiye agisindan sorunun
giivenlik boyutunu da 6n plana ¢ikarmaya baglamistir. Adada Tiirk ve Rum
toplumlar1 arasinda olusan giivensizlik ortami, yansimasini Tiirk-Yunan
iligkilerinde de gostermis, NATO iiyesi iki miittefik {ilkenin birbirlerini karsilikli
olarak kendi giivenliklerine ydnelik en oOnemli tehditler olarak goérmeleri
sonucunu dogurmustur.

Tiirkiye’nin henliz Avrupa Birligi’ne tam iiye olmamasi, gerek Kibris’ta
gerekse Tiirkiye ve Yunanistan arasindaki sorunlarda kalici bir ¢oziime
ulastlmamast bu konunun onemini giiniimiizde de ortaya koymaktadir. Hem
Yunanistan’in hem de GKRY’nin Tiirkiye ile olan sorunlarmi AB igerisinde
cozme yoOniindeki politikalar1 Tirkiye’yi hakli olarak endiselendirirken,
Tirkiye’nin Bati kurumlarindan dislanmasi ya da bunlarin igerisinde yalniz
birakilmast olasiligini da beraberinde getirmektedir. Konunun tarihsel siireg
igerisinde gelisimi gbéz Oniine almarak incelenmesi, gelinen su asamada,
Tirkiye’nin Kibris sorunu gergevesinde giivenlik ve savunma Onceliklerinin
gelecekte nasil bir sekil alacagi ve izlenecek politikalarda nelerin 6n plana
¢ikacagini gostermek agisindan da fayda saglayacaktir. Bu amag¢ dogrultusunda
hazirlanan bu c¢aligmada, Kibris sorununun Tiirkiye’nin giivenlik ve savunma
politikalarina olan etkisi, bazi tarihsel doniim noktalar1 dikkate alinarak iig
donem halinde analiz edilmistir. Bu sekilde tarihsel siire¢ i¢erisinde Tiirkiye’ nin
Kibris konusunda degisim gosteren oOncelik ve politikalar1 ortaya konulmus,
gelecege doniik olarak konu iizerinde bir takim tahmin ve Onerilere yer
verilmeye ¢aligilmustir.

2.1950 — 1974 Donemi

II. Diinya Savagi’nin hemen ardindan kendini Sovyet siyasi ve askeri baskisi
altinda hisseden Tiirkiye, kendi imkanlar1 ile buna kars1 koyamayacagim fark
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ederek ABD ve Bati1 Avrupa iilkelerini dengeleyici unsur olarak ulusal giivenlik
ve savunmasinin tamamlayici unsurlar arasia katmistir. Tiirkiye’ nin bu yondeki
tutumu 1952 yilinda NATO iiyeligi ile resmi nitelik kazanmig ve II. Diinya
Savasi’nin ardindan siyasi ve askeri anlamda Dogu-Bati diye ikiye bdliinen
Avrupa’da Bat1 blogu igerisinde yer almistir. Tiirkiye, bu donemde kendisi igin
en blyiik tehdit olarak gordiigii Sovyetler Birligi’ne karsi kati bir blok politikasi
izlemis, giivenlik ve savunma politikasini blok lideri Amerika Birlesik
Devletleri’nin belirledigi ¢er¢eve dahilinde olugturmaya calismustir.

Tiirkiye, Sovyetler Birligi'ne kars1 kiiresel diizeyde ABD ile birlikte
olusturdugu politikalarin yaninda bolgesel diizeyde de, Bati blogu ¢ikarlar
dogrultusunda Balkanlar’da ve Orta Dogu’da yeni giivenlik ve savunma
yapilanmalar1 igerisinde yer almistir. Bu dogrultuda Balkan Ittifaki ve Bagdat
Pakt’’nin olusumunda aktif rol istlenen Tiirkiye, etrafin1 saran cografyada
statiikoyu korumaya yonelik bir dis politika benimsemisti.

Tiirkiye’nin Soguk Savas parametreleri cergevesinde olusturdugu bu
politikanin giivenligini ne Olgiide sagladigi ve ulusal c¢ikarlarii ne derece
korudugu ilerleyen yillarda giindeme gelen Kibris sorunu ile birlikte tartisilmaya
baglamigtir. Tiirkiye, NATO araciligiyla Bati blogu igerisinde kendi kimligini
olusturmaya basladigi bir donemde giindeme gelen Kibris’in Ingiltere’den
bagimsizlik talepleri karsisinda, bdolgesel statiikoyu korumaya ydnelik
politikasin1 devam ettirmis ve adanin Ingiltere’de kalmasi yéniinde bir tavir
sergilemistir (Armaoglu, 1988: 530).

Ancak, Kibris konusunun Yunanistan tarafindan Birlesmis Milletlere taginmast
ve Ingiltere’nin Kibris politikasinda degisiklige giderek adaya ozerklik, daha
sonrada bagimsizlik vermek istemesi, Tiirkiye’yi Kibris politikasini yeniden
gozden gegirmeye yoneltmistir. Tiirkiye, Kibris konusunda daha oOnceki
goriisiinii terk ederek, adanin kendisine verilmesini istemis, fakat bu konuda
taraflar1 yeterince ikna edici olamayinca adanin Rum ve Tiirk toplumlari arasinda
taksim edilmesi fikrini benimsemistir. Sonugcta, Ingiltere, Yunanistan ve
Tirkiye’nin katilimiyla Zirih ve Londra’da gergeklestirilen goriismeler ve
yapilan anlagsmalar sonucunda iki toplumlu bagimsiz bir Kibris Cumhuriyeti
kurulmustur.

Tiirkiye’nin Kibris politikasinda ortaya ¢ikan bu degisiklikler biiyiik 6lgtide
Kibris’ta yasanan gelismelere bagli bulunsa da Tiirkiye’nin etrafinda gelisen
olaylarin da bu politika degisikliginde belirli 6l¢iide etkisi olmugtur. Tiirkiye’ nin
etrafinda olusturmaya calistig1 giivenlik diizenlemeleri fazla uzun siireli
olmamus, dnce Balkan ittifaki’nda goriilen gevseme, ardindan Bagdat Pakti’nin
dagilmasi, Tiirkiye’yi daha az gilivenilir bir ortam icerisinde birakmistir.
Ozellikle Tiirkiye nin giineyinde meydana gelen gelismeler, Tiirkiye’yi Kibris
konusunda daha hassas yapmis, aday1 giivenlik ve savunma agisindan 6n plana
cikarmistir. Irak’ta Bati karsiti rejim degisikliginin yasanmasi, Sovyet destekli
Suriye ile yasanan gerginlik ve Yunanistan’in Kibris konusundaki tutumu,
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Tiirkiye’yi Iran hari¢ komsusu oldugu diger iilkelerle iliskilerinde giiven sorunu
yasamasia neden olmustur. Kendisine karsi pek de dost tutum ve davranig
icerisinde olmayan {ilkeler tarafindan ¢ember i¢ine alindigini diisiinen Tirkiye,
genel anlamda Akdeniz, 6zel anlamda da Kibris’i, 6nemli ulusal c¢ikarlar
dogrultusunda dis diinya ile temas agisindan bir ¢ikis yolu olarak
degerlendirmistir.

Siiveys bunalimimnin ardindan bélgedeki etkinligi azalma egilimi igerisine giren
Ingiltere’nin Dogu Akdeniz’de oynadig1 roliin Amerika Birlesik Devletleri’nce
heniiz tam olarak doldurulmadigi bir sirada Kibris konusunda atilacak adimlarda
bir oldu-bitti ile karsilasmamak ve bolgesel giic dengelerini daha da bozacak
gelismelere imkan vermemek, Tiirkiye’nin bu donemdeki oncelikleri arasinda
yer almistir.

Garantor iilke sifatiyla Kibris Cumhuriyeti kurucu anlagsmasinda imzasi
bulunan Tirkiye i¢in adada olusan yeni denge, beklentilerini biiylik Sl¢tide
kargilamaktaydi. Ancak Kibris Cumhuriyeti’nin kurulmasmin ardindan adada
yasanan gelismeler, Tiirkiye’yi olaylara miidahale etmeye zorlarken, Amerika
Birlesik Devletleri ve Yunanistan’in takindigir tutum, Tirkiye’nin II. Diinya
Savasi sonrasinda izledigi giivenlik ve savunma politikalarini yeniden gézden
gecirme  mecburiyetinde  birakmistir.  Bolgesel  bir  giic  olarak
degerlendirilebilecek Tiirkiye ile kiiresel politikalar dogrultusunda hareket eden
blok lideri ABD arasindaki ¢ikar farklilagmasi da ilk oOrneklerini Kibris
sorununda vermistir.

Tiirkiye, Kibris’ta 1964’te yasanan olaylarin ardindan giindeme gelen Kibris’a
askeri miidahale konusunda ABD Bagkan1 Johnson’m Bagbakan Ismet Inonii’ye
gonderdigi mektup sonucunda yasanan krizin ardindan, ulusal giivenlik ve
savunmasin1 sadece ve siki bigimde blok politikalarina bagli kalarak
saglayamayacagini anlamistir. Amerikan Baskani gonderdigi mektupta,
Tiirkiye’yi Kibris’a askeri bir miidahalede bulunmamasi konusunda uyarirken,
olasi bir miidahale sonucunda Dogu blogunun gosterecegi tepki karsisinda
ABD’nin ve NATO’nun Tiirkiye’ye karst olan yiikiimliiliklerini yerine
getirmeyebileceginden bahsetmistir (Armaoglu, 1991: 267-269).

1964 olaylarinda oldugu gibi, 1967 yilinda Kibris’ta yasanan krizin ardindan,
Tiirkiye-Yunanistan iligkilerinde yasanan gerginlik bir iist seviyeye c¢ikmus,
adanmn Yunanistan ile birlesmesini ongoren Enosis politikasinin Yunanistan
tarafindan resmi bir sekilde giindeme getirilmesi Tiirkiye agisindan bir tehdit
olarak degerlendirilmeye baglanmistir. Ayrica, Kibris Rum lideri Makarios’un
adada ve Yunanistan’da giiclii olan sol egilimli partiler vasitasiyla Sovyetler
Birligi ile Baglantisizlar Hareketi igerisinde yer alan iilkelerle yakin iligkiler
gelistirmesi Tirkiye’de endise ile karsilanirken, ABD’nin de tepkisini ¢ekmistir
(Sonmezoglu 1995: 20-21). Daha 6nce Suriye ve Misir lizerinden Ortadogu’da
varligmi hissettirmeye baslayan Sovyetler Birligi i¢in bu durum bdlgede
etkinligini arttirmak igin yeni bir firsat olarak oniine ¢ikmustir. Nitekim daha
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once Ingiltere ve ABD tarafindan adada diizenin saglanmasi amactyla NATO
askeri konuslandirilmasi diisiincesi, Tiirk tarafinin kabul etmesine karsilik Rum
tarafinca reddedilmistir (Armaoglu, 1988: 787).

Adada yasayan iki toplum arasindaki gerginligin sona erdirilememesi,
6zellikle Yunanistan’in adadaki Rum silahli orgiitlerine yaptigi siyasi destek ve
askeri yardim ve daha sonra Yunan askeri cuntasi desteginde Kibris’ta
gergeklesen hiikiimet darbesi, Tiirkiye’nin adanin Yunanistan ile birlesmesi
yoniindeki endiselerini hakli ¢ikarirken, Kibris Barig Harekati’nin da en 6nemli
nedenini olugturmustur.

3.1974 — 1990 Donemi

1974 Kibris Barig Harekati, adanin Yunanistan ile birlesmesi yoniindeki
cabalarin1 sona erdirerek Tirkiye’nin bu yondeki endiselerini ortadan
kaldirmistir. Bununla birlikte Tiirkiye’nin giivenlik ve savunmasi acisindan yeni
bir takim sorunlar1 da beraberinde getirmistir. Bunlardan birincisi Tiirkiye’nin
askeri giicii ile ilgili ortaya ¢ikan sorundur. Baris Harekati’nin hemen ardindan
Amerika Birlesik Devletleri’nin Tiirkiye’ye kargt uyguladigi silah ambargosu
Tiirk Silahli Kuvvetleri’nin imkan ve yeteneklerine dnemli dlglide sinirlama
getirmis, Ozellikle askeri acidan Sovyetler Birligi’ne kars1 Tiirkiye’nin
konumunda bir zayiflama s6z konusu olmustur. Silah ambargosu yiiziinden ABD
ile Tiirkiye arasinda yasanan gerginlik NATO igerisinde bir tezat olustururken,
bu ambargo askeri techizatinin ¢ok biiyiik bir boliimiinii bu iilkeden saglayan
Tirkiye’ nin ulusal savunma sanayisini olugturmasi yoniinde uyarici bir etkide de
bulunmustur (Giiveng, 2000: 152). ABD tarafindan Tiirkiye’ye karsi 1978 yilina
kadar uygulanan silah ambargosu, Tiirk Silahli Kuvvetleri iizerindeki olumsuz
etkisini 1980’lerin ortasina kadar siirdirmiistiir.

Tiirkiye’nin karsilastigi diger bir olumsuzluk ise Harekat’m ardindan
Yunanistan ile Kibris konusunda yasanan gerginliklere ek olarak farkli bir
zeminde yeni sorunlarin ortaya ¢ikmasidir. Yunanistan 6zellikle Ege denizinin
statlisii ile 1ilgili sorunlar1 ©6n plana ¢ikararak Tiirkiye ile arasindaki
anlagmazliklar1 uluslararast platformlara tagimaya baglamis, bdylelikle
Tiirkiye’yi uluslararasi alanda yalniz birakma amaci giitmiistiir. Ege denizi ile
ilgili olarak Tiirkiye’nin gilivenligini yakindan ilgilendiren en 6nemli konular,
Yunanistan’m Dogu Ege ve Bogaz Onii Adalarim Lozan ve Montrd Bogazlar
sozlesmesine aykir1 bir bigimde silahlandirma c¢aligmasi ve Ege’de karasularini
tek tarafli olarak 12 mile ¢ikarma girisimi olmustur. Ozellikle karasular1 sorunu
giivenlik agisindan Tirkiye’nin giindeminde Onemli yer tutmus, Yunanistan
tarafindan Ege’de tek tarafli olarak uygulanacak bdyle bir girisimin Tirkiye i¢in
savag nedeni (casus belli) sayilacagi belirtilmistir. Daha 6nce de Tirkiye ve
Yunanistan arasinda zaman zaman giindeme gelen karsilikli suglamalara neden
olan bu konu, Kibris harekatindan sonra Yunanistan tarafindan agik bir sekilde
kabul edilirken, bunun Ege’deki Tiirk tehdidine karsi Yunanistan’mn mesru
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savunmasi oldugu belirtilmistir (Kut, 2004: 512-518). 1974 Kibris harekatinin
hemen ardindan NATO’nun askeri kanadindan ¢ekilen Yunanistan, 1974 Kibris
harekatindan sonra Tiirk Silahli Kuvvetleri’nin sahip oldugu askeri yetenekleri
kendisi i¢in tehdit olarak algilamis (Ayman, 2000: 297), bahsedilen konularda
Tiirkiye karsiti bir tutum sergilemesi, Tiirkiye’ nin de kars1 tepki vermesine neden
olmustur. Yunanistan’in uluslararasi hukuka aykirt bu davranigina karsi Tiirkiye
NATO’dan bagimsiz olarak 20 Temmuz 1975 tarihinde Ege Ordusu’nu
olusturmustur.

1980’lere gelindiginde Kibris sorunu Tiirkiye’nin gilivenlik ve savunmasi
acisindan Yunanistan ve Amerika Birlesik Devletleri ile olan iligkilerinde 6nemli
yer tutmaya devam etmistir. Bu donemde Yunanistan’m NATO’nun askeri
kanadina donmesi, Tiirkiye karsiti Panhellenik Sosyalist Hareket’in (PASOK)
Yunanistan’da iktidar olmast ve ABD’deki Rum lobisinin faaliyetleri 6n planda
olan gelismeler olmustur.

Yunanistan’in 1977 yilinda NATO’nun askeri kanadina tekrar dénme istegi
Tirkiye’nin vetosu ile karsilasmistir. (Armaoglu, 1988: 841). Daha sonra NATO
igerisinde devam eden ve igerigi tam olarak agiklanmayan goriismeler sonucunda
Tiirkiye bu konudaki vetosunu kaldirmis ve Yunanistan 20 Ekim 1980 tarihinde
NATO’nun askeri kanadina geri donmistiir. Tiirkiye’nin bu yondeki kararinda
Amerika Birlesik Devletleri’nin Tiirkiye tizerinde uyguladigi baskinin biiyiik
etkisi olmustur. Bu donemde, Tiirkiye’nin iginde yer aldigi cografyada ortaya
cikan gelismeler ABD’nin Ortadogu politikasinda Tiirkiye’ye olan ihtiyacini
arttirirken, Tiirkiye’nin i¢ siyasal yasamindaki degisim de, Tiirkiye’nin ABD’nin
siyasi destegine olan ihtiyaci arttirmustir. 1979 yilinda Ortadogu bolgesinde
gerceklesen iki onemli gelisme, Sovyetler Birligi’nin Afganistan’1 isgali ve Iran
Islam Devrimi, ABD’nin bélgedeki ¢ikarlarini dogrudan etkilerken, yine aymi
doneme rastlayan Iran-Irak savasi, bu bolgede yasanan gelismeleri kontrol
altinda tutmaya galisan ABD’yi daha da endiselendirmistir. Ortadogu’da yasanan
bu gelismeler ¢ergevesinde Amerika Birlesik Devletleri, NATO’nun Giineydogu
kanadini1 daha gii¢lii bir yap1 igerisinde tutmak istemistir. Bunun i¢in Tiirkiye ile
Yunanistan arasinda yasanan sorunlarin ¢oziimiine yonelik desteginin yaninda,
Yunanistan’in NATO’nun askeri kanadina donmesi i¢in de ayr1 bir ¢aba
gostermis ve Tiirkiye iizerine uyguladigi baskinin ana nedenini bu olusturmustur.
Nitekim Yunanistan’da yapilacak se¢imlerde biiyiik olasilikla iktidara gelmesi
beklenen PASOK’un NATO karsit1 tutumu, Yunanistan’in NATO’dan tamamen
ayrilmasi ihtimalini de giindeme getirmisti. Yasanan bu gelismeler karsisinda,
Tirkiye’de iktidarda bulunan 12 Eylil askeri yonetimi, {izerindeki Amerikan
baskisin1 azaltmak, ayn1 zamanda ihtiya¢ duydugu siyasi destegi saglamak i¢in
Yunanistan’in NATO iyeligi konusunda uyguladigi vetoyu kaldirma yoniinde
bir tavir sergilemistir (Uzgel, 2001: 40-43). Tirkiye’nin bu karari, yakinda
Avrupa Ekonomik Toplulugu’nun iiyesi olacak olan Yunanistan ile iliskileri bir
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Ol¢iide yumusatma amaci da tagimistir. Ne var ki, Tiirkiye’nin bu yaklasimi
Yunanistan’la iligkilerde bir yumusama saglamaya yetmemistir.

1980’lerin ilk yarisinda Yunanistan’da iktidara gelen PASOK’un tutumu Tiirk-
Yunan iliskilerini yeniden gergin bir doneme sokmustur. iki iilke arasinda
gerginlesen iliskiler yansimasini Kibris sorununda da gostermistir. Adanin
kuzeyinde 15 Kasim 1983 tarihinde Kuzey Kibris Tiirk Cumhuriyeti’nin
(KKTC) ilan edilmesi ve yeni devletin Tiirkiye tarafindan tanmmasi Kibris
sorununda yeni bir donemin baglangicini olusturmustur. Bu tarihten itibaren
Yunanistan ve GKRY, bir yandan uluslararas: platformlarda Kibrisli Tiirkler
tarafindan olusturulan yeni devletin tanimmamast yoniinde biiyiikk c¢aba
gosterirken, diger yandan da hizli bir silahlanma siireci igerisine girmiglerdir.

Bu donemde Yunanistan ve GKRY’nin Tiirkiye karsiti politikalar1 sadece
bolge ile sinirli kalmamistir. Amerika Birlesik Devletleri Senatosu ve Amerikan
yonetimi icerisinde Rum lobisinin yiiriittiigli yogun faaliyetler Tiirkiye aleyhine
bir takim sonuclarin ortaya c¢ikmasina neden olmustur. Bu durum o6zellikle
Tirkiye’nin Amerika Birlesik Devletleri’nden sagladigi askeri yardimlar
konusunda daha fazla kendisini hissettirmigtir. Tirkiye’nin giivenlik ve
savunmasini yakindan ilgilendiren Amerikan askeri yardimlari, Tiirkiye nin
NATO igerisindeki sorumluluklarini karsilamaya yetmeyecek bir bigimde
Yunanistan ile 7/10 oram1 gibi matematiksel formiile baglanirken, bu durum
Amerikan yonetimince, 1961 tarihli Amerikan Dis Yardim Kanunu’nda 1978
yilinda yapilan degisiklige dayandirilmistir. Degisiklige ugramis bu kanuna gore
Tiirkiye ve Yunanistan’a yapilacak Amerikan askeri yardimmnin bolgedeki gii¢
dengesini degistirmeyecek oranda olmasi gerekmekteydi (Krebs, 1999: 364).
1980’lerin baslarindan itibaren Tiirk Silahli Kuvvetleri’nin baslatmis oldugu
kapsamli modernizasyon calismalari goz Oniinde tutuldugunda, ABD’nin bu
yondeki politikasinin, Tiirkiye nin savunmasinda yarattig1 olumsuzluk daha agik
olarak ortaya ¢ikmaktaydi.

4. 1990 — 2004 Donemi

1980’lerin sonunda Dogu blogunda ortaya ¢ikan toplumsal ve siyasi gelismeler
komtinist rejimlerin bu iilkelerde birbiri ardina ¢okmesine neden olurken
Sovyetler Birligi’nin dagilmasi, II. Diinya Savasi’nin bitiminden bu tarihe kadar
devam eden Dogu — Bati gerginligini, diger degisle Soguk Savas’t da sona
erdirmistir. Basta Avrupa olmak iizere diinya {izerindeki bircok farkli cografyada
iilkeler kendilerini daha giivenli bir ortamda hissederken, ayni durum Tiirkiye
i¢in gegerli olmamistir. 1990’lardan itibaren olusmaya baslayan yeni uluslararasi
ortamda giivenlik ve savunma konularinda bloklar arasi ¢atisma, yerini ortaya
cikan yeni bir takim tehdit ve istikrarsizliklara birakmis, Tiirkiye de yer aldig:
cografya nedeniyle bunlardan en fazla etkilenen iilkeler arasinda yer almistir.
Ortadogu, Kafkaslar ve Balkanlar’da yasanan istikrarsizlik ve ¢atigmalar Tiirkiye
tarafindan yakindan takip edilmistir. Igerisinde yer aldig1 cografyada, her zaman
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igin var olan statiikonun korunmasi yoniinde ¢aba gosteren Tiirkiye, kendisine
komsu bolgelerde yasanan istikrarsizlik ve catigmalarin yayilarak kendi
giivenligini tehdit etmesinden endise duymustur.

Soguk Savag sonrasi donemde ortaya ¢ikan yeni sartlar igerisinde Tiirkiye
giivenlik ve savunmasini ilgilendiren konularda bir¢ok sorunla ugragmak
zorunda kalmig, Kibris da bu yeni dénemde Tirkiye a¢isindan ¢ok yonlii ve
farkli boyutlari olan bir sorun olma &6zelligini devam ettirmistir.

Soguk Savas’in sona ermesiyle birlikte Tiirkiye nin stratejik 6neminde ortaya
¢tkmasi beklenen azalma, Korfez Krizi ile birlikte bir siireligine de olsa bu
endiseleri ortadan kaldirmakla beraber, bu durum sadece Amerika Birlesik
Devletleri agisindan sdz konusu olmustur. Uzerlerindeki Sovyet baskisi
tamamiyla ortadan kalkan Bati Avrupa iilkeleri, giivenlik ve savunma ile ilgili
Tiirkiye’ye yonelik politikalarinda kendilerini daha rahat hissetmisler, bu durum
kendisini Tiirkiye’ye yapilan askeri yardim miktarinda ortaya ¢ikan azalmayla
gostermistir. Bu ilkeler tarafindan yapilacak askeri yardimin bir kisminin
Tiirkiye’deki insan haklar1 uygulamalar ile iligkilendirilmek istenmesi ve Tiirk
Silahli Kuvvetleri’nin Giineydogu bolgesindeki terérle miicadele yontemlerinin
yine bu iilkelerce elestirilmesi Tiirkiye nin tepkisini ¢ekmistir. Tiirkiye ile Bati
Avrupa iilkeleri arasinda yasanan bu olumsuz gelismeler Tiirkiye tarafindan belli
Olgiilerde ABD ile gelistirilen iliskilerle dengelenmeye ¢alisilmissa da,
GKRY’nin AB’ye iiyelik bagvurusu ve tam iiye olmasiyla durum Tirkiye
acisindan kritik bir dnem arz etmeye baglamistir.

Her seyden 6nce 1990’11 yillardan itibaren, Soguk Savas donemine gore azalan
stratejik onemine ragmen aktif bir dis politika izlemeye baslayan Tiirkiye’nin,
cevresindeki olaylara sadece tepkisel nitelikte degil, aktif bir bicimde
yonlendirici ve belirleyici olacak bigimde katilmaya baslamasi (Kut, 2000: 44—
47), bu ger¢evede de oOzellikle Balkanlar’da izledigi politika Yunanistan’in
tepkisini ¢ekmistir. Tirkiye’nin, Balkanlar’da Yunanistan’in 6nemli sorunlari
bulundugu Makedonya ve Arnavutluk’la gelistirdigi yakin isbirligi ve
Bulgaristan’la baslattigi yakinlagma, Yunanistan’t da benzer bir tavirla
Tiirkiye’nin sorunlar1 bulundugu komsu iilkeler ile yakin iligkiler gelistirmesine
neden olmustur. Yunanistan’mn bu ydndeki politikasinda, Tirkiye’nin bu iilkeye
yonelik tehdit algilamasi i¢inde en 6nemli unsurlardan birini olugturmasinin pay1
biiyiik olmustur (Ayman, 2000: 298).

Bu donemde Yunanistan’in Tiirkiye’ye karsi takindigi olumsuz tutum gerek
ikili iligkilerde gerekse Kibris konusunda Tiirkiye acgisindan kendi giivenligine
yonelik hakli endiseler uyandirmistir. Yunanistan’in Ege denizinde karasulari
konusunu stirekli giindemde tutmasi, GKRY’yi silahlandirma girisimi ve
Tiirkiye’yi tehdit eden boliicii terdr Orgiitine destek verip hem kendi
topraklarinda hem de Giiney Kibris’ta faaliyetlerine gz yummasi, Ermeni
radikal sol oOrgiitleriyle yakin temasa gegmesi ve Tirkiye ile ciddi sorunlar
yasayan Suriye ve Ermenistan ile yakin askeri igbirligine gitme girisimleri Tiirk
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karar alicilar1 tarafindan Tiirkiye’nin giivenlik ve savunmasina yonelik tehditler
olarak algillanmistir (Aris, 1995: 12—16). Yunanistan’mn kendisi i¢in tehdidin
Dogu’dan geldigini belirterek Tirkiye’ye ¢ok yakin mesafedeki Ege adalarmi
uluslararas1 anlagsmalara aykir1 olarak silahlandirarak yigmak yapmaya devam
etmesi, Tirkiye’nin kendi giivenligi konusundaki endiselerinin daha da
artmasina neden olmustur (Bir, 1996: 14-16).

Bu dénem igerisinde Kardak krizi sirasinda goriildiigii gibi, baska iilkeler igin
Onemsiz gibi goriinen bazi sorunlar Tirkiye ile Yunanistan’t ¢ok ¢abuk silahli
catigma noktasina getirebilmistir. Bu gergin ortam igerisinde Tiirkiye nin
Yunanistan ile iligkileri askeri alanda yumusatma amacina yonelik ortaya
koydugu girigimler, yine bu iilke tarafindan reddedilmistir. Bu ¢er¢evede Tiirkiye
Genelkurmay Bagkan1 Orgeneral Ismail Hakki Karadayi’nin dénemin Yunan
Genelkurmay bagkanlarina yaptigi, iki iilke genelkurmay baskanlar1 arasinda bir
diyalog mekanizmasit olusturulmas: oOnerisi, Yunanistan tarafindan yanitsiz
birakilmistir. Yine ayni donemde NATO Askeri Komite toplantisinda
genelkurmay baskanlarinin bas basa goriisme istegi Yunan Genelkurmay baskani
tarafindan reddedilmistir (Bir, 1996: 30). iki iilke arasindaki sorunlarla ilgili
olarak Yunan tarafinin gostermis oldugu bu tutum, Ozellikle Tiirk askeri
yetkililerinin tepkisini ¢ekmis, donemin Genelkurmay ikinci baskant Cevik
Bir’in “Yunanistan ile iligkilerimizi yomusatmaktan yorulduk. Bu sonsuza kadar
boyle devam edemez” (Bir, 1996: 32) seklinde yaptigi agiklama, Tirkiye nin
bundan sonra Yunanistan’a karsi izlenecek politikalarda daha sert bir tutumun
sergileneceginin isareti olmustur.

Karsilikli tepkisel bir ozellik gosteren iki iilkenin birbirini ¢evreleme
politikasinda, Yunanistan’m GKRY ile 1993 yilinda olusturdugu ‘Ortak
Savunma Doktrini’ Tiirkiye i¢in adada stirmekte olan sorunlar yiiziinden ayr1 bir
onem tagimistir. Bu ortak savunma anlagmasi, Yunanistan ve GKRY ’nin ortak
askeri planlamalar ve tatbikatlar yapmasini, Girit, Oniki adalar ve Kibris’ta
bulunan askeri tesislerin modernizasyonunun gergeklestirilmesini ve Kibris’ta
Yunanistan’in  kullanimina agik hava ve deniz slerinin  kurulmasimi
icermekteydi (Tiirkiye-AB Karma Parlamento Komisyonu, 2001:26). Nitekim,
1990’11 yillarin ikinci yarisindan itibaren GKRY’nin adaya Rus yapimi S-300
fiizeleri yerlestirme karari almasi, yine Rus yapimi T-80 tanklarinin adaya
gelmeye baglamasi, Yunanistan ile gergeklestirilen Ortak Savunma Doktrini
kapsaminda, adada Yunanistan tarafindan kullanilmak tizere hava ve deniz
iislerinin insa edilmesi konusunda anlagsmaya varilmasi, Tiirk askeri yetkilileri
tarafindan Kibrisli Rumlarin savunma ihtiyaclarinin &tesinde Yunanistan’in
Tirkiye’ye yonelik g¢evreleme politikasindaki kararliliginin gostergesi olarak
degerlendirilmistir.

GKRY’nin adaya Rus yapimi S-300 fiizeleri yerlestirme karar1 Tiirkiye’nin
giivenlik ve savunmasi agisindan Kibris’ta farkli bir durum yaratmigtir. Bu tarihe
kadar Tiirkiye giivenlik agisindan Kibris’1, Yunanistan tarafindan kendisine kargi
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dolayli bicimde ¢evreleme politikasinin bir pargasi olarak algilamis ve Kibrish
Tiirklerin Rumlara kars1 giivenligi her zaman 6n planda olmugtu. Ne var ki adaya
S-300 fiizelerinin yerlestirilmesi s6z konusu oldugunda Tiirkiye dogrudan
kendini tehdit altinda hissetmis, Kibris sorunu artik Tiirkiye i¢in sadece adadaki
Tiirk toplumunun giivenligi ve haklarinin korunmasi olarak degil ayn1 zamanda
kendi giivenliginin saglanmasi olarak degerlendirilmeye baslanmistir (Disisleri
Bakanligi, 1999: 70).

Temelde savunma amacli olan Rus yapimi S-300 fiizeleri karadan havaya
firlatilan bir hava savunma sistemidir. Yaklasik olarak 100-200 km. arasi
menzile sahip olan bu fiizeler sadece hava hedefleri igin degil lizerinde yapilacak
degisikliklerle saldir1 amagli olarak kara hedefleri {izerinde kullanilabilecek
duruma getirilebilmektedir (WMD Around the World, 2000). S-300 fiize
sistemlerinin bu teknik 6zellikleri, GKRY nin bu fiizeleri savunma amaglari
disinda da kullanabilecegi konusunda Tiirkiye’yi 6nlem almaya zorlamistir.
Fiizelerin sahip olduklar1 menziller dikkate alindiginda, GKRY ve Yunanistan’in
Tirkiye’ye karsi askeri stratejilerinde ¢ok Onemli bir avantaj saglayacaklari
goriilmekteydi. Ozellikle, Yunanistan’mn GKRY ile imzaladig1 Ortak Savunma
Doktrini ger¢evesinde adadaki Baf Havaalani’ni askeri bir iis haline getirmeye
calistigl, Yunanistan’in buraya konuslandiracagi Fransiz yapimi Mirage 2000
ucaklarinin S-300 fiizelerinin korumasi altinda Tirkiye i¢in Yunanistan’a kargi
stratejik 6nem tasiyan Anadolu yarimadasinin i¢ kesimlerine kadar rahatga
ulasabilecegi ongoriilmekteydi (Ozkan, 1997).

Tiirkiye, Kibris’taki flize sorununun sadece kendisini ilgilendirmedigini, adaya
yerlestirilecek olan bu fiizelerin Dogu Akdeniz boélgesindeki dengeleri
degistirecegini ve Ortadogu bolgesi icin de tehdit olusturacagini ileri siirmiis,
bolgede hizli bir silahlanma yarisinin baslayacagini belirterek uluslararasi
kamuoyunun dikkatini bu konu iizerine ¢ekmek istemistir (Disisleri Bakanligi,
1999: 136). Tirkiye, konu ile ilgili olarak uluslararasi kamuoyunu harekete
gecirerek, olusacak tepkileri kendi ¢ikarlar1 dogrultusunda yonlendirmeye
calismigtir. Fiize sistemlerinin GKRY’ne satilmamasi konusunda Tiirkiye
tarafindan Rusya nezdinde yapilan girisimler bir sonug¢ vermemistir. 1990 yilinda
imzalanan Avrupa Konvansiyonel Kuvvetler Anlagmasi’nda (AKKA) kendi
lehine baz1 degisiklikler yapmak, ayrica Kafkaslar’da ve Orta Asya’da etkinligini
artirma ¢abasi i¢inde bulunan, Orta Asya enerji kaynaklarinin Bati pazarlaria
ulastirilmast  konusunda s6z sahibi olmak isteyen Rusya’nin, 6zellikle
Tirkiye’nin Cecenistan politikasina karsilik olarak bdyle bir tutum igerisine
girdigi sdylenebilir. Dénemin Tiirkiye Disisleri Bakam Ismail Cem verdigi bir
miilakatta, Balkanlar’da baglayan bir Slav-Ortodoks isbirliginden bahsetmis ve
bunun bir ¢ember halinde Tirkiye’nin etrafini nasil sardigini belirterek,
Rusya’nin buradaki roliine dikkat ¢ekmistir (Disisleri Bakanligi, 1999: 117).

GKRY’nin, Rusya’dan satin alinan S-300 fiizelerini adada konuslandirma
caligmalarinin ilerleme kaydetmesi bolgede tansiyonu daha da yiikseltirken,
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Tiirkiye tek tarafli olarak duruma miidahale etmekten kaginmig, NATO’yu,
dolayisiyla da basta Amerika Birlesik Devletleri olmak tizere Batil iilkeleri de
bu sorunla iligkilendirmeye calismistir. Bu konu hakkinda Tiirkiye tarafindan
yapilan agiklamada Dogu Akdeniz’de bolge iilkeleri i¢in bir tehdit unsuru olan
fiizelerin ayni zamanda NATO savunmasint da etkileyecegi belirtilmistir. Bu
flizelerle birlikte adaya gelecek olan Rus askeri personeli ve fiize sistemlerinin
sahip oldugu gii¢lii radar yapisinin, Incirlik de dahil olmak iizere ¢ok genis bir
alan1 kontrol altinda tutacagi, buradan elde edilecek istihbarat bilgilerinin
Rusya’ya aktarilmasinin NATO’nun Giineydogu savunmasint biiylik olgiide
zarara ugratacagi bu agiklamada yer alirken, Tiirkiye’nin etrafinda olusturulmaya
calisgtlan Slav-Ortodoks c¢ember konusundaki endigeler, boylelikle Tiirk
yetkililerce bir kez daha dile getirilmis oluyordu. (Disisleri Bakanligi, 1999:
419).

Tiirkiye’nin S-300 fiizelerinin adaya yerlestirilmesi durumunda bunlarin
aninda imha edilecegi yoniindeki kararli tavrinin, bdlgede taraflar arasindaki
gerilimi arttirmasi {izerine ABD soruna baris¢1 yollardan ¢6ziim bulunmasi igin
devreye girmistir. Bu konuda, ABD, Yunanistan ve GKRY’ne fiizelerin satin
alinmamast konusunda baski uygularken, Tiirkiye’ye de gosterilecek tepkinin
silahli bir ¢6ziim olmamasi yoniinde uyarida bulunmustur (U.S. Department of
Defense, 1998). ABD ve Ingiltere’nin uyguladigi baski sonucunda, 1999 yilinin
Subat ayinda Rum tarafi geri adim atmig ve Yunanistan’la varilan uzlasma
sonucunda, S-300 fiize sistemlerinin Yunanistan’in Girit adasina yerlestirilmesi
kararlagtirilmistir.

Yunanistan ile GKRY arasinda imzalanan Ortak Savunma ve Isbirligi
Anlagsmasi’nin ve GKRY’nin adaya Rus yapimi S-300 fiizeleri yerlestirme
girisiminin, GKRY ’nin adanin biitliniinii temsilen AB’ye iiyelik basvurusu
yaptigi doneme denk gelmesi olduk¢a dikkat ¢ekici olmustur. Yunanistan,
GKRY ile yaptig1 anlagsma ile adada kullanacagi iisler ve adaya gonderecegi
askerler araciligiyla Tiirkiye’ye karsi stratejik bir avantaj yakalamaya ¢alisirken,
GKRY bu durumu, AB fiyeligine kars1 Tirkiye’nin yapacagi itirazi ortadan
kaldirmaya yonelik bir firsat olarak degerlendirmek istemistir. Zira 1980’11
yillarda Yunanistan’in Avrupa Toplulugu igerisinde Tiirkiye karsiti1 politikalarimi
mesrulastirmak i¢cin kullandigr ‘Tiirkiye tehdidi’ kavrami bu kez GKRY
tarafindan AB iiyeligi i¢in kullanilmaya baslanmistir. Yunanistan ve GKRY bu
donemde Tiirkiye’yi gerek Ege denizinde ve gerekse Kibris’ta saldirgan bir
tutum izlemesi icin kiskirtici politikalar izlemislerdir. 1990°l1 yillarin ikinci
yarisindan itibaren GKRY ve Yunanistan adada, gerek askeri isbirligi, gerek
sinir ihlalleri ve catigmalari, gerekse fiize krizleri ile gergin bir ortam
olusturmaya ¢alismuslar, ortaya ¢ikan durumu da siyasi amaglart dogrultusunda
kullanmak istemiglerdir. Kibris’ta, Tiirk ve Rum toplumlar1 arasinda uzunca bir
sire ciddi bir catigmanin olmamasi, adadaki mevcut statiikonun pekismesi
olasiligini yiikseltmis, bu durumdan rahatsizlik duyan GKRY ve Yunanistan
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uluslararas1 kamuoyuna, Kibris’ta catisjma ortaminin halen devam ettigini
kanitlamak i¢in bu ydnde bir politika izlemeyi se¢mislerdir (Sonmezoglu, 2004:
576).

GKRY ve Yunanistan bu sekilde bir yandan AB i¢inde daha fazla taraftar
toplamaya calisirlarken, diger taraftan bunu Tiirkiye ile yapilan goriismelerde
pazarlik unsuru olarak degerlendirmek istemislerdir. Tiirk siyasi ve askeri
yetkililerin 6zellikle Yunanistan ile gelistirmek istedikleri diyalog ortami, biiyiik
6l¢iide bahsedilen nedenlerden otiirii karsi tarafca her defasinda reddedilmistir.
Tiirkiye Disisleri Bakami Ismail Cem daha sonra yaptigi aciklamalarda
Yunanistan ve GKRY’nin adaya getirmek istedigi fiize sistemlerini Tiirkiye’ye
kars1 bir santaj araci olarak degerlendirip, taraflar arasi goriismelerde pazarhk
unsuru olarak kullanmay1 diisiindiiklerini agiklamistir (Disisleri Bakanligi, 1999:
618). Ayn1 sekilde, GKRY lideri Glafkos Klerides’de fiize krizi sirasinda yaptigi
aciklamada, fiizelerin adaya gelmemesi i¢in tek kosulun Kibris sorununun
¢cozlimiinde tatminkar bir ilerleme saglanmasi ya da bir takvim cergevesinde
uygulanacak bir askersizlestirme anlagsmasi oldugunu belirterek, bu yondeki Tiirk
tarafinin iddialarmi dogru ¢ikarmigtir (Akay, 1997).

Tiirkiye’nin AB ile imzalayacagi Giimriik Birligi Anlagsmasi nedeniyle ilk
baslarda fazlaca yiiksek sesle giindeme getirmedigi GKRY’nin AB iiyeligi
konusu, AB’nin 1997 Liiksemburg zirvesinde Tiirkiye’yi, AB genigleme siireci
diginda tutan kararmin ardindan Tiirkiye tarafindan daha ciddi ve kararli bir
sekilde giindeme getirilmeye baslanmistir (Firat, 2000: 261-272). Nitekim
GKRY’nin AB iiyeligine yesil 151k yakilmasi, aksi yondeki goriislere ragmen,
AB’yi Kibris sorununda taraf yaparak Tirkiye’yi bu konuda AB ile kars1 karsiya
getirmistir. Bu durum aslinda Yunanistan’in 1995 yilindan beri yiirtittiigi
Tirkiye ile olan sorunlarmi AB icine tasima politikasinin devami niteliginde
olmustur (Papanicolaou, 2005: 155). GKRY nin i¢inde yer alacagi, Tirkiye’ nin
ise bunun diginda kalacagi Avrupa giivenlik ve savunma yapilanmalari, Tiirkiye
acisindan temel bir giivenlik sorunu olusturmaya baglamistir.

1990’11 yillarin ikinci yarisindan itibaren NATO igerisinde Avrupa Giivenlik
ve Savunma Kimligi olusturulmasi diisiincesi giindeme gelmis, daha sonra bu
diisiince AB iginde Ortak Savunma ve Gilivenlik Politikasi olusturulmasi seklinde
gelismigti. NATO’nun 1999 yilinda Washington Zirvesi'nde NATO-AB
iliskilerinin gelistirilmesine ve AB’nin NATO imkanlarindan yararlanmasina
karar verilmistir. Ancak, bu yapilirken AB iiyesi olmayan NATO dilkelerinin
daha Onceden Bati Avrupa Birligi icinde elde etmis olduklari kazanimlarin
korunmas:t kararlastirilmistir (Turgut, 2001: 84). Tiirkiye tarafindan da olumlu
kargilanan bu girisim, basta ABD olmak tizere NATO’nun miidahale etmek
istemedigi krizlerde Avrupali iilkelerin 6nceligi ele almasini amaglamustir.

Ancak, AB’nin 2000 yilindaki Nice Zirvesi’nde konu ile ilgili olarak alinan
kararlar Tirkiye’nin tepkisini ¢ekmis ve NATO ile AB arasinda bir kriz
yasanmasina neden olmustur. Zira bu zirvede, AB iiyesi olmayan NATO
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iilkelerinin, karar alma mekanizmas: katilimina smirlama getirilmeye
calistlmistir. Bu yonde alinan kararla, AB liderliginde NATO imkanlar
kullanilarak girigilecek bir harekatin karar alma mekanizmasina Tiirkiye gibi AB
iiyesi olmayan tilkelerin katiliminin, ancak AB’nin daveti ile gerceklesmesi
Ongorillmiistl (Turgut, 2001: 85).

AB’nin kendi biinyesinde olusturacagi askeri giiciin, NATO imkan ve
kabiliyetlerinden otomatik olarak yararlanmasi yoniinde gosterdigi cabalar, AB
iiyesi olmayan ve bu nedenle de karar alma mekanizmalarinda yer almayan
Tirkiye’nin itiraz1 ile kargilagmustir (Missiroli, 2002: 17). Tirkiye nin,
Yunanistan ile olan ikili anlagmazliklari ve tam ¢oziime kavusturulmamis
bulunan Kibris sorunu, Tiirkiye’nin tam olarak i¢inde yer almayacagi boyle bir
yapilanmanin, adi gegen anlagmazliklarda kendisine kars1 kullanilmasi olasiligs,
Tirkiye’nin bu yondeki endisesini olusturmustur (Boulton, 2001). Tiirkiye, bu
durumu kendisi acisindan Yunanistan’a karst bir giivenlik boslugu olusturacagi
seklinde degerlendirmistir (Terzi, 2004: 459). Taraflar arasinda siirdiiriilen
goriismeler sonucunda 2001 yilinda Ingiltere ve Tiirkiye arasinda AB’nin
gbzetimi altinda Ankara Mutabakati ad1 verilen bir belge imzalanmistir. Ancak,
bu belge Yunanistan tarafindan, GKRY’nin AB iiyesi olarak NATO
imkanlarindan yararlanmas: Tiirkiye tarafindan engellendigi i¢in reddedilmistir.
NATO’nun 2002 yilinda yapilan Prag Zirvesi’nde, Tiirkiye’nin AB-NATO
tatbikatlarina olanak saglamasi, AB’nin de Tiirkiye’nin isteklerine olumlu yanit
vermesiyle sonuglanmistir. AB’nin 2002 Kopenhag Zirvesi’nde konu iizerinde
uzlagilmig ve NATO ile AB arasinda bu konuda Mart 2003 tarihinde Briiksel’de
bir giivenlik anlasmasi imzalanmistir. Kopenhag’da varilan uzlasmada,
Kibris’taki limanlarin ve hava sahasiin Avrupa Giivenlik ve Savunma Politikasi
cergevesinde gerceklestirilecek olan gorevlerin disinda tutulmasi, Tiirkiye’nin bu
konudaki vetosunu kaldirmaya yardimci olurken, Kibrisli Rumlarin Nisan
2004’te yapilan referandumda Annan Plani’na hayir oyu kullanmalarindaki bir
baska neden olmustur (Park, 2005: 135). Varilan uzlasmada, Kibris ve Malta’nin
NATO olanaklariyla yapilacak operasyonlara katilamayacagi belirtilmistir.
Ayrica, kurulmasi planlanan Avrupa Ordusu’nun NATO miittefiklerinden
herhangi birinin taraf oldugu Kibris, Ege ve benzeri sorunlarin ¢6ziimiinde AB
iiyesi olmayan NATO miittefiki Tiirkiye’ye kars1 kullanilamayacaginin uzlasma
icinde yer almasi, Tirkiye’nin bu konuda tasidigi endigelerin gdstergesi
olmustur.

Avrupa Giivenlik ve Savunma Politikasi, GKRY’nin AB ile {iyelik
miizakerelerine basladigi, Tiirkiye’nin ise AB genisleme siireci diginda kalma
olasiligmin bulundugu bir sirada giindeme gelmistir. GKRY nin AB’ye tam tiiye
olmasinin ardindan, Tiirkiye artik bu konuda sadece Yunanistan ile degil GKRY
ile olan sorunlarimni da géz oniinde bulundurmak zorunda kalmstir. Tiirkiye nin
en fazla sorun yasadig iki lilke ile bu sekilde karsi karsiya gelmesi, AB ve Kibris
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konularinda Tiirkiye’nin daha stratejik politikalar olusturmasini  zorunlu
kilmastir.

5. Sonug

GKRY, 1 Mayis 2004 tarihinde, adanin biitiiniinii temsilen AB’ye tam iiye olarak
kabul edilmistir. Kibris’ta Tiirk ve Rum toplumlar1 arasindaki sorunlara kalic1 bir
¢ozliim bulunmadan AB tarafindan alinan bu karar, hem KKTC hem de Tiirkiye
acisindan AB ile iligkilerde sorunlu yeni bir donemin baglangicini olugturmustur.
Tiirkiye, resmi olarak tanimadigi bir yonetimle, AB {iyelik miizakerelerini
yiiriitme gergegiyle karsi karsiya kalmistir. Nitekim, Tiirkiye 3 Ekim 2005
tarihinde AB ile yiiriitiilecek tam {iyelik miizakerelerine baglayabilmek icin, 29
Temmuz 2005 tarihinde, 1963 tarihli Ankara Anlagsmasini, GKRY nin de dahil
oldugu, 10 yeni AB {iyesini i¢ine alacak sekilde genisleten Ek Protokolii
imzalamustir.

GKRY’nin AB iiyeliginin gergeklesmesinin ardindan gegen ii¢ yil igerisinde
Tiirkiye, Kibris ve AB arasinda gozlemlenen iligkileri ilerleme olarak kabul
etmek dogru bir degerlendirme olmayacaktir. Gegen siire i¢erisinde GKRY ’nin
gerek adada sorunun ¢oziimiine yonelik tutumunda, gerekse Tiirkiye’nin AB
iiyelik siirecine yaklagiminda olumlu sayilabilecek bir durum goriilmemistir.
Tiirkiye’nin AB Komisyonu ile yiiriittiigii iiyelik gortismelerinde GKRY ’nin
miizakere basliklarmin agilmasina bir itirazda bulunmamasi, agilan her faslin
kapanmasi i¢in GKRY nin onaymin gerekli olmasi nedeniyle Tiirkiye i¢in fazla
bir anlam tagimamaktadir. Hatta bdyle bir durumun ileride yapilacak
gorligmelerde Tiirkiye aleyhine pazarlik konusu yapilmasi kuvvetli bir ihtimaldir.
Bunun yami sira adada toplumlararasi goriismelerin yeniden baglatilmasi
konusunda GKRY’nin gosterdigi isteksizlik, Rumlarin Kibris’ta var olan
gilinimiiz kosullarindan fazla bir sikayetleri olmadigi izlenimini olusturmaktadir.

Kibris sorununda gelinen bu noktada, Tirkiye’nin giivenlik ve savunmasi
acisindan bu giine kadar Yunanistan ve GKRY ne karsi gerek NATO gerekse
AB igerisinde gostermis oldugu dikkatli ve kararli tutumunu bundan sonrada
devam ettirmesi, kendisi i¢in 6nem tasiyacaktir. Gliney Kibris Rum Kesimi’nde
yaklasan cumhurbaskanligi secimleri dolayisiyla adaylarm Tiirkiye ve Tiirk
ordusu hakkinda ortaya koyduklar1 diisiinceler, Tiirkiye’nin Kibris’la ilgili
endiselerini hakli kilmaktadir. Se¢imlerdeki en giiclii aday olan su an ki Rum
lider Tasos Papadapoulos’un en biiyiik diismanlarinin adada isgalci konumunda
bulundugunu ileri siirdiigii Tiirk Silahli Kuvvetleri’nin oldugunu agiklamasi ve
hakaret niteligi tasiyan ifadeler kullanmasi, hem Rum yonetiminin hem de
adadaki Rum kamuoyunun konu {izerindeki beklentilerini agiga ¢ikarmakta
yeterli olmaktadir.

GKRY ’nin, yakin zamanlarda Fransa ile gelistirmek istedigi askeri isbirliginin
temelinde, her iki {ilkenin Tiirkiye karsiti politikalariin bilyiik etkisi oldugu bir
gercektir. Tirkiye’nin gerek ikili iliskilerinde gerekse AB iiyelik siirecinde
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Fransa ile yasadig1 siyasi sorunlarm Kibris konusunda giivenlik boyutunda
ortaya ¢ikmasi diislindiiriicii bir gelismedir. Bununla birlikte hem Kibris hem de
adanin icinde yer aldig1 cografyadaki askeri ve siyasi dengeler géz Oniinde
bulunduruldugunda, Fransa ve GKRY’nin bu yondeki faaliyetlerinin,
Tirkiye’nin savunma ve giivenligini ¢ok biiyiik boyutlarda -etkileyecegi
beklenmemelidir. Ancak konunun siyasi Onemi, adadaki gelismelerin
degerlendirilmesinde g6z oniinde bulundurulmasi gereken bir noktadir.

GKRY’nin askeri alanda gostermis oldugu bu tiirden davranislar, 1990’11
yillarin ikinci yarisinda uygulamaya calistigi tirmandirma politikasi gibi benzer
tutumlarin, bundan sonra da bolgede giindeme gelebilecegi olasiligini
kuvvetlendirmektedir. Ancak GKRY nin elinde bulundurdugu AB iiyelik kozu
nedeniyle, kendisini ekonomik agidan zorlayacak silahlanma tiiriinden girisimler
yerine, olusturacagi Tiirkiye karsit1 askeri ittifaklarla bunu yapmaya calisacagi
beklenmelidir.

Biitiin bunlarm yaninda GKRY’nin AB {iyesi olduktan sonra, Tiirkiye nin
daha 6nce kendisine yonelik Avrupa Giivenlik ve Savunma Politikas1 (AGSP)’de
gosterdigi tutuma misilleme olacak bigimde, 2004 yilinda AB tarafindan
olusturulan Avrupa Savunma Ajansi’yla (EDA) Tirkiye’nin yapmak istedigi
anlagmayt veto etmistir. Bu sekilde Tiirkiye, Avrupa Savunma Ajansi’nin
yiriittigii projelerden yararlanamazken, AB’nin getirdigi ¢6ziim Onerileri yine
GKRY tarafindan engellenmektedir.

Yine son zamanlarda AB tarafindan fonksiyonel hale getirilmeye calisilan
Avrupa Ordusu’nun NATO’nun askeri yeteneklerini kullanmasi ve bu gergevede
yiriitillen faaliyetlere GKRY’nin de dahil edilmesine Tiirkiye’nin itiraz
etmemesi yoniinde AB tarafindan dile getirilen taleplerin, konu ile ilgili
yapilacak analizlerde dogru zeminler {izerinde degerlendirilmesini gerekli
kilmaktadir.

“ Editér Notu: Kibris Rum kesiminde 24 Subat 2008 tarihinde sonuglanan Cumhurbaskanlig
se¢imini Dimitris Hristofyas kazanmustir.
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Journalist as Peace-Maker? Cyprus, Conflict
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To see the media as merely technologies through which “news” is channeled to a
public or to conceive of journalists as mere “reporters” of what is happening “out
there”, is no longer tenable. The old view that journalists “seek out” or “find” the
news waiting for them in some physical space that they then “pass on” to a
waiting public has been replaced with a more complex frame where journalists
themselves are seen as constitutive of the stories that circulate through the
various mediums of communication. That is, journalists are not merely news
gatherers but rather that they actually give meaning to the stories that pass as
“news” and that furthermore, journalists give meaning to events from particular
points of view and with specific (although not necessarily acknowledged nor
articulated) interests in mind.

These issues have been taken up by both communication studies and peace
studies scholars and researchers in order to better understand contemporary
media structures, practices and products and to explore the potential role that
media might play in the promotion of conflict resolution and peace. On the one
hand, communication scholars in fields including political economy of
communication and critical cultural studies have explored the historical
configurations of media ownership and control while considering the interplay
between these and the production and circulation of knowledge about the world.
On the other hand, peace and communication scholars have engaged in
theorizing the potential role that journalists might play in challenging “war
oriented” discourses that accentuate “two sides”, “them and us”, “win and loose”
scenarios with a view that by changing the language the journalist uses in
shaping the stories about events that circulate through a given society, one may
open up alternative strategies for more peaceful resolutions to conflict situations.

Our present study of the Turkish Cypriot Press is situated within the
framework of these two approaches: Our exploration of the relationship between
the Turkish Cypriot newspapers and the Cyprus conflict resolution processes at
play between the two communities begins from the point of view that the stories
about events and social processes circulating in Turkish Cypriot society are
shaped and given meaning by the journalists, editors and newspaper owners:
That rather than merely “reflecting” or “mirroring” a “world out there”, they
shape how we come to think about that world. Furthermore, the selection process
is already a form of “meaning making” where specific events (and sources for
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those events) are selected among a limitless flow of possible events that are then
circulated as though they “held” meanings and values that were independent of
the way in which they were presented.

In holding that journalism is essentially the selection and “giving of meaning”
to people, processes and events, we posit that there is nothing “natural” or
“neutral” about the production of meaning: that journalism can ultimately be
seen as a choice: the production of meanings that mystify, obfuscate, confuse
and conceal while accentuating conflict, animosity, suspicion and fear or, to the
contrary, a journalism of clarity, complexity and disclosure, that accentuates
trust, cooperation, community, compromise, empathy, and shared understanding.

These issues have been discussed at some length by proponents of “peace
journalism”, with an accent on the process of selection — both of events and of
the language used to describe them — often as though the journalists and editors
were not also enmeshed in social, political and economic relations that
undermine freedoms of choice and anchor decision-making firmly within the
logic of either the political or economic spheres. Further, such research often
bypasses what may be one of the most crucial components of contemporary
journalism within cultures in conflict: the previous knowledge that journalists
bring with them to the events that they subsequently give meaning to.

One definition of “peace journalism” from two prominent exponents of the
field (Lynch & McGoldrick, 2005) reads: “Peace journalism is when editors and
reporters make choices — of what stories to report and about how to report them —
that create opportunities for society at large to consider and value non-violent
responses to conflict” (p. 5). The authors then go on to provide a list of “dos and
don’ts” that journalists might follow in their reporting practices including:
Exploring conflict formations of each community with a focus on “win, win”
orientation rather than how every win for “them” is necessarily a “loss” for them;
making the conflict transparent rather than mystifying it; giving voice to all
parties concerned and not just elite or special interest groups; humanizing all
sides rather than demonizing “them”; being proactive rather than reactive and
focusing on the invisible effects or the suffering of ordinary people rather than
“our” pain and how “we” suffered (p. 6). The authors go on to argue that the
journalist should reveal untruths from all sides in the conflict and not just “our
own”, give voice to marginalized groups with alternative perspectives rather than
accentuate the dominant paradigm of politicians and political parties, and
accentuate the peace initiatives at work rather than the problems that “our side”
have with those initiatives.

While “peace journalism” has drawn upon the historical work of Johann
Galtung (1965) in order to fuse both communication studies and peace/conflict
resolution studies with the goal of transforming journalism in the 21% century,
the emphasis on “technique” and “journalistic practices” without a corresponding
theory of the media in contemporary society is likely to prove disappointing at
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best. What we discover in our own research is that routine interventions into
journalistic practices — whether in the form of “professional” journalism
education or intervention into the practices of journalists through bi-communal
projects -- are insufficient to the goals of communication and peace studies as
defined by both peace scholars and critical communication scholars (Galtung,
1993, 2006; Hackett, 2006; Kempf, 2003; Lynch, 2006; McGoldrick, 2006;
Shinar, 2003/2004; Wolfsfeld, 2004). In our view, this is precisely because
Galtung’s original critique of the “product” of news (Galtung and Ruge, 1965)
has been compromised through appropriation into the service of a “skills
oriented” approach to journalistic practices (Lynch, 2006; McGoldrick; 2006;
Galtung, 2006), that refuses to engage the social and cultural context within
which the journalist’s work gets done. Interestingly, Galtung has already pointed
to this problematic himself:

What this means is, in my view, that culture is where we have to

direct most of our attention. We can do some cosmetic surgery on

the media; write some dozens of norms and rules and do’s and

don’ts. But the chances are that bad habits will be reproduced as

long as we have not had some kind of cultural transformation.

(Galtung, 1993, p. xiii — Xiv)
Bruck and Roach (1993) in a seminal work on communication and peace studies,
highlight what seem like insurmountable problems when peace studies and
media studies are directed toward correcting technical deficiencies within the
current media systems rather than challenging those systems and positing
alternative ways of structuring them:

The consequence of... ownership organization and [financial]

support illustrate the difficulty of converting the mass media to a

peace system. As long as [self-interest] is the key goal, all other

values, including peace, will take a back seat to the production and

distribution of... programming (p. 76) (Emphasis ours).
Our analysis suggests not only that the Turkish Cypriot media are more likely to
mystify rather than clarify complex issues around peace initiatives, but that
journalists and editors are themselves mystified by the forces that move them as
they are unwittingly drawn, under an illusion of objectivity to the values of
“immediacy” as the defining characteristic of what constitutes the importance of
storytelling. Furthermore, and we believe crucial to further analysis of Turkish
Cypriot journalists’ practices in conflict situations, a thorough understanding and
problematization of their previous knowledge is called for. As becomes clear in
both the news stories and editors’ comments, central components of
interpretation rely upon perceived contextual constraints and previous
knowledge in making sense out of current events and the meanings that should
be assigned to them. These versions of events are interpreted and formed into
stories that are then circulated as news and taken up by interpretive communities
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and acted upon. For example, pivotal concepts in the Turkish Cyprus media
including “reunification”, “peace”, “bi-zonal, bi-communal, federation”,
“Motherland”, “Cypriotness”, and “Cyprus Problem” are both self-explanatory
(within the context of the journalist’s own community) and diametrically
opposite (in terms of the journalist’s “other”).

We approach the role of journalism in northern Cyprus from three distinct
entry points in order to consider their role in the processes of conflict resolution
and inter-communal peace making:

1. We examine the way journalists give meaning to particular events through
the examination of a specific story around a bi-communal project.
2.We interview journalists concerning their perceptions of that story and the
role of journalism in northern Cyprus generally.
3.We interview newspaper editors and managers for their explanations
concerning the role of journalism in conflict situations — most specifically
in the case of the Cyprus Problem.
The story that we followed concerned the media debate on the Lokmaci
Barricade event, while both taking into account contemporary news values as
articulated by communication scholars (for example, see Wolfsfeld, 2004, p. 16)
where immediacy, drama, simplicity and ethnocentrism are considered the
dominant core editorial news values. While we classified the ongoing Lokmaci
story according to these core editorial values, we also considered the possibility
of what Galtung (2006) and others have called the “peace journalism” approach
as a gauge against which to evaluate the news media’s potential for opening up
critical debates that might encourage empathetic understanding between
communities.

Galtung reminds us that news about events are not the events themselves but
rather highly structured media representations of events that have been shaped
for public consumption — that the reader is not witness to the “Cyprus conflict”
itself. Instead, readers are situated as witnesses to carefully (or not so carefully)
orchestrated ‘media events’ where journalists and editors highlight and re-
present social, cultural, political and economic processes in selective and
ideological forms: as “win-lose” or “conflict driven”.

Below, we provide a sample of the analysis of a specific media event that was
reported in Turkish Cypriot press between November 2005 and February 2006.
The media event concerned the opening of a passage between the two
communities in the capital city of Nicosia at what the Greek Cypriots call Ledra
Street and the Turkish Cypriots refer to as the Lokmaci Barricade. In addition to
the analysis of the newspaper articles, we conducted personal interviews with
journalists, editors and other decision makers in the Turkish Cypriot press and
considered their answers in order to highlight the underlying assumptions driving
journalistic practices in the Turkish Cypriot media.
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Central to our concern was whether the newspaper articles explored processes,
considered long-term policy issues, promoted or reported on calm, highlighted
moments when crisis subdues, accentuated periods of cooperation and moods of
moderation, gave more weight to opportunities rather than drawbacks,
highlighted internal consensus or underlined the possibility of incremental
progress. We wanted to know if they explored underlying ideological similarities
or differences upon which the apparent oppositional positions stood; whether
appearances of conflict were presented as multi-sided and whether the beliefs
and/or pain of the ‘Other’ was ever considered. Did the Turkish Cypriot media
news stories on the Lokmaci ‘event’ suggest the possibility of hope, empathy
with the “other” and communal cooperation?

Ultimately, what we find is that the news stories consistently undermine the
very possibility of hope and bi-communal dialogue — falling squarely into
Wolfsfeld’s categories of contemporary editorial values thus undermining the
possibility for what Galtung refers to as “peace journalism”. However, the
responses from journalists and editors in the in-depth personal interviews also
suggest that current forms of intervention into these practices are superficial at
best and that a more concerted effort is needed in considering how the press
might play a more constructive role in the resolution of conflict and the
promotion of peace.

From November, when the story surfaced onto the Turkish Cypriot press
landscape, through to February 2006, we collected 38 articles from the Turkish
language Cypriot newspapers specifically focused on the Lokmaci story. The list
below is representative of the overall trend of reporting on the event.

e Kibris: We did all the necessary preparations on our part. Time has
proved that we were right in doing that. At this stage the ball is in the
Greek Cypriot quarters.

e Yenidiizen* They expect us to say “yes sir, your orders, whatever you
order we accept it and put it into practice” but we do not have to get
permission from anybody for something we do on our side. We are not
forced to abide by the rules of others.

e BRT>: It is out of the question for the Turkish Cypriot side to stop work
being carried out at Lokmaci. We insist on the opening of the barricade
and will complete the ongoing work for the opening of the crossing point
at Lokmaci.

Kibris*: First demolish your wall of shame.

Kibris® The Greek Cypriot side’s stance prevents the opening of a
crossing point at Lokmaci.

Kibris®: No hope for Lokmaci.

Afrika’”: Any move made by the Greek Cypriot side before their general
elections will be nothing more than image building. The Greek Cypriot
side is hiding behind the excuse of demolishing the bridge.
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e Afrika®: President Mehmet Ali Talat has accused the Leader of the Greek
Cypriot Administration Tassos Papadopoulos of carrying out a state
campaign to maintain the division of the island.

o Afrika’: The Greek Cypriot Administration had been trying to prevent the
opening of the Lokmaci Gate.

e Kibris®: Greek Cypriot side is trying to prevent the opening and is
responsible for the deadlock.

e Kibris': The truth of the matter is that the Greek Cypriot side doesn’t
want to open a new gate and improve crossings before an overall solution
to the Cyprus Problem.

e Yenidiizen'%: The bridge at Lokmaci will not be pulled down. The real
problem is that they do not want to open the gate.

« Yenidiizen®: The Greek Cypriot governing elite is not for the solution of
the Cyprus problem and as a result Papadopoulos is refraining from the
slightest movement toward a solution.

o Afrika*: According to Haravgi newspaper, Papadopoulos said that pulling
down the bridge is not enough. Anything that is built around the bridge
which resembles to a military position must also be pulled down.

e Afrika™: Nicosia Turkish Cypriot mayor Kutlay Erk announced to the
Greek Cypriot newspaper Politis that the opening of Ledra Street was in
stalemate for the last month due to the attitude and the tactics of the Greek
Cypriot leader Tassos Papadopoulos.

e Kibris': If the aim is to pull down the bridge, it is doubtful that the
attitude of the Greek Cypriots toward the Turkish Cypriots will change
even after we pull it down.

o Kibris*": We were the ones who opened the Lokmaci Barricade and it was
the unpredictable Greek Cypriot administration that did not demolish the
wall on their side.

Journalists across the political spectrum in North Cyprus tend to reduce
historically complex processes to “events” and then accentuate difference
between “them” and “us” As Wolfsfeld points out, “When a peace process
breaks down, the news media of both sides emphasize their own righteousness
and the other’s evilness. We are always the victims, they are always the
aggressors” (Wolfsfeld, 2004, p. 23). The problem here is that the “process” had
not yet broken down: the media were selectively shaping and giving meaning to
the discourse around the process in such a way as to give the impression that
there was no hope. The shear number of stories written around the event at once
gave the impression of “too much” information while leaving the citizenry with
virtually no contextual framework within which to make sense out of the
newspaper stories.

In December of 2005, the Turkish Cypriot administration removed the
Lokmaci barricade in, what they declared to be, a good gesture aimed at opening
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the center of Nicosia to pedestrian traffic from both communities. The space
between the Greek and Turkish Cypriot parts of Nicosia had been historically
referred to as the “dead zone”. However, while the barricade was removed, a
bridge was built in its place — something that the Greek Cypriot administration
reacted strongly to. Under pressure from both communities, the Turkish Cypriot
administration finally demolished the bridge as it had done the barricade before
it, and in December of 2006 the Greek Cypriot administration pulled down the
wall on its side of Nicosia. At this time however, no further development has
been made on opening a passage between the two communities across the “dead
zone” in the heart of the capital.

Turkish Cypriot Editors Comment

Our concern to better understand the relationships between journalism and the
Cyprus problem led to a series of in-depth and candid interviews with editors of
the major Turkish Cypriot newspapers in late 2007 with the aim of teasing out
the underlying assumptions and processes at work in the giving of meaning to
events like that of the Lokmaci story. Did editors and journalists believe
themselves to be merely “reporting the facts”? Did they feel relatively “free” to
report as they saw fit? Who sets the agenda for storytelling and how is it
prioritized? What efforts are made at building relationships with Greek Cypriot
media workers, managers and owners? What are the obstacles to the building of
such relations? Importantly, we wanted to know what confidence newspaper
editors had in the press becoming a bridge for reconciliation and the resolution of
conflict between the two communities in Cyprus.

We chose Yeniduzen, Halkan Sesi, Kibris, and Africa as sites for our
interviews and asked a series of questions that we felt would help us to identify
the rational behind and between the major storytelling industries in northern
Cyprus. Below are highlights from the responses to our questions:

1. The Chief Editor of Turkish Cypriot Afrika®: “I am sick and tired writing
about the bridge... presumably we’ll return to the subject if something new
happens.”

2.The Chief Editor for Kibris': “It’ is typical journalistic forgetfulness.
When other, more urgent themes became popular, the bridge was
forgotten. To be honest, as a person in this business, | was not even aware
that we had forgotten until you asked me.”

3.Chief Editor for Yenidiizen®®: “Three reasons come to mind: more than
enough was written about the bridge during a certain period. Both the
journalists and the readers got bored with it, the long holiday period may
have interfered with it, or the bridge itself was out of bounds to the public
and journalists were not able to visit it. You don’t see anything on the
subject in any of the newspapers. That is most interesting. | wonder why?
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I shall ask one of our journalists to write a story about the bridge. It is a
very expensive bridge so we must not forget it.

4. Chief Editor for Halkin Sesi?": “It became obvious that the parties cannot
and will not agree on the matter and people have lost hope of opening the
gate. The visit of Shaw became the subject matter and the Lokmaci gate
was dropped. It is the result of hopelessness.

In each of these replies ‘immediacy’ stands in stark contrast to long drawn-out
and complex dynamic processes. Editors and journalists alike express surprise
and even confusion concerning how and why the story no longer seems to matter
or when it might become important again. While some of the respondents found
it difficult to explain why they had dropped the story, they did acknowledge that
something else (something new and immediate) had replaced it. Furthermore,
they concede that should a new ‘event’ take place again around the issue they
will probably pick it up again. It is also possible to discern a contradiction on the
part of editors concerning whether they wait for a story to “become news” or
whether it becomes news when they construct the story.

The value of immediacy and the emphasis on sensationalism may also play a
part in the lack of reflexivity apparent in the construction of news stories around
the Lokmaci event. Hackett (2006) highlights this problem when arguing that,
“journalists are citizens of particular states and members of national cultures, and
they are not immune to the biases of nationalism in covering... conflict” (p. 5).
The key issue here concerns unchallenged assumptions that both journalists and
editors may carry with regard to the nature of news-making.

Intervention and Transformation
While Wolfsfeld’s insights into the values that currently drive the construction of
news around important political, social and cultural events provide a framework
for recognizing the dynamics behind news production, they say little concerning
how these values are taken up by journalists, nor do they suggest how such
institutional practices might be challenged and transformed. Indeed, Wolfsfeld
argues for an increased “media savvy” political sphere where the audience is
those who intend to “use” the media rather than those producing the media
product:
There is an important lesson from all this for political leaders:
nothing succeeds like success. Leaders who can mobilize a broad
consensus for their policies and successfully manage to keep the
peace process on a steady course with a minimum of setbacks have
little to fear from the media. Taking control over the political
environment is the key to achieving success in the press. (2004, p.
31)
Conceptualizing the media in this way, while useful for those who wish to use
the media to their advantage, provides little explanatory value for those
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interested in transcending narrowly defined assumptions concerning the role of
communication in society and transcending current limitations in order to
accentuate a stronger relationship between media institutions and democratic life.
One alternative is to see journalists as active agents in the construction of their
own identity and media institutions and practices as both contestable and located
upon contestable terrain. In this way both journalism and journalists can be seen
as capable of transformation and change. Hackett (2006), for example, argues
that an understanding “of the governing logics of news production” is essential
in order to “identify blockages and opportunities” for the development of
alternative media performances (p. 2), while Panayiotou (2006), speaking
specifically of the Cypriot media asks: “What kinds of journalism/public
discourse can enhance the emergence of local forces that will help in bringing
and keeping the island communities together?” (p. 32).

Hackett (2006) makes a similar point when arguing that, “journalists are
citizens of particular states and members of national cultures, and they are not
immune to the biases of nationalism in covering... conflict” (p. 5). The key issue
here concerns unchallenged assumptions that both journalists and editors may
carry with regard to the nature of news-making.

Kempf (2003) has also highlighted the necessity for such shifts in media
institutions before journalistic performances can change. Kempf argues that for
journalists to take on the role of promoting the resolution of conflict and the
recognition of alternatives to war, they will have to be emancipated from ... the
institutional constraints that result from the criteria for news selection, editorial
procedures and expectations, the economics of the media, the connections
between the media and the politicians and the military” (p.10).

The challenge now is to begin a process of identifying the necessary ground
upon which to develop alternative journalistic practices.

Notes

LKibris, February 8™ 2006. We are waiting for the Greek Cypriots to demolish the wall
too.

2venidizen, December 14", 2005. We cannot be held accountable.

3 www.brtk.gov.nc.tr Archived on December 12" 2005.

4 Kibris, December 19" 2005. First demolish your wall of shame.

5 Kibris, December 19" 2005. First demolish your wall of shame.

®Kibris, December 19" 2005. First demolish your wall of shame.

7 Afrika, February 19" 2006, p. 2. No hope for Lokmaci.

8 Afrika, February 19" 2006, p. 2. No hope for Lokmaci.

9 Afrika, February 19" 2006, p. 2. No hope for Lokmaci.

0 Kibris, December 8", 2005. Greek Cypriot side is trying to prevent the opening of
Lokmacl.

L Kibris, December 8" 2005. It seems that nobody will pass the Lokmaci Exam.
2venidiizen, December 16", 2005. The bridge at Lokmaci will not be pulled down.
3 Yenidiizen, December 29", 2005. Who could not pass from Lokmaci?
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14 Afrika, January 1%, 2006. Lokmac bridge and other instillations must be pulled down.
15 Afrika, February 5™, 2006. Lokmaci on the agenda again.

6 Kibris, February 13", 2006. Pedestrians can use the road and the bridge can stay as a
monument.

Y Kibris, February 13", 2006. Pedestrians can use the road and the bridge can stay as a
monument.

18 personal interview: January 14™ 2006.

19 Telephone interview: January 18" 2006.

2 Telephone conversation: January 18" 2006.

2 personal interview: January 18" 2006.
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Clinton Doneminde Kibris Sorunu ve
Tirkiye-Amerika Iliskileri

Buket ONAL"

Giris

1960 Londra ve Ziirih Anlagsmalariyla Kibris Cumhuriyeti adint alan ve bu
tarihten itibaren Tiirk ve Rum halk tarafindan ortak yonetilen Kibris Adasi, bu
halklarin yakin baglari bulundugu Tiirkiye ve Yunanistan agisindan da 6nem arz
etmekteydi. Nitekim 1963’ten itibaren Rumlarin Tirkleri yonetimden zorla
uzaklastirmalariyla baslayan ve iki halki birbirine diisiiren gelismeler,
Tiirkiye’'nin Ada’ya 1974’te bir miidahalede bulunmasina neden oluyor ve bu
durum her iki tilke a¢isindan da dis politikalarini yillarca mesgul edecek sonuglar
doguruyordu. Gerek Ada’nin stratejik konumu gerekse iki yakin miittefik
arasinda bir sorun olusturmasi nedeniyle Amerika da zamanla bu sorunun iginde
yer almistir. Ancak Amerika’nin 1964’te Tirkiye’nin Ada’ya miidahalesine
engel olmasi ve 1974’deki miidahale sonrasinda Tiirkiye’ye silah ambargosu
uygulamasi nedeniyle Kibris, iki iilke iligkilerindeki en 6énemli sorunlardan biri
olarak yerini almigtir. Ozellikle Amerikan dis politikasina yon veren Kongre’nin
Rum lobisinin etkisine agik olmasi, Amerika’nin Tiirkiye’ye yapilacak yardimlar
konusunda Kibris’1 her zaman One siirmesine neden olmakta; bu da iki iilke
iliskisine olumsuz yansimaktaydi. Kongre’nin bu olumsuz tutumu ancak
yonetimin, yani Baskan’in, stratejik nedenlerden dolay: Tiirkiye’yi de memnun
edecek politikalara acik olmasiyla dengeleniyordu. Bu nedenlerle soguk savas
boyunca Amerika’nin tutumu, bu sorunun ¢6ziimiine yardimci olmak ya da
herhangi bir ¢6ziimiin kendi ¢ikarlarina aykiri olmasini engellemek yoniinde
olmustur. Soguk savas sonrast donemde de tek siiper gili¢ olarak kalan
Amerika’nin Ortadogu politikalarma oncelik vermesiyle Ada’nin konumu bir
kez daha 6nem kazaniyor ve bagkanlarin sorunun ¢oziimiine yonelik cabalar
devam ediyordu.

Dis politikanin olusturulmasit ve yiiriitiilmesi agamasinda bagkanlarin ve dis
politika ekibinin bilinen 6nemi nedeniyle herhangi bir konuda Amerika’nin
izledigi dis politikanin analizi yapilirken Ozellikle iktidardaki baskanin dig
politikaya nasil baktig1 ve dis politikada hangi konulara 6ncelik verdigi énem
kazanir. Ciinkii, Kongre, baski gruplar1 ve diger unsurlarin etkileri bir yana
birakilirsa, bagkanlarim o konuya verdikleri 6nem dogrultusunda dis politikalar
belirlenir ve uygulanir. Nitekim soguk savas sonrasi secgilen ilk baskan olan
Clinton’in da Kibris sorununa bakisi, izledigi dis politikaya paralel gelismis ve
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bagkanliginin her iki doneminde bu sorunun oncelik sirast ve Onemi farkli
olmustur. Bu farklilik dogal olarak Tiirkiye ile olan iligkilere de yansimustir.

1. Baskan ve Dis Politika

Yiiriitme organinin timiinii temsil eden Amerikan baskanlari, Anayasa gergevesi
iginde en etkin ve etkili role sahip olan kisilerdir (Rossiter 1960,18). Anayasa,
Amerikan Bagkani’nda devlet ve hiikiimet baskani yetkilerini toplayarak, biitiin
“federal yiiriitme iktidarin1” ona vermis, bu yiizden de bu sistem onun adiyla
anilir olmustur.(Ferguson ve McHenry 1956, 283; Neustadt 1996, 374-375;
Kubali 1971, 450; Watson 1972, 374-377; McCormick 1992, 267). Bu
dogrultuda Baskan, devlet bagkanidir, siyasi parti lideridir, yasamanin,
yirlitmenin ve Silahli Kuvvetlerin basidir (Adrian ve Press 1965, 475-484;
Livingston ve Thompson 1971, 376-387; Lineberry 1989, 434-439).

Bu derece yetki ve sorumlulukla donatilmis olan Baskan, ayn1 zamanda dis
politikanin olusturulmasi ve uygulamasinda da bir¢ok yetkiye sahip kisidir. Bu
nedenle bu politikanin sonuglarindan sorumlu olacak kisi de kendisidir
(Macdonald, Webb, Lewis ve Strauss, 1958, 819). Bu sorumluluk Anayasa
geregidir; Anayasa’nin II. maddesinin 2. bdlimii baskana Senato’nun 2/3
¢ogunlugunun onay1 ile anlagma yapma ve gene Senato’nun onayiyla
biiyiikelgileri, ortael¢i ve konsoloslari atama yetkisi verirken, baskanlarin zaman
zaman Senato’nun bu simirlamalarindan kendilerini kurtaracak cabalar iginde
olduklar1 goriilmektedir. II. maddenin 3. bolimii de baskanlara yabanci
biiyiikel¢i ve diger temsilcileri kabul etme yetkisi vermektedir. Bagskan bunun
disinda, diger iilkelerle diplomatik ve konsolosluk iligkilerinin baslayip
bitmesine ve denizasiri iilkelerin yeni hiikiimetlerinin taninip taninmamasina
karar verir. Bagkana taninan bir diger yetki ve sorumluluk da, dis politikanin ilan
edilmesidir. Bagkanin bu politikay1 yiiriitiirken bazi agilardan Kongre’ye bagh
olmas1 gergegine ragmen Baskan, dis politikanin olugsmasinda anayasal yetkileri
disinda bu maddelerin esnek yorumu sayesinde dnemli bir avantaj da kazanabilir.
Gergekten de bu durum Baskan’a manevra olanagi saglamakta ve becerikliligini,
esnekligini, yaraticiligimi ortaya koymasma olanak vermektedir. Woodrow
Wilson’un deyimi ile, bdyle bir durumda “Baskan istedigi kadar biiyiik olmakta
Ozgiirdiir” (Redford, Truman, Hacker, Westin ve Wood 1965, 301-302; Dereli
1998, 34).

Ancak Kongre’nin mali konulardaki tek yetkili merci olmas, i¢ politika kadar
dis politikada da Baskan’a ragmen etkisini arttiran bir durumdur. Tim federal
harcamalarin Kongre tarafindan onaymin gerekliligi, yasamayi yiirlitme
karsisinda 6nemli kilar (I. madde, 9. boliim). Bu yiizden Kongre’ye Onerilen
biitcenin ve dis yardim oOnerilerinin kabulii, ticari imtiyaz ve boykot gibi
kararlarmn onay1 ydnetimin izledigi dis politika agisindan 6nemlidir. Ozellikle dis
yardimlar konusunda Baskan ve yonetiminin izledigi dis politika amaclar ile
Kongre’nin talepleri arasinda farklilik dogabilmektedir. Cogu zaman baski/¢ikar
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gruplarinin ¢alismalarmin Kongre’de etkin olmasi dolayisiyla bu yardimlar sarta
baglanabilmekte, askiya alinabilmekte ya da bu yardimlarda kisintiya
gidilebilmektedir (Koenig 1964, 211; Johnson 1944, 252).

Amerikan Baskanlarmin dig politikayr yonetirken baski/¢cikar gruplarmin da
miidahalesiyle karsilastigini sOyleyebiliriz. Ortak amag etrafinda toplanip bu
yonde ¢aba harcayan orgiitlii gruplar olarak tanimlanan baski/gikar gruplarinin
temel hareket noktasi, kanun yapicilart ve kamuoyu olusturan kitle iletisim
araglarmi etkilemektir. Bu gruplarin bunun i¢in {i¢ strateji uyguladigi
goriilmektedir. Bunlarm ilki, yonetimin kilit mevkilerindeki kisileri kendilerine
baglamak, Kongre iiyelerinin se¢imi i¢in calisarak onlarin destegini saglamak
ve/veya segilmis Kongre iiyelerinin destegini kazanmak ve sonuncusu da
propaganda araciligryla kamuoyunu bilgilendirmek ve etkilemektir. Baski
gruplarinda siyasi partilerden farkli olarak daha spesifik amaglar arzulanir ve
iktidar1 ele gecirmek yerine siyasal karari etkilemek oOncelik kazanir. Bu
gruplarin en 6nemli kozlar1 se¢im doneminde dnem kazanan ‘oy potansiyelleri’
dir (Ar1 2000, 134-135). Dogrudan yasama organi iiyeleriyle iliski icinde olunup
destek aranmasina da ‘lobicilik’ denir. Lobiler, 1946 tarihli Federal Lobi
Yasasinda, “Amerikan Kongresi’ndeki yasalar1 etkilemeye veya yasanin
¢tkmasini veya ¢ikmamasii saglamaya galigan, bunun i¢in dogrudan veya
dolayli para ve zaman harcayan kisiler” olarak tanimlanir. Ancak yiiriitmenin
ozellikle de Baskan’in dis politikadaki etkinligi diisiiniildiigiinde lobiler Kongre
yaninda Baskan’1 da etkilemeye caligmaktadirlar (Eroglu 2001, 98). Orgiitlii
baski/gikar gruplarindan olusan ¢ok sayidaki lobilerden 6zellikle etnik gruplarin
dis politikadaki rolleri 6nemsenecek derecededir. Bu lobilerde ¢alisan kisilerin
daha onceki anavatanlariyla resmi bir iligski icinde olmalar1 istenmez ve asil
amaclarinin Amerika’daki kendi halklarinin ekonomik, siyasi, sosyal ve kiiltiirel
haklarin1 korumak olmasi beklenir. Ancak bu lobilerin Amerikan dig politikasini
Amerika’nin stratejik g¢ikarlarina aykiri olmamasi sartiyla bu anavatanlarinin
lehine olacak sekilde etkilemeye yonelik faaliyet iginde olduklar1 da bir gergektir
(Ar1 2000, 206). Kongre’nin bu etkilere agik olmasindan dolay1 ¢ogu zaman dis
politikanin sekillenmesinde 6nemli etkilere sahip olabilmekte ve bu nedenle de
bazen Bagkan’m dig politikayr kendi belirledigi sekilde yiirlitmesini
zorlastirabilmektedir. Ancak bunu yapabilen etnik gruplar biiyik oy
potansiyeline ve mali olanaklara sahip gruplardir. Bu sayede sadece Kongre’nin
degil, se¢im donemlerinde bu gruplarmn oylar1 biiyilk 6nem kazandigindan
Bagkan adaylarinin da destegi kazanilabilmekte ve Baskan adaylar1 bu gruplarin
isteklerini i¢ ve/veya dig politikada uygulama soézii verebilmektedir. Bunun
yaninda yerel diizeyde biiyiik destek saglamig ve kamuoyunu yanina ¢ekmis bir
etnik grubun Bagkan’i etkileme giicii de artacagindan birgok etnik grup bu
faaliyetleri gézardi etmemektedir (Watanabe 1984,15; Giirbiiz 1987, 89).
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2. Clinton ve D1s Politika Oncelikleri

2.1. Birinci Clinton Donemi (1993-1997)

Soguk savag sonrasi segilen ilk bagkan olan William J. Clinton’in dis politika
onceliklerinin, selefi Bush’unkinden farkli olacagi daha se¢cim kampanyasindaki
konusmalarindan belli oluyordu (Sorensen 1992, 13). Bu konusmalarda Clinton,
sadece iki konu iizerinde duruyordu. Bunlardan biri iilke ekonomisinde yasanan
olumsuzluklar, digeri de dis politika konusunda tek sdylemi olan demokrasi ve
insan haklar1 meseleleri idi (Jewett ve Turetzky 1998, 638; Korb 1994, 3). Bu
donemde Amerika’nin ciddi tehlikelerle yiliz ylize kalmamasi ve dis politika
konusunda aktif bir rol almasi konusunda dnemli bir i¢ baskinin da olmamasi,
onun i¢ politikaya ydnelmesini kolaylastirtyordu (Cameron 2002, 19). Bu
nedenle baskanliginin ilk yillarinda ekonomik sorunlarin acilen giderilmesine
yonelik politikalar izlenmis ve Ronald Reagan doneminde baslayip George H.-W.
Bush doneminde artarak devam eden ekonomik durgunluk, biitce agiklari,
igsizlik gibi sorunlarin giderilmesi i¢in 1993°de Kongre’den de gecen bir
ekonomi programi uygulanmaya baslanmistir (Hasted ve Eksterowicz 2002,
134).

Clinton’in bu donemde dis politikaya yonelik tek sdylemi ise Amerika’nin
giivenligi ve refahi i¢in 6nemli olduguna inandig1 demokrasi ve insan haklar
meseleleri olmus ve Amerikan dis politikasinda en azindan sdylem olarak
ozellikle uluslarin self-determinasyon hakki, demokrasi, insan haklarina saygi
gibi konular 6ncelik kazanmigtir (Smith 1993, 151-152; David 2004, 3). Clinton,
bu politikanin geregini “disarida saglanacak bir demokrasi bizim iilkemizde
somut sekilde ekonomi ve giivenlik acisindan yarar saglar. Demokratik iilkeler
birbirleriyle savasmazlar, terorizmi desteklemezler ve digeri igin tehlike
olusturmazlar. Onlar insan haklar1 ve miilkiyet haklarina ve kendi sinirlari
icindeki hukuk kurallarina saygilidirlar. Demokrasiler uluslararasi diizenin
ingasinda da en onemli temeli saglarlar” diye agikliyordu (Clinton 1993, 653;
Gigot, 1992, A14; Ozel, 1993, 20).

Ancak Clinton yonetiminin soguk savag sonrasit dis politika stratejilerinin ne
olacagi konusunda pek de hazirlikli olmadig1 kisa bir siire sonra ortaya ¢ikti.
Sovyetler Birligi’nin (SB) dagilmasi sonrasi uluslararasi sistemin yapisindaki
koklii degisiklikle ortaya cikan aktorlere ve meselelere yonelik nispeten basit bir
goriige sahip olan ve bu degisiklige yonelik iyimser goriisiinii devam ettiren
Clinton’a gore, degisen bu uluslararasi sistem tiim uluslart demokrasi ve pazar
ekonomisi ¢ercevesinde kucaklayacak bir sistem olmaliydi. Bu hedefleri
gergeklestirecegi umulan  ‘genigsleme’ (enlargement) doktrini, Clinton’in
Birlesmis Milletler (BM) Genel Kurulu’nda, Disisleri Bakani Warren M.
Christopher’in Colombia Universitesi’nde, Ulusal Giivenlik Danisman1 (UGD)
Anthony Lake’in John Hopkins Universitesi'nde ve BM Biyiikelgisi Madeleine
K. Albright’m Ulusal Savunma Universitesi’nde yaptigi konusmalar ile ilan
edildi. Buna gore, hem serbest ticaret, yatirim kolayliklar1 gibi ekonomik, hem
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de demokrasi ve insan haklariin 6zellikle eski sosyalist iilkelerde yayginlagsmasi
gibi siyasi alanlar1 kapsayacak olan genisleme, soguk savasin ‘cevreleme’
(containment) anlayisinin yerini alacakti (Maynes 1993-1994, 3; Joxe 2003, 145;
Lake 1993, 658-664). Her ne kadar bu yeni bir strateji olarak lanse edilse de,
bircok dis politika uzmani bunun eskisinden pek de farkli olmadig1 ve yeni bir
vizyon tasimadigi goriisiinii tasiyordu. Onlara gore, Clinton yonetiminin
uyguladig1 dis politika soguk savas boyunca izlenen Amerikan dis politika
amaglarindan pek de farkli degildi. Bu amaglar; anavatani saldirilardan korumak,
Amerikan demokrasisinin yayilabilecegi bir ortam yaratmak ve korumak,
Amerikan halkmin refahini saglamak ve korumak, gereginden fazla masrafa
girmeksizin Amerika’nin uluslararasi sistemi diizenleyici roliinii siirdlirmekti
(Maynes 1996, 38; Erhan 2001, 84).

Clinton, ayrica ilkesini bir diinya polisi yapmak istemedigini de acikca
belirtiyor ve diinya meselelerine uzak politikalar izleniyordu. Buna gore,
denizasirt miidahale ancak ii¢ durum gercgeklestiginde olacakti: Birincisi,
miidahaleyi gerektiren durumun siddetli ve yaygin insan haklart ihlalini teskil
etmesi; ikincisi, Amerika’nin bir miidahaleyi destekleyecek askeri kapasiteye
sahip olmasi; ligiinciisii, miidahaleyle fark yaratacak bir degisimin olmus olmasi.
Christopher’in dedigi gibi, Amerika ordularini ancak bir misyonu yerine
getirmek i¢in génderecekti. O misyon da insan haklari ihlallerinin giderilmesi ve
demokrasinin yayginlastiriimasiydi (Goure 1999, 58-59; Cumhuriyet: 25 Eyliil
1993, 8). Amerika ayrica 2020’ye kadar oniinde kendine kars1 koyacak herhangi
bir silahli giiclin bulunmadigin1 hesaplayarak hizla Rusya Federasyonu (RF)
etrafindaki iisleri azaltma yoluna gitti. Savunma harcamalar1 da azaltild1 ve bu
aradaki fark, soguk savag doneminden kalan biitce aciklarinin giderilmesine
harcand1 (Keesing’s Record of World Events: February 1993, 39310; Keesing’s
Record of World Events: March 1993, 39357). Aslinda Clinton, diinyanin
giivenlik meselelerinde Amerika’nin roliinii sinirlama amacinda oldugundan, ya
uluslararasi meselelere ilgisiz kalmayi, ya da “iddiali ¢ok yonliilik” (assertive
multilateralizm) stratejisi ile BM ile biiytik bir isbirligi iginde olmay1 tercih
etmistir. BM’yi kendi giivenlik politikalariin bir araci ve flkelerin i¢
meselelerine miidahalede mesru bir otorite olarak gdoren Clinton, giiclii bir
BM’den yana oldugunu bir “BM Acil Miidahale Giicii’nii (UN Rapid Reaction
Force) destekleyecegini sOyleyerek ispatladi (Gerlach 1993, 224; Yildizoglu
1993, 8).

Ancak Clinton’in ¢ok yonliiliik taahhiitlerinin ¢ogu, gerek Amerikan
kamuoyunun {ilke i¢i sorunlarla daha fazla mesgul olup, dis politikaya daha uzak
olmalar1 ve Onemli dis politika hedefleri {iistlenme konusunda goniilsiiz
davranmalari, gerekse Cumhuriyet¢ilerin ¢ogunlukta oldugu Kongre’nin dis
politikaya miidahale etmesinden dolay1 gergeklesememistir (Keesing’s Record of
World Events: January 1995, 40351). Bu yilizden Clinton, “dis politikada bir de
siipheci, tedbirli ve partizanlagan bir Kongre ile de ugrasmak zorunda kalmistir”

195



Buket ONAL

(Walker 1997, 391-392). Zaten Clinton’n “iddiali ¢ok yonliilikk” stratejisi Ekim
1993’te Somali’de 12 Amerikan askerinin 6liimii sonrasinda degismis ve “sinirli
carpisma” stratejisine gecilmistir (Cumhuriyet: 5 Ekim 1993, 8). Clinton, 3
Mayis 1994’te imzaladig1 Bagkanlik Direktifi (Presidential Decision Directive)
ile Amerika’nin ¢ok tarafli barig operasyonlari iizerinde yeni bir smirlama
getirdi. Amerika bu direktife gore, iilke ¢ikarlarmi dogrudan tehdit eden
durumlarda kendi basina miidahale edecek, aksi durumda ancak miittefiklerin
katkis1 saglandiginda miidahalede bulunacakti. Ayrica miidahalenin sekli ve
sonuglart da g6z Oniinde bulundurulacakti (President Clinton Sign PDD
Establishing: May 5, 1994). Bu donem dis politikadaki rehber ilkeyi,
“yapilabildigi zaman ¢ok taraflilik, yapmak zorunda olundugunda tek yanlilik”
olarak tanimlamak uygundur.

2.2. ikinci Clinton Dénemi (1997-2000)
Clinton, ilk dort yil, kendinden onceki Bagkan George H.W. Bush’un keskin
politikasini, gerek ekonomi konusundaki degisimle gerekse soguk savas sonrasi
yeni diinyanin belirsizligini bahane gostererek smirlamayi basarmisti. Ancak
1996 secimlerinde artik durum ¢ok daha farkliydi. Clinton’in se¢im kampanyasi
birincisinden farkli olarak dig politika iizerine kuruluydu. Kampanya boyunca
Clinton, konugmalarinda dis politikada deneyim kazandigini siklikla belirtiyor ve
bu dénemde dis politikaya oncelik vereceginin sinyallerini veriyordu. Nitekim,
Baskan segildiginde ikinci donem izlenecek politikalara uygun olarak dis politika
ekibi de degisti (Omestad 1996-1997, 37). Aslinda bu ekip degisikliginin dis
politikada kokli degisiklikler getirmese de bir stil degisikligi getirdigini
sOyleyebiliriz. Ciinkii dis politika amaclar1 degismemis, ancak bu amaclara
yonelik daha aktif dis politika izlenmistir (Morris ve McCann 2004, 48). 1993
yilinda Clinton, -global ekonominin hiikmettigi- dis politikay1 tek boyutlu olarak
goriirken, 1996°da dis politika goriisii nispeten ¢ok boyutlu olmustur. Nitekim 23
Ocak 1996’da yaptig1 “Birligin Durumu” konugmasinda global giivenlige, global
ekonomiden daha ¢ok vurgu yapiyor ve “Amerika i¢in tehdit olan unsurlar
¢esitlenmistir: terérizm, Kkitle imha silahlarinin yayginlagmasi, orgiitlii sug,
uyusturucu trafigi, etnik ve dini nefret, serseri devletlerin saldirist ve g¢evresel
bozulma. Eger bu sorunlart bugiin ihmal edersek, yarin tiim sonuglarina
katlanmak zorunda kalacagiz” diyerek bu tehditlere karst Amerika’nin
uluslararasi alanda miicadele etmesi gerektigini belirtiyordu (State of the Union
Address: January 23, 1996).

1996°da aciklanan ulusal giivenlik stratejisi ile de Clinton, Amerika’nin temel
hedeflerini, gliclii bir silahli kuvvetlerle giivenligi saglamak, ekonomik
canlanmay1 hizlandirmak ve ilke disinda demokrasiyi tesvik etmek olarak
acikladi. Bu stratejide Amerika’nin diinya liderliginin gerekliligi de dile
getiriliyordu. Ancak bu yapilirken gerek miidahalenin sekli gerekse miidahalenin
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yontemi konusunda segici davranilacagi da agikga belirtilmisti (A National
Security of Engagement and Enlargement: February 1996).

Yeni donemin Disisleri Bakan1 Albright, bu donemde izlenecek Amerikan dig
politika amaglarint; barigi saglamak ve uluslararas: sistemi saglamlagtirmak
olarak siralamistir. Barigi saglamak igin, uluslararasi iligkilerin devamina
calisilacak, bu iligkiler saglamlastirilacak ve bolgesel problemlerin ¢oziimii igin
partnerlerle birlikte hareket edilecekti. Uluslararasi sistemin devami igin ise
diinya genelinde demokrasinin yayginlastirilmasi i¢in ¢aligilacak, zayif iilkeler
desteklenecek, tiim uluslarin giivenligini etkileyecek isbirligi ve hukuk sistemine
tehdit olacak unsurlar piiskiirtiilecek, niikleer silahlarin ve zehirli gazlarin
yayginlagmasimi engelleyecek denetleme sistemi yaratilacakti. Albright,
Amerika’nin vizyonunu da ileride goriilebilecek kilit iilkelerdeki ani lider
degisikliklerine, siddet davranislarina, dogal felaketlerin tahribine hazirlikl
olmak ve ileri goriisliiliikle enerji giivenligini saglamak olarak siraliyordu
(Albright 1998, 51-54).

Albright ayrica “yonetimdeki enerjimizin ¢ogunu bdlgesel rakipleri tahrik
edici davramiglardan vazgegirmek, ckonomik reformlari arttirmak, silahlar ve
teknolojinin dengeli bir sekilde transferini ve siyasi suglularin serbest sekilde
iadesini saglamak ve demokrasinin ve kurumlagmanin geligmesini saglamak icin
harcamaliyi1z” diyerek dig politikanin yoniinii ¢izerken, dig politika dnceliklerini
de; terére karsi uluslarin birlesmesi, Giivenlik Konseyi’nin Saddam Hiiseyin’in
tehdit ve meydan okumalarina karsi kesin bir miicadele i¢inde olmasi, Kuzey
Kore miicadelesinde cesur olunmasi, Dayton Anlagsmasi’nin kesin olarak
tamamlanmasi ve uluslararasi toplulugun kitle imha silahlarina sahip olmalarini
onlemek icin ortak ¢aba gOstermesi olarak siraliyordu.  Bunlarin
gerceklestirilmesi i¢in yonetimin, Kongre’nin ve halkin birlikte c¢aba
gostermesinin gerektigini de ekliyordu (Albright 1998, 56-61).

Ikinci dénemin ilk dis politika stratejisi olan 1997 tarihli ulusal giivenlik
stratejisinde, daha onceki hedef ve ilkelerin tekrart disinda Amerika’ya yonelik
tehditlerin smiflandirilmasi yapilmisti. Buna gore, devlet merkezli ya da bolgesel
tehditler, ulus-6tesi tehditler - terdrizm, uyusturucu ticareti, silah kagakg¢iligi,
uluslararasi orgiitlii suclar, denetim dis1 gogmen tasimaciligi, g¢evreye verilen
zararlar - kitle imha silahlarindan kaynaklanan tehditler vardir ve bu tehditlere
kargi diger devletlerle ortak g¢alisilmalidir. Savastan kaginilacak fakat birgok
yerdeki az sayidaki asker bazi iilkelere demokrasinin getirilmesinde ya da bir
grubu insan haklar1 ihlallerinden korumak ig¢in kullanilabilecekti (A National
Security Strategy for a New Century: May 1997).

1998 tarihli stratejide, Amerika icin tehlike arz eden bir diger konunun da
casusluk faaliyetinde bulunan, kendi halklarmi yénetemeyen ve bu nedenle de
insani ve bolgesel bunalimlara yol acan ‘“basarisiz devletler” oldugu dile
getiriliyordu. Nitekim bu yil i¢ginde Kenya ve Tanzanya’daki Amerikan elgilik
binalarina yapilan saldirilar iizerine bunlarin faillerinin cezalandirilmasi igin
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Sudan ve Afganistan’daki hedeflere yonelik fiize saldirilart yapilmistir (A
National Security Strategy for a New Century: October 1998).

1999 tarihli ulusal giivenlik stratejisinde de, “kiiresellesme” iizerinde durulmus
ve kiiresellesmenin Amerika’nin temel degerlerini kucakladigi ama aym
zamanda belirli riskleri de beraberinde tasidigi belirtilmistir. Bu riskler, bolgesel
istikrar1 ve gelismeyi engelleyen etnik ihtilaflar, uyusturucu kacakeiligi, kitle
imha silahlari, terérizm gibi uluslararasi suglardi. Bu stratejide soz edilen diger
bir konu da “ulusal fiize savunma” sistemiydi. “Serseri devletler’den - iran, Irak,
Kuzey Kore, Libya - gelebilecek kitalararast balistik flize saldirist ihtimalinin
arttig1, bunu onlemek i¢in de 2000 yilindan itibaren, sinirlt bir fiize savunma
sistemini gergeklestirmenin amaglandig1 ifade edildi (A National Security
Strategy for a New Century: December 1999).

Clinton, “irki, etnik ge¢misi ve dini yiiziinden toplu 6limlere maruz kalan
insanlar i¢in gli¢ kullanilacaktir ve o gii¢c bizde vardir” diyerek bu donemde de
insan haklarina 6zel Snem vereceginin ipuclarmi veriyordu. Bu anlamda
Amerika onciiliigiinde NATO, tarihinde ilk kez herhangi bir BM karar1 olmadan
Yugoslavya’da bir miidahale gergeklestirdi. Clinton yonetiminin yetkililerinden
William Perry ve Ashton Carter, bu yonetimin dig politika giindemine agirlikli
olarak insan haklarini oturtmasini, soguk savastan sonra komiinizm tehdidinin
ortadan kalkmasiyla agiklasalar da, diger bir ¢ok uzman, bu konulara agirhk
verilmesini bu konularin kiiresel bilgi ¢aginda medyanin ilgisini daha ¢ok
cekmesiyle agiklamaktaydilar.

3. Clinton Doéneminde Kibris Politikalar1 ve Tiirkiye-Amerika
iliskileri

3.1. Birinci Clinton Donemi (1993-1997)

Bu donemde Yunanistan’da se¢imleri kazanarak basbakan olan Andreas
Papandreou’nun Giiney Kibris Rum Yonetimi (GKRY) ile iliskileri “ortak
savunma doktrini” ¢ergevesinde sekillendirmeye baslamasi iizerine Tiirkiye’nin
de Kuzey Kibris Tiirk Cumhuriyeti (KKTC) ile olan iliskilerinde daha sik1 bir
bag kurmaya baslamasi ve hatta taraflar arasinda bir “6zerklik anlagsmasi”nin
imzalanmas1 yoniinde girisimlerin olmasi iki iilke arasinda var olan Kibris
sorununun daha da tirmandirilmasma yol agmusti. Clinton’in iktidara geldigi
dénemde iyice sarpa saran bu sorunun ¢dziimiine yonelik Amerika’nin gabasi
Birlesmis Milletler Genel Sekreterleri (BMGS)’nin faaliyetlerini desteklemekten
Oteye gitmemisti (Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents: January 24,
1994, 146). Gergekten de Clinton yoOnetimi, bu donem boyunca taraflar
arasindaki goriismelerin devamini ve Kibris sorununun ¢6ziimii konusunda
BMGS Butros-Butros Gali’nin hazirladigi “giiven arttirict dnlemler” paketinin
taraflarca kabul edilmesini saglamak i¢in ugrasmig, Kongre de bu cabalarn
desteklemistir (H. CON. RES. 186, 103d Congress, 1st Session: November 21,
1993; Ayin Tarihi: 25 Ocak 1994, 65). Gali’nin 1993 yilinda ortaya att1g1 bu
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belgede “Marag’in ve Lefkosa Uluslararasi Havaalani’nin iki toplumun yararina
acilmast ve iki toplum arasindaki temas ve isbirliginin saglanmasi”
ongoriiliyordu (KKTC Meclisi’nin 31 Temmuz 1992 Tarihli Karar1 ve Giiven
Yaratict Onlemler: 2002). Ancak bu konuda taviz vermesi igin ézellikle Kibris
Tirk tarafina baskilar yapiliyor ve “Kibris Tiirk tarafi paketi reddetmeyi
stirdiiriirse daha da fazla yalnizhiga itilecegini anlamalidir” denilerek gbzdag:
veriliyordu (Kozluklu 1993, 8). Clinton, Tiirkiye ve Yunanistan’dan da sorunun
¢Oziimii ve goriismelerin devamu igin gerekli ¢abalar1 gostermelerini istemis ve
bu amagla 9-11 Ocak 1994 tarihleri arasinda Briiksel’de hem Yunanistan
Bagbakani Andreas Papandreou hem de Tiirkiye Bagbakani Tansu Ciller’le
Kibris konusunda goriismeler yapmistir (Weekly Compilation of Presidential
Documents: April 18, 1994,835).

Gali’nin paketine yonelik goriismelerde Tiirk tarafi, iki taraf arasinda giiven
ortamini arttirmay1 amaclayan bdyle bir anlasmay1 imzalamaya hazir oldugunu
soylese de bu pakete siirekli yeni unsurlarin eklenmesinden de son derece
rahatsizd1 ve bu sekilde bir sonuca ulasilamayacagi Amerikan’m Kibris Ozel
Koordinatorii Robert Lamb’e de iletilmisti. Goriismeler sonunda bir anlagma
saglanamadi. Rum tarafinin olumsuz tutumuna ragmen Gali, bu ¢ozlimsiizliikten
Tiirk tarafim1 sorumlu tutuyordu (Ayin Tarihi: 4 Nisan 1994, 13).

Clinton yonetimi Kibris’taki bu ¢6ziimsiizliik tizerine ozellikle Lefkosa
Havaalani’nin kullanigini ve diger bazi hususlari igeren 6neriler sunarak katkida
bulunmaya ¢aligmigtir. Digisleri Bakanligi Kibris Koordinatorii Robert Lamb’in
sundugu yeni oneriler sunlart kapsiyordu:

- BM, Lefkosa Uluslararas1 Havaalani’nda giimrilk almaktan vazgececek,
glimriik alma yetkisi taraflara devredilecek.

- Kibris Tiirk Hava Yollar1 ve Kibris Hava Yollar1 Lefkosa Havaalani’ndan esit
sekilde yararlanacak. Buradan yapilacak ucus sayist ve gidilecek yerler hakkinda
esitlik ilkesi gozetilecek.

- Rumlarin Maras’a gegiste kullanacagi iki noktada sivil Tirk polislerine
gozetleme yetkisi verilecek.

- Kibris Tiirk Havayollar’’nin direkt ugus yapabilmesi i¢in 3 iilkeyle anlasma
imzalanacak.

- BM ve AB’nin yardimlar1 Kibris Tiirk tarafina Rum Yonetimi kanaliyla degil,
dogrudan dogruya verilecek.

- Maras’ta higbir tarafin hakki olmayacak, istihdam konusunda esitlik saglanacak
(Alkan 1994, 16).

Rum tarafinin sicak bakmadigi bu oOnerilerden sonra Ocak 1995 tarihinde
Amerika’nin Kibris Ozel Temsilcisi Richard Beatte, Clinton’in “iki bolgeli, iki
toplumlu, iginde iki siyasi toplulugun tek bir devlet olarak yasayabilecegi bir
federasyon kurulmasmi destekledigini” Denktas’a iletti (Uslu 2004, 309). Bu
yondeki talep daha sonra Ciller’in Amerika gezisinde Clinton’la yaptig1
goriismesinde de tekrarlanmistir (Press Briefing on Meeting with PM Ciller by
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Ambassador Marc Grossman and Richard Holbrooke: April 19, 1995). Ancak
daha sonra Amerika, Ingiltere ile birlikte Kibris Tiirklerinin toprak oranlarmin
%25’e indirilmesi karsiliginda Tiirklerin anayasal konularda tatmin edilmesine
yonelik bir plan ortaya atmig ve bu plan Tiirk tarafinca kabul edilmemistir (Aym
Tarihi: 27 Mayis 1995, 136).

Kongre de bu donemde Kibris sorununu her zaman giindemde tutmus ve ¢cogu
zaman Ada’da bulunan Tiirk askerleri dolayisiyla Tiirkiye’nin Ada’nin 1/3’iinde
isgalci oldugu tekrarlanirken, iki toplumu birbirinden ayiran “Yesil Hat” da
Berlin duvarma benzetilmistir (Bonior 1995, 1836-1837). Hatta Kibris sorunu -
daha 6nce de bahsedildigi gibi - bu donemde Amerikan yardimlari i¢in bir 6n
kosul olarak sik sik Tiirkiye’nin oniine getirilmistir. Bunda Amerika’daki Rum
lobisinin faaliyetlerinin bagarisi neden gosterilebilir (HR. 3475, 103d Congress,
Ist Session: November 9, 1993; S. 2300, 103d Congress, 2d Session: July 20,
1994).

Amerika’nin Kibris sorunundaki bu pasif yaklasimi ve basarisizligit AB’nin bu
sorunda daha aktif bir rol almasma neden oluyor, GKRY nin 3 Temmuz 1990
tarihinde AB’ye tam iiyelik bagvurusunda bulunmasi ve 30 Haziran 1993’te
Avrupa Komisyonu’nun konuya iliskin olumlu goriisiinii agiklamasiyla sorunun
boyutu da degisiyordu. AB’nin GKRY’ni Kibris adasinin tamamini temsil eder
sekilde tliyelik miizakerelerine baslamasiyla Tiirkiye’de de KKTC ile bir 6zerklik
anlagmasi yapilmasina baslaniyordu (Ayin Tarihi: 4 Haziran 1994, 187). Tiirkiye
icin GKRY nin AB iiyeligine kabulii KKTC’nin varligini tiimden reddetmekti ve
boyle bir durumda Tiirkiye’ nin 1srarla savundugu iki kesimlilik, egemenlik ve
Tiirkiye’nin askeri giivencesi gibi unsurlar da anlamimu yitirecekti (Uslu 2000,
310-311). Bu gelismeler tizerine KKTC Meclisi Agustos 1994 tarihinde bdyle bir
durumda Kibris Tirkiiniin egemenlik hakkinin ortadan kalkacagi ve giiven
arttirict 6onlemler paketinin goriisiilmesinin anlamini yitirecegi lizerinde durarak,
Tiirkiye ile iligkilerin daha da iyilestirilmesi igin elverisli bir doneme girildigine
yonelik karar aldi (Sénmezoglu 2000, 300). Bundan sonraki Kibris gériismeleri
de bu zemin {izerinde gergeklestiginden basarisiz olmus, 1996’dan itibaren
Ada’daki olumsuz geligsmeler de bu gelismeleri baltalamigtir. Ancak 1996 yilinda
se¢im hazirliklarina baslayan Clinton’mn  Kibris  sorununun ¢6éziimiindeki
kararliligini Amerikan Disisleri Bakanligi Sozciisii Nicholas Burns “Amerika,
Kibris konusunda gelecekte daha etkin olacak™ diyerek dile getiriyordu. Bu
politika degisikligi sdylemlerinin tam da bagkanlik secimlerine denk gelmesi
tesadiif degildir (Cumhuriyet: 12 Nisan 1996, 1).

3.2. ikinci Clinton Dénemi (1997-2000)

Bagkanlik sec¢imi siiresince Kibris sorununa yoénelik dis politika sdylemlerine
paralel olarak Clinton ve dis politika ekibi, bu sorunun ¢éziimiine yonelik yogun
¢aba i¢inde olmuslardir. Nitekim 1997 yilim1 “Kibris yili” ilan eden Clinton ve
Amerikan ydnetiminin {ist diizey gorevlilerinin Kibris konusundaki beyanlari da
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bunu destekler niteliktedir. Clinton, “toplumlararas: uzlasmaya yardimci olmak
icin bolgedeki tiim gelismeleri yeniden gozden gegireceklerini” soylerken,
Disisleri Bakan1 Albright, “Stratejik dneme sahip olan Kibris’ta barig siirecinin
devamimi saglamak icin niifuzlarin1 kullanacaklarini” tekrarliyordu. Bunun
yaninda Savunma Bakani Cohen de, “Ada’da artan gerilimin sona erdirilmesi
icin Amerika’nin beklemeye ve ertelemeye gitmemesi gerektigini” sdyliiyordu
(Sabah: 14 Subat 1997, 14). Amerika’nin bu ¢abalar1 yaninda BMGS Kofi
Annan’mn ¢abalart da eklenince bu dénemde Kibris sorununun ¢dziimii yoniinde
uluslararasi trafigin arttigin1 soyleyebiliriz. BM Genel Sekreterligine gelir
gelmez Bagbakan Erbakan’a bir mektup gonderen Annan, ondan liderler
arasindaki dogrudan gorligmelerin baglatilmasi i¢in yardim istemistir (Dilek
1997, 9). Bu donemde Kongre’nin de dncelikli konularindan biri Kibris sorunu
olmaya devam etmistir (Beris 1997, 68).

Ancak GKRY’nin 1998’den itibaren AB ile iiyelik gorligmelerine baslamasi,
bu sorunda yeni bir donemi baslatiyor ve Yunanistan’m, Kibris’m iiyelik
bagvurusunun geri cevrilmesi halinde AB’nin genislemesini bloke edecegi
konusunda ortaklarint uyarmast ve AB’yi sorunun igine ¢ekme ¢abalari
Tiirkiye’nin elini kolunu bagliyordu (Dig Basin ve Tirkiye: 209, 11 Kasim
1998).

Amerika, bu geligmelere ragmen sorunun ¢éziimiine yonelik girisimlerine hem
BM nezdinde hem de Kibris Ozel Temsilcisi aracihigiyla devam etmistir.
Clinton, sorunun ¢6ziimii i¢in Bosna’da dnemli basar1 saglayan ve Dayton Baris
Anlagsmas’nin mimar1 Richard Holbrooke’u Kibris Ozel Temsilcisi olarak
atayarak bu sorunun ¢dziimiinde 1srarli oldugunu gosteriyordu. Bu donemde hem
Richard Holbrooke hem de Disisleri Bakanhgi Kibris Ozel Koordinatorii
Thomas Miller, Kibris’ta arabuluculuk roliine soyunmuslar ve bu amacla
Tirkiye, Yunanistan, Kibris Rum ve Tiirk tarafinin liderleriyle sayisiz goriisme
yapmiuglardir (Keesing’s Record of World Events: November 1997, 41929; Dis
Basin ve Tirkiye: 110, 23 Haziran 1998). Ancak bu donemde Temmuz
1996°daki Yesil Hat iizerindeki bayrak indirme olaylariyla baglayip, 1997°de
GKRY-Yunanistan arasinda gerceklesen Nikiforos tatbikatina KKTC-
Tiirkiye’nin de Toros tatbikatiyla cevap vermesiyle devam eden gerginlikler
sorunun ¢oziimiinil ve Amerika’nin ¢abalarini zora sokuyordu (Keesing’s Record
of World Events: November 1997, 41929; Cumbhuriyet: 14 Ekim 1997, 1).
Amerika, bu gerginlik iizerine Ege’ye ¢ok sayida gemi gondermek zorunda
kaliyordu (Ilem 1997, 9).

Tirkiye, bu tartigmali donemde KKTC ile Agustos 1997°de “Ortaklik
Konseyi” olusturarak bu iilke ile iligkileri GKRY-Yunanistan arasindaki iligkiler
ve anlagmalar seviyesine ¢ikarmak istemis ve bu yakinlagsmayla KKTC’nin hedef
olabilecegi yeni ve biyik haksizliklara karsi Tirkiye’nin gilivencesini
yinelemistir (Keesing’s Record of World Events: August 1997, 41789; Cem
2004, 194-195). Amerika, bu gelismeler iizerine GKRY ile yiiriitiilecek iiyelik
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goriismelerinin Kibris’taki sorunlarin ¢oziimiinii engelleyecegi yoniinde uyarida
bulunurken, AB’nin Ada’daki iki toplum arasindaki miizakereleri, BM ve
Amerika’nin ¢abalarin1 gdzoniine almayarak ve ¢oziimii beklemeksizin Rum
kesimini iiye olarak kabul etmesinin yanlis olacagini belirtmistir. Ancak ayni
zamanda Tiirkiye nin tepki olarak KKTC ile ekonomik ve savunma alanindaki
entegrasyonu baglatmak amaciyla imzaladiklart anlagsmanin da bu ydndeki
cabalar1 engelledigi ve bu durumun Amerika’y1 rahatsiz ettigi belirtilerek denge
olusturulmaya caligilmistir. Amerika, Yunanistan’dan da, Kibris sorununun
halledilmesini Tiirkiye-AB iliskilerinin gelistirilmesine bagladigindan, Giimriik
Birligi gergevesinde Tiirkiye’ye verilecek AB fonlarinin serbest birakilmasi
konusunda yardim istemis, ancak bu Yunanistan tarafindan reddedilmistir (D1s
Basin ve Tiirkiye: 18 Haziran 1998; Dis Basin ve Tiirkiye: 22 Haziran 1998).
Tim bu olumsuz gelismelere ragmen Holbrooke, Amerika’nin sirtin1 Kibris’a
donmeyecegini, Kibris sorunuyla yakindan ilgilenmeye devam edecegini
bildirerek (Dis Basin ve Tiirkiye: 05 Mayis 1998), Kibris Tiirklerini uzlagmaz
olmak, AB’yi de Tiirkiye’ye karsi duyarsiz kalmakla sugladi. Diizenledigi basin
toplantisinda Denktag’m BM gozetimindeki barig goriismelerinin  yeniden
baglamasmin 6n kosulu olarak KKTC’nin taninmasi konusunda israr ettigini,
AB’nin de Kibris (GKRY) ile iiyelik goriismelerini iptal etmesi gerektigini
belirterek bu yaklagimin gelisme saglanmasini zorlastiracagini ifade ediyordu
(D1s Basin ve Tiirkiye: 05 Mayis 1998; Dis Basin ve Tiirkiye: 06 Mayis 1998).
Holbrooke ve Albright’in gabalartyla taraflar bir kez daha bir araya getirilseler
de goriismelerde kalici bir ¢oziime ulasilamadi. Holbrooke, Amerika’nin yeni
BM Biiyiikelgisi olmak igin Kibris 6zel temsilciligi gérevinden istifa etmeden
once “Kibris sorunu diplomatlar icin bir karabasandir” diyerek sorunun
¢coztimiindeki zorlugu dile getiriyordu (D1s Basin ve Tiirkiye: 22 Haziran 1998).
Kibris konusunda Tiirkiye ve Yunanistan’it karsi karsiya getiren ve
Amerika’nin da devreye girmesine neden olan bir diger olay da S-300 fiize
krizidir (Keesing’s Record of World Events: September 1997, 41835).
GKRY’nin Rus yapimmi S-300 fiizelerini Ada’ya konuslandirmak istemesi ve
Tiirkiye’nin bdyle bir durumda bu fiizeleri imha edecegini bildirmesi {izerine
¢ikan kriz kisa zamanda tirmanmis ve her iki {ilkenin savas ugaklar1 Kibris
semalarinda govde gosterisinde bulunmustur (Weekly Compilation of
Presidential Documents: May 26, 1998, 967; Keesing’s Record of World Events:
October 1997, 41877). Ismail Cem, “Yunanistan ve Kibrisli Rumlarin ortak
askeri anlagmasi ve Ada’daki S-300 fiizeleri, Kibris’in, Yunanistan’in
Tirkiye’ye saldirmasi i¢in atlama tahtasi olarak kullanilacagmin agik birer
gostergesidir. Tirkiye saldirt riskine karsi gereken biitiin dnlemleri almistir ve
almaya devam edecektir” diyerek Tiirkiye’nin kararhiligini dile getirirken,
GKRY Hiikiimet Sozciisii Christos Stylianides de “Hava sahasmin Tirkiye
tarafindan tahrik edici bir sekilde ihlal edilmesinin kinandigmi ve gerekli
diplomatik girisimlerde bulunulacagini” belirtiyordu (Dis Basin ve Tiirkiye: 19
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Haziran 1998; Dis Basm ve Tiirkiye: 22 Haziran 1998). Kibris’ta tansiyonun
arttigt bu donemde Cumhurbaskani Demirel KKTC’ye gidiyordu. Bu ziyaret
zamanlamasi agisindan 6nem arzetmekteydi (Disisleri Giincesi: Aralik 1998,
191). Yunanistan ve GKRY, bu fiizeleri Kibris’in askerden armdirilmasi
dogrultusunda “kapsamli” ilerlemeler saglanmasi yoniinde bir pazarlik konusu
yapiyor (Dis Basin ve Tiirkiye: 24 Haziran 1998), Disisleri Bakan1 Cem de bu
ger¢egi “Rum-Yunan savunma doktrini aslinda bir saldir1 doktrinidir. Bunun iki
amact var; birincisi Tirkiye’ye dogrudan bir tehdit olusturabilecek silahlari
kullanabilmek ve konuslandirabilmek, ikincisi de Tiirkiye’yi ve KKTC’yi belli
bir pazarliga, aligverise siiriiklemek™ diye agikliyordu (Digisleri Glincesi: Aralik
1998, 157). Gergekten de bir gok NATO iilkesi de Tiirkiye’nin Kibris’taki Tiirk
askerinin sayisinda sembolik anlamda bir azaltma saglanmasi ve Kibris
iizerindeki gozlem ucuslarinin rotasini, Rumlarmn 6teden beri istedigi sekilde
degistirilmesi gibi jestler karsilifinda Rum yonetimini ikna etmeye
calisacaklarini dile getirmislerdi (Cem 2004, 206). Tiirkiye ise bu girisimi “BM
Giivenlik Konseyi’nin kararlarinin agik ihlali ve Tiirkiye ve komsulari igin agik
bir tehdit” olarak yorumluyor ve uluslararasi kamuoyunun dikkatini ¢ekmeye
calistyordu (Cem 2004, 206-211). Amerika, bolgede artan tansiyondan son
derece rahatsiz olmustu. Clinton, Rumlari bu konuda uyarirken (Aksam: 9 Subat
1997, 1; Aksam: 13 Subat 1997, 11), Amerikan Savunma Bakani Cohen de
Kibris’a S-300 fiizelerinin konuglandirmasini hata olarak gordiigiini soylityor ve
bu karardan sonra ortaya ¢ikan durumun cok tehlikeli olduguna dikkat
¢ekiyordu. Ayrica bunun Kibris sorununa siyasi ¢dziim amagli goriismelerin
baslamasi yolundaki ¢abalar1 daha da karmasiklastiracagini belirtiyordu (Ayin
Tarihi: 13 Subat 1997, 97; Dis Basin ve Tiirkiye: 22 Nisan 1998). Bu yiizden
Amerika, Rumlarin bu fiizeleri Kibris yerine Girit’e - Tiirk hava sahasini tehdit
etmeyecek sekilde - yerlestirmeleri i¢in Rumlari ikna etmeye calismigtir (Aksam:
15 Subat 1997, 1). Bunda Rusya’nin temin ettigi bu fiizelerin bdlgede temel
askeri giivenlik dengelerini bozabilecegi diisiincesi etkilidir diyebiliriz. Bu
cabalar sonucu Glafkos Klerides, fiizelerin Kibris’a yerlestirilmesi planini 29
Aralik 1998’de iptal ettiklerini agikliyordu (Dis Basin ve Tiirkiye: 30 Aralk
1998). Klerides’in bu karar tlizerine Kongre, Klerides’in bu kararin1 éven ve
Baskan’1 Tiirkiye’yi Kibris sorununun ¢6ziimii i¢in igbirligine ve BM Giivenlik
Konseyi’'nin 22 Aralik 1998’de aldig: iki karara (1217 ve 1218) razi olmasina
yonelik zorlamaya davet eden bir karar almistir. Bu kararlarda Kibris’ta
bagimsizligr ve toprak biutiinliigli garanti altinda olan ve iki esit toplulugu
kapsayan tek bir Kibris devletinin varligi ve BMGS’nin bu yondeki ¢abalarinin
desteklenmesi yer alryordu (H. CON. RES. 100, 106th Congress, 1st Session:
May 6, 1999). Amerikan basini bu agiklamay1 yapilmis bir yanlisin diizeltilmesi
olarak verirken, Avrupa basmi da bu krizin son bulmasimi olumlu karsiliyordu
(D1s Basin ve Tiirkiye: 31 Aralik 1998). Ancak Tiirkiye, fiizelerin Kibris yerine
Girit’e konuslandirilmasina da sicak bakmadi. Ciinkii Tiirkiye’ye gore bu fiizeler
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nereye konuslandirilirsa konuslandirilsin Ege’de dengeleri bozacak bir rol
oynayacakti (Disisleri Giincesi: Aralik 1998, 160; Dis Basin ve Tiirkiye: 04
Ocak 1999; Keesing’s Record of World Events: February 1999, 42792). Bu fiize
bunalimi sonrast 6zellikle Tiirkiye-KKTC iligkileri daha da gelistirilmis ve iki
tilke arasindaki baglarin karara baglanan biitiinlesme hedefinde derinlestirilecegi
konusunda anlagilmistir (TBMM’nin Deklarasyonlari: 15 Temmuz 1999;
Disisleri Giincesi: Temmuz 1999, 123).

17 Agustos 1999°da Tiirkiye’de, sonrasinda da Yunanistan’da yasanan deprem
ve Tirk ve Yunan digisleri bakanlarinin ¢abalariyla iki iilke arasinda
yakinlagmanin saglanmasi, Kibris sorunu konusunda ¢éziime yonelik beklentileri
arttiran gelismeler olmustu. Amerika da bu ortamdan istifade ederek iki tarafi
yeni bir girisim icin ikna etmeye calismistir. Nitekim AGIT zirvesi icin
Tirkiye’ye gelen Clinton, Denktas ve Klerides’in Aralik 1999°da New York’taki
dolayli goriismelere katilacak olmalarindan duydugu mutlulugu dile getiriyordu.
Bu goriigmeler, sorunun ¢oziimiine yonelik goriigmeler i¢in bir zemin
hazirlayacakti. Boylece Kibris’a yonelik diyaloglar bu donemde artmaya basliyor
ve Amerika da buna yonelik ¢abalarini arttirtyordu. Boyle pozitif bir ortamda
Kibris sorununun ¢6ziimiinden emin olan Clinton i¢in bu tam bir prestij olacakt.
Nitekim AB Helsinki zirvesinde Yunanistan’in vetosunu kullanmamasi ile
Tiirkiye’ye AB’ye adaylik statiisiiniin verilmesi, goriismeleri olumlu ydnde
etkileyen gelismeler olmustur. Ancak buna karsilik Tiirkiye de Kibris sorununun
GKRY’nin AB iiyeligi i¢in 6n sart olarak gosterilmemesi konusundaki vetosunu
kaldirarak bir bakima bunu kabul etmis oluyordu (Uslu 2004, 320-321). Bu
cabalara ragmen goriismeler bir sonu¢ vermemis ve yeni bir hayal kiriklig
yasanmigtir.

Ecevit’in Clinton’la goriismesinde Clinton, her iki iilkeye boliinmiis ada Kibris
konusunda bariggil bir ¢dziime yanasmasi c¢agrisinda bulunurken Ecevit ise,
Kibris’ta iki ayr1 bagimsiz devletin varliginin bir realite oldugunu ve bu durumun
uluslararasi topluluk tarafindan kabul edilmesi gerektigini belirtiyordu (Dis
Basin ve Tiirkiye: 05 Ekim 1999). Tiirkiye’nin bu tutumuna ragmen Clinton,
Annan’a bir mektup gondererek sorunun ¢6ziimiine yonelik ¢abalarmin devam
edecegini tekrarliyor (Radikal: 3 Aralik 1999), hatta Amerikan yonetimi,
sorunlarin masaya yatirilarak ¢6ziilmesi karsiliginda taraflara 2 milyar dolar
verilecegi konusunda goriisiinii belirtiyordu (Radikal 5 Aralik 1999).

Nitekim Clinton yonetiminin de cabalartyla iki iilke arasindaki yakinlagsma
devam etmistir. Ozellikle kirk yil sonra Cem ve Papandreou’nun karsilikl
ziyaretleri ve BMGS ve Amerika’nin Kibris Ozel Temsilcisi Alfred H. Moses’in
de cabalariyla iki kesim arasindaki goriismelerin devami saglaniyordu. Bu
goriismelerde BMGS Annan, iki tarafin da siyasi a¢idan esit olduklarini
sOyleyerek Rumlarin tepkisini aldi. Zaten goriismeler de bir sonug¢ vermiyor ve
Yunanistan ile GKRY arasindaki askeri tatbikat ile de bu siirece ara veriliyordu
(Uslu 2004, 322-323).
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Bu tartigmalarin yapildigi donemde Ada’da Uluslararast Barig Giicii’niin
(UNFICYP/United Nations Peacekeeping Force in Cyprus) gorev siiresi 15
Haziran 2000’e dek uzatiliyor ve KKTC’nin talepleri dogrultusunda, buna
yonelik yazigmalardan Kibris’ta tek devlet, tek egemenlik ve tek uluslararasi
kisilik bulundugunu one siiren paragraf ¢ikartiliyordu (Radikal: 17 Aralik 1999,
11). Ancak 14 Haziran’da UNFICYP’nin gorev siiresinin uzatilmasi sirasinda
GKRY’den Kibris Cumhuriyeti olarak séz edilmesi lzerine Tirkiye hayal
kirikligina ugruyor ve Cumhurbagkani segilen Ahmet Necdet Sezer, ilk resmi
ziyaretini 22-23 Haziran 2000 tarihleri arasinda KKTC’ye gergeklestiriyordu. Bu
ziyarette Sezer, “Su bilinmelidir ki Tiirkiye var oldugu siirece, Kibris Tiirk halk,
giiven ve huzur i¢inde yasayacaktir” diyerek KKTC’ye destegi en {ist seviyede
bir kez daha vurguluyordu (Cumhurbaskani Sezer’in {1k Yurtdig1 Ziyareti: 22-23
Haziran 2000). 14 Aralik’taki uzatma karar1 da ayni ifadeleri tasimakta ve bu
durum da 6zellikle Tiirk tarafinin uzlagma olmayacagi konusunda bir fikre sahip
olmasina neden olmaktaydi. Boylece Amerika’nin Kibris sorununun ¢éziimiine
yonelik ¢abalart da sekteye ugramis oldu.

Sonug¢

Kibris, uluslararast bir sorun niteligi kazandigindan bu yana gerek stratejik
onemi gerekse iki yakin miittefiki Tiirkiye ile Yunanistan arasinda ciddi sorunlar
yaratmas1 nedeniyle Amerikan dis politikasinda yerini alirken, Tiirkiye ile
iliskilerde de oOzellikle Rum lobisinin etkisiyle oOncelikli sorunlardan biri
Mektubu, 1975 Silah Ambargosu gibi iki {ilke iliskilerini zora sokan
gelismelerdir. Bu nedenle Amerika’nin Kibris politikalarina zaman zaman
tereddiitlii bakilmustir.

Ancak Amerikan dis politikasini etkileyen diger unsurlar bir yana birakilirsa
bu siirecin merkezinde yer alan baskanlarin dig politikanin olusturulmast ve
uygulanmasindaki rolleri diisiiniildiigiinde, Amerika’nin Kibris politikas1 da bu
baskanlarin dis politika 6nceliklerine gore degismistir diyebiliriz. Bu degisim
ozellikle soguk savas sonrasi daha belirgin bir hal almistir. Bu dénemde
uluslararas1 arenada siyasi ve askeri agidan tek siiper giic olarak kalan
Amerika’nin ve tabii ki Baskan’in izledigi dis politika biiyiik O6nem
kazanmaktadir. Nitekim bu donemde segilen ilk baskan olan Clinton ve ekibinin
dis politika oncelikleri ve uluslararasi sorunlara karsi tutumu da hem iki iilke
arasindaki iliskileri hem de Kibris politikasini belirleyen 6énemli unsurlardan biri
olmustur.

Clinton’in ilk dénem baskanligi boyunca i¢ sorunlara yonelik politikalara
oncelik vermesiyle dis politikay1 ikinci plana itmesi ve dis politikada da insan
haklar1 ve demokrasi temelli politikalari dnceliklerin basina almasi Tiirkiye ile
iliskileri zora sokarken aym1 zamanda da Kibris sorununun giindemini
kaybettiriyordu. Ger¢ekten de bu déonemde Kibris sorununun ¢dziimiine yonelik
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Amerika’nin  tutumu genel olarak BM Genel Sekreteri’nin ¢abalarimi
desteklemekten Oteye gitmemistir diyebiliriz. Kongre ise Tiirkiye’ye yapilacak
yardim ve askeri malzeme satislarinda Kibris’t sart kosma gelenegine ve
Tiirkiye’yi isgalci olarak tanimlamaya devam etmistir. Ik donemin sonlarina
dogru gerek iilke i¢i sorunlarin halledilmesi gerekse dis politikaya yonelik
elestiriler nedeniyle Clinton dis politikaya oOncelik vermeye basliyordu.
Uluslararasi arenadaki bazi gelismeler de bunu zorunlu kilmigtir diyebiliriz.
Boylece ikinci kez bagkanlik i¢in aday olan Clinton’in se¢im kampanyasi dis
politika temelli olurken dis politika ekibi de buna paralel olarak degisiyordu.
Ekonomik unsurlar yerine stratejik unsurlarin dncelik kazanmasiyla hem Tiirkiye
ile iliskilerde daha olumlu bir hava esmeye basliyor, hem de uluslararasi
sorunlara yonelik aktif politikalar nedeniyle Kibris da eski Onemine
kavusuyordu. Nitekim 1997 yilin1 “Kibris Yil1” ilan eden Clinton ve dis politika
ekibi sorunun ¢dzliimiine yonelik aktif politikalar izlemis ve ¢oziimde 1srarl
olduklarini her zaman tekrarlamiglardir. Ancak ilging bir sekilde bu donem,
Ada’da ¢ok énemli sorunlarin yasandigi bir dénem de olmustur. iki toplulugu ve
Yunanistan ile Tiirkiye’yi karsi karsiya getiren ve Amerika’nin ¢abalarini da zora
sokan gelismeler yagsanmis ve hatta Holbrooke, bu durumu “Kibris, diplomatlar
icin karabasandir” diye tanimlamistir. Bu zorluklar Kongre’nin olumsuz
tutumuyla da birlesince Kibris’ta istenen gelismeler yaganamamustir diyebiliriz.

Kaynaklar

Kitaplar

Adrian, C. R.; Press, C. (1965). The American Political Process. New York: McGraw-Hil
Book Company.

An, T. (2000). Amerika’da Siyasal Yapi: Lobiler ve Dis Politika. 3.bas. Istanbul: Alfa
Yayinlart.

Cameron, F. (2002). US Foreign Policy After The Cold War: Global Hegemon or
Reluctant Sheriff?. New York: Taylor & Francis Group.

Cem, I. (2004). Tiirkiye-Avrupa: Strateji-Yunanistan-Kibris. Birinci Cilt. Istanbul: Bilgi
Universitesi Yayinlari.

David, C.P. (2004). Dissecting Clinton’s Foreign Policy Making: A First Cut. Quebec:
Center for United States. Studies of The Raoul Dandurand Chair of Strategic and
Diplomatic Studies.

Dereli, E. (1998). Karsilastirmal Bir Bakisla ABD ve Fransa Siyasal Sistemleri. Istanbul:
Der Yayinlari.

206



Clinton Déneminde Kibris Sorunu ve Tiirkiye-Amerika Iligkileri

Eroglu, C. (2001). Cagdas Devlet Diizenleri. Ankara: imaj Yaymcilik.

Ferguson, J.; McHenry, D. E. (1956). The American System of Government. New Y ork:
Oxford University Press.

Giirbiis, Y. (1987). Karsilastirmal Siyasal Sistemler. 2.bas. Istanbul: Beta Yaynlari.

Johnson, C. O. (1944). Government in the United States. Third Edition. New York:
Thomas Y. Crowell Company.

Joxe, A. (2003). Kaos Imparatorlugu. Cev. Isik Ergiiden. 2.bas. Istanbul: Tletisim
Yayinlart.

Koenig, L. W. (1964). The Chief Executive. New York: Harcourt, Brace&World, Inc.

Kubali, H. N. (1971). Anayasa Hukuk Dersleri:Genel Esaslar ve Siyasi Rejimler. Istanbul:
Kutulmus Matbaasi.

Linebeery, R. L. (1989). Government in America. Fourth Edition. Boston: Scott,
Foresman and Company.

Livingston, J. C., Thompson R. G. (1971). The Consent of The Governed. Third Edition.
New York: The Macmillan Company.

Macdonald, M. H.; Webb, W. D.; Lewis, E. G.; Strauss, W. L. (1958). Outside Reading in
American Government. Third Edition. New York: Thomas Y. Crowell Company.

McCormick, J. M. (1992). American Foreign Policy and Process. Second Edition.
Illinois: Peacock Publishers.

Morris, D., McCann E. (2004). Because He Could. New York: Harper Collins Publishers.

Neustant, R. E. (1996). Presidential Power. The Politics of Leadership. Fourth Printing.
New York: John Willey and Sons, Inc.

Redford, E. S.; Truman, D. B.; Hacker, A.; Westin, A. F.; Wood, R. C. (1965). Politics
and Government in the United States. New Y ork: Harcourt, Brace&World, Inc.

Rossiter, C. (1960). The American Presidency. Revised Edition. New York: Harcourt,
Brace&World, Inc.

Sonmezoglu, F. (2000). Tiirkiye-Yunanistan Iliskileri ve Biiyiik Giicler: Kibris, Ege ve
Diger Sorunlar. Istanbul: Der Yaymlar1

Uslu, N. (2000). Tiirk-Amerikan Iliskileri. Ankara: 21. Yiizy1l Yayinlari.

207



Buket ONAL

Watanabe, P. Y. (1984). Ethnic Groups, Congress and American Foreign Policy: the
Politics of The Turkish Arms Embargo. London: Green Wood Press.

Watson, R. (1972). Promise and Performance of American Democracy. New York: John
Wiley & Sons, Inc.

Kitap i¢inde Boliim

Hastedt, G.P.; Eksterowicz, A. J. Presidential Leadership and American Foreign Policy:
Implications for a New Era. E. R. Wittkopf, J. M. McCormick. The Domestic Sources of
American Foreign Policy (s.123-139) third edition, Maryland:Rowman & Littlefield
Publisher, Inc.

Uslu, N. (2004). Kibris Sorunu. 1. Bal (Ed). 21 Yiizyil Tiirk Dis Politikast (s.303-340)
Ankara: Nobel Yayin Dagitim.

Makaleler

Albright, M. K. (1998). The Testing of American Foreign Policy. Foreign Affairs, 77/6,
50-64.

Beris, Y. (1997). Doniisiim Notlartyla Kibris Kronolojisi. Gériig, 31, 62-68.

Clinton, B. (1993). American Foreign Policy and The Democratic Ideal (Remarks by
Governor Bill Clinton Given at Pabst Theatre, Wisconsin-October 1, 1992). Orbis,
37/4, 651-660.

Erhan, C. (2001). ABD’nin Ulusal Giivenlik Anlayisi. Ankara Universitesi SBF Dergisi,
56/4, 77-93.

Gerlach, J. R. (1993). A UN Army for New World Order?. Orbis, 37/2, 223-236.

Goure, D. (1999). A Post-Clinton Foreign Policy. The World & I, 14/9, 58-63.

Korb, L. J. (1994). Clinton Foreign Policy Woes: A Way Out. The Brooking Rewiew,
12/4, 3.

Maynes, C. W. (1993-1994). A Workable Clinton Doctrine. Foreign Policy, 93, 3-20.

Maynes, C. W. (1996). Buttom-Up Foreign Policy. Foreign Policy, 104, 35-53.

Omestad, T. (1996-1997). Foreign Policy and Campaign 96. Foreign Policy, 105, 37-54.

Ozel, S. (1993). Kis Zorlu Gegecek. Goriig, 12, 17-21.

Smith, G. (1993). What Role for America? Current History, 92/573, 150-154.

Sorensen, T. C. (1992). American’s First Post-Cold War President. Foreign Affairs, 71/4,
13-30.

Walker, M. (1997). A New American Isolationism? International Journal, LII/3, 391-
410.

Dokiimanlar

Bonior, D. E. (1995). End Turkey’s Occupation of Cyprus. Congressional Record:
September 25.

Lake, A. (1993). From Containment to Enlargement (John Hopkins University, School of
Advenced International Studies, Washington DC, September 21, 1993). US
Department of State Dispatch. 4/39, September 27.

208



Clinton Déneminde Kibris Sorunu ve Tiirkiye-Amerika Iligkileri

internet Kaynaklan
A National Security Strategy of Engagement and Enlargement (February 1996)
http://www.fas.org/spp/military/docops/national/1996stra.htm

A National Security Strategy for a New Century (May 1997)
http://clinton2.nara.gov/WH/EOP/NSC/Strategy/

A National Security Strategy for a New Century (October 1998)
http://clinton2.nara.gov/WH/EOP/NSC/html/documents/nssr.pdf

A National Security Strategy for A New Century (December 1999)
http://fas/man/docs/nssr-1299.pdf

Cumhurbaskam Sezer’in ilk Yurtdis1 Ziyareti: KKTC: 22-23 Haziran 2000
http://www .belgenet.com/belge/anskktc2000.html

H.CON.RES.100, 106th Congress, 1st Session: May 6, 1999, “Whereas the Republic of
Cyprus was Invaded by Turkey in 1974 and has Since then Remained Forcibly
Divided and Occupied by Foreign in Violation of Several United Nations
Resolutions”, The Library of Congress THOMAS.

http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/query/z?c106:H.CON.RES.100.IH

H.CON.RES.186, 103d Congress, 1st Session: November 21, 1993, “Whereas the United
States and Cyprus have Close, Longstanding Ties”, The Library of Congress
THOMAS. http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/query/z?c103:H.CON.RES.186.1H:

HR.3475,103d Congress, 1st Session: November 9, 1993, “To Prohibit All United States
Military and Economic Assistance for Turkey Until the Turkish Government Takes
Certain Actions to Resolve the Cyprus Problem and Complies with Its Obligations”,
The Library of Congress THOMAS.

http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/query/z?c103:H.RES.3475.1H:

KKTC Meclisi'nin 31 Temmuz 1992 Karart ve Giiven Yaratict Onlemler.
http://trncinfo.com/TANITMADAIRESI/2002/TURKCE/TARIH/tarih.htm

President Clinton Signs PDD Establishing U.S. Policy on Reforming Multilateral Peace
Operations (May 5, 1994)

http://www.fas.org/irp/offcocs/pdd25.htm

S. 2300, 103d Congress, 2d Session: July 20, 1994, “To Prohibit All United States
Military and Economic Assistance for Turkey Until the Turkish Government Takes
Certain Actions to Resolve the Cyprus Problem and Complies With Its Oblications”,
The Library of Congress THOMAS.

http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/query/z?c¢103:S.300.1S:

State of the Union Address (January 23, 1996)
http://clinton2.nara.gov/WH/New/other/sotu.html

TBMM’nin Deklarasyonlari: 15 Temmuz 1999-21. Donem, 1. Yasama Yili, 34. Birlesim
http://www.belgenet.com/kibris/tbmm_dek 150799.html

209



Buket ONAL

Siireli Yayinlar

Ayin Tarihi

Dis Basin ve Tiirkiye

Disigleri Giincesi

Keesing’s Record of World Events

Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents

Gazeteler

o Aksam

e Cumhuriyet

e Radikal

e Sabah

e Gigot P. A. (1992). Clinton Doctrine? China and Bosnia Will Offer Clues. The Wall
Street Journal, November 20

o Jewett A., Trutzky M. D. (1998). Stability and Change in President Clinton’s Foreign
Policy Beliefs 1993-1996. Presidential Studies Quarterly, 28/3

e Kozluklu F. (1993). Clinton’dan Sert Cikis. Cumhuriyet, 12 Kasim, s.8.

e Yildizoglu E. (1993). Bill Clinton Yonetiminin Dig Politika Cikmazi. Cumhuriyet, 20
Eylil, s.8

210



1980’lerde Tiirkiye-ABD iliskilerinde Kibris

Sibel KAVUNCU"

Kibris Gelismeleri ve ABD

1980°1i yillar Tiirk-Amerikan iliskilerinde birgogu dogrudan ikili iliskilerden
kaynaklanmasa da bir dizi sorunun yasandigt ve bu sorunlarin birbirleriyle
baglantili bir sekilde siirekli olarak giindeme geldigi yillar olmustur. Iki iilke
iliskilerini olumsuz yonde etkileyen en 6nemli unsurlardan birisi de Kibris’a
iliskindir. Kibris geligsmeleriyle ilgili olarak ABD ile iliskilerdeki sorunlar,
Amerikan Kongresi’nin ABD’deki giiclii Yunan lobisinin etkisinde kalarak,
Tirkiye aleyhine kararlar c¢ikartmaya caligmasi ve paralelinde Kongre’de
Yunanistan ve Kibris Rum Kesimi lehinde bir havanin hakim olmasi karsisinda
yasanmistir.

Kibris’la ilgili olarak bir siire ara verilen tomlumlararasi goriigsmeler 1981 yili
Agustos aymda Birlesmis Milletler’in gayretleri ile yeniden baglamigtir. Tirk
tarafi bu toplantilara iki kesimli federal ¢ergeveyi kapsayan kapsamli ve yapici
Oneriler sunmus, ancak bu Onerilere Rum tarafindan olumlu bir yanit
gelmemigtir. Bu ¢ercevede toplantilarda somut bir sonuca ulagilabilmesi
miimkiin olmamustir. 1982 yili basinda BM Genel Sekreteri olarak géreve gelen
Perez de Cuellar’in bu konudaki ¢abalar1 da bir sonu¢ vermemistir (Sonmezoglu,
2000, s. 251).

Ekim 1981°de Andreas Papandreou liderligindeki PASOK’un Yunanistan’da
iktidara gelmesi ile Tiirk-Yunan iliskilerinin seyri agisindan olumsuz bir sayfa
acilirken, yasanan gelismeler Kibris icin de yeni bir doniim noktasi
olusturmustur. Papandreou dis politikasinin temeline Kibris’t yerlestirirken,
oncelikli hedefleri de; Tiirk askerinin Kibris’tan geri ¢ekilmesini saglamak,
Kibris sorununu uluslararasi forumlara tagimak ve bu konuda Yunan gorisiinii
diinya kamuoyuna benimsetmek olmustur.

Bu hedefler dogrultusunda Yunanistan, sorunu 1983’de Yeni Delhi’de
toplanan Baglantisizlar Konferansi’na tagimistir. Baglantisizlar Konferansi’nin
12 Mart 1983 tarihli sonug bildirgesinde, Kibris hiikiimetine olan destek ilan
edilerek, Kibris’in bagimsizligi, egemenligi, toprak biitiinligi ve birligi
vurgulanmigtir. Kibris sorununun ¢oziimii i¢in, adanin bir kismini iggal eden
yabanc1 kuvvetlerin ¢ekilmesi gerektigi ifade edilmistir (Necatigil, 1989, s. 160).

Kibris’la ilgili belirledigi hedefleri gerceklestirmek icin yogun caba harcayan
Papandreou, bu dogrultuda BM Genel Kurulu’nda 13 Mayis 1983 tarihli 37/253
sayili kararin g¢ikmasini saglamigtir. 37/253 sayili kararin bazi maddelerine
bakildiginda, Yunanistan’1 ve Kibris Rum tarafini oldukg¢a tatmin edici ifadelerin
yer aldig1 goriilmektedir. Kararin icerdigi bu ifadeler; isgal giiclerinin tiimiiniin
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adadan acilen ¢ekilmesi, gd¢gmenlerin giivenli bir sekilde evlerine donebilmeleri,
Kibris konusunda uluslararasi konferans diizenlenmesi, Adanin
silahsizlandirilmasi, BM Giivenlik Konseyi’nin Kibris konusundaki BM
kararlarmin uygulanmasini1 incelemesi, Kibris Cumbhuriyeti’nin ve halkinin
Kibris topragmi ve kaynaklarint kontrol etme hakkini kullanmasi, Kibris
hiikiimetinin bu haklar1 kullanmasina diger devletlerin yardimci olmasidir
(Necatigil, 1989, s. 162—165).

Kibris sorununun Papandreou’nun girisimleriyle uluslararasi platformlarda ele
alimmaya baglamasi, Rumlarin tutumlarindaki sertlesmenin artmasi, uluslararasi
alanda Tiirk toplumuna kars1 ekonomik bir kampanya yiiriitilmeye baglanmasi,
Tiirk deniz ve hava limanlarina girislere mani olucu ¢abalarda bulunulmaya
baslanmasi, Kuzey Kibris Tiirk mallarinin uluslararasi pazarlarda engellenmesi,
ulasim, haberlesme ve seyahat ozgiirliiklerinin kisitlanmaya calisilmasi ve bu
olaylar devam ederken, sorunun Kibris Rum Yo6netimi tarafindan BM Genel
Kurulu’na gétiiriilmesi ve de 13 Mayis 1983 tarihinde 37/253 sayili, Yunan
tarafinin Kibris sorununa bakisina yakin, Kibris Tiirk toplumunun adadaki
ortaklik haklarimi ve ikili goriismelerdeki esitlik zeminini gérmezlikten gelen tek
yanli bu kararin ¢ikmasi, Tiirk toplumunun 6zgiirliik ve bagimsizlik isteklerinin
kamgilanmasina yol agmug, beraberinde Tiirk kesiminin 15 Kasim 1983°te
bagimsiz Kuzey Kibris Tiirk Cumhuriyeti’ni ilan etmesi sonucunu getirmistir
(Olgun, 1991, s. 66-67).

15 Kasim 1983 tarihinde Kuzey Kibris Tiitk Cumhuriyeti’nin bagimsiz bir
devlet olarak kuruldugu ilan edilmistir (Facts on File, Vol. 43, No: 2244, 18
November 1983, s. 867-868.). Kurulan yeni devlet ayn1 giin Tiirkiye tarafindan
taninmigtir. Bagimsiz Kuzey Kibris Tiirk Cumbhuriyeti’nin ilam1 ve bu yeni
devletin Tiirkiye tarafindan taninmasi ile ilgili olarak ABD Dasisleri Bakanlig1
tarafindan yapilan agiklamada, bagimsizlik ilanindan duyulan {izinti dile
getirilmig, ayrica yeni devleti tanimasi dolayisiyla ABD’nin Tirkiye’ye
teessiifleri iletilmistir. Kuzey Kibris Tiirk Cumhuriyeti’nin uluslararas: diizeyde
taninmasinin = miimkiin  olamayacagr da ileri sirilmistir (Keesing’s
Contemporary Archives, Vol. XXX, 1984, s. 32639).

Kuzey Kibris Tiirk Cumhuriyeti’nin kurulugunun ardindan, Tiirk tarafinin
bagimsizlik ilami iizerine toplanan BM Giivenlik Konseyi 18 Kasim 1983’te
aldig1 541 sayili kararla Tiirk kesiminin bagimsizlik kararini gecersiz ilan etmis
ve kararin geri alinmasi igin ¢agrida bulunmustur. Ayrica biitiin devletler Kibris
Cumhuriyeti’nden bagka Kibris devleti tanimamaya davet edilmislerdir
(Necatigil, 1989, s. 200-201).

Ortamin giderek gerginlesmesi karsisinda Kuzey Kibris Tiirk Cumhuriyeti
Cumhurbagkan1 Rauf Denktas, sorunu taraflar arasinda karsilikli goriismeler
yoluyla ¢6zme arzusunun bir gostergesi olarak, 2 Ocak 1984’te Kibris Rum
tarafina bir baris ¢agrisinda bulunmus ve Kibris sorununun ¢éziimiine yonelik iyi
niyet tedbirlerini agiklamistir. Buna gore, adada 20 yildir siiren siyasal
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belirsizligin sona erdirilmesi ve Kibrisl Tiirkler ile Kibrisli Rumlar arasindaki
biitiin sorunlarin nihai bir ¢éziime ulastirilmasi i¢in Kibris Rum halkia barig ve
dostluk elinin uzatildigi, Kibris Tiirk ve Rum taraflar1 arasindaki goriismelerin
baslamasi halinde Tiirk tarafinin bir iyi niyet girisimi olarak, Maras’in BM
yonetimi altina konulmasimi ve Lefkosa Havaalani’nin sivil hava trafigine
acilmasmi kabul ettigi belirtiliyordu. Taraflar arasinda varilacak genel bir
anlagsmanin ardindan Maras’tan ayrilmis bulunan Kibrisli Rumlarin da evlerine
donmeleri miimkiin olabilecekti (Disisleri Bakanligi Belleteni, Say1:1, Ankara,
Disisleri Bakanligi Basimevi, Ocak 1984, s. 37-42).

Rauf Denktas’in Onerileri, Kibris Rum Yonetimi tarafindan reddedilmistir. 3
Ocak 1984 tarihinde Kibris Rum Yonetimi Sozciisii, Kibris Tiirk tarafinca
yapilan baris ¢agrist ve agiklanan iyi niyet tedbirleri hakkinda verdigi beyanatta,
bu Onerilerin 6zii itibariyle hicbir yenilik tagimadigini belirtmistir. Yunanistan
Hiikiimet Sozciisii tarafindan da ayni giin bir agiklama yapilarak, Kibris Tiirk
tarafinin 2 Ocak tarihli onerileriyle ilgili olarak serdedilen Kibris Rum Yo6netimi
goriislerinin Yunan Hiikiimeti’nin sahip bulundugu goriislere tekabiil ettigi
kaydedilmistir (a.g.e., s. 16-17).

Yunanistan ve Kibris Rum Yo6netimi’nin olumsuz tutumlarinin aksine, 24
Ocak 1984’te ABD Devlet Baskan1 Reagan’in yasalar uyarinca Kongre’ye
sundugu, Kibris gelismelerine dair raporda; Kibris Tiirk tarafinin 2 Ocak tarihli
onerileri, dogru yonde atilmis, miispet ve yapici bir adim olarak tanimlanmistir
(a.g.e.,s.31).

ABD yonetiminin bagimsizlik ilanina ¢ok sert olmayan tepkisi, Reagan’in
sundugu rapordaki bu agiklamayla birlestirildiginde ABD yonetiminin yeni
devletin ilanina kars1 ¢ok da sert bir tutum i¢inde olmadigi sdylenebilir.

ABD yonetimi katinda ¢ok sert bir tutumla karsilasilmazken, asil tepki, giiclii
Yunan lobisinin etkili oldugu ABD Kongresi’'nden gelmistir. 1984 yili Mart
aymmda ABD yonetimi tarafindan Tiirkiye’ye 1985 yili i¢in 230 milyon dolari
hibe, 250 milyon dolart uygun kosullu FMS (Foreign Military Sales) kredisi ve
275 milyon dolart da piyasa faiz hadleri {izerinden FMS kredisi olmak iizere,
toplam 755 milyon dolarlik askeri yardim yapilmasi onerilmistir. Yonetimin
teklif ettigi ekonomik yardim miktart ise, 90 milyonu hibe, 85 milyonu kredi
olmak {iizere 175 milyon dolardir. 1985 mali yili i¢in 4 milyon dolarlik askeri
egitim yardimi da dikkate alindiginda Tiirkiye’ye toplam olarak 934 milyon
dolarlik yardim yapilmasi onerilmistir. ABD’nin 1985 mali yili i¢in dngdrdiigii
yardimlar, Kongre’nin ilgili alt komite ve komitelerinde goriistilmiis, KKTC’ nin
ilan1 iizerine harekete gecen Rum lobisi Tiirkiye’ye verilecek yardimin kesintiye
ugramast icin etkin bir kampanya siirdiirmiistiir. Nitekim yardimi kosullara
baglayan ve indirim ongéren kanun teklifleri, bazi Kongre tiyeleri tarafindan
ilgili komitelere getirilmistir. ABD Temsilciler Meclisi Disisleri Komitesi’ne
bagli Avrupa ve Ortadogu Alt Komitesi’nde Tiirkiye’ye yonetim tarafindan
yapilmast ongoriillen yardimdan 39 milyon dolarlik bir kesinti yapilmasi
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Onerilmis ve oneri Disisleri Komitesi’nde kabul edilmistir. Ardindan Senato Dig
iliskiler Komitesi’nin 28 Mart 1984 tarihli oturumunda Cumhuriyet¢i Senator
Larry Lee Pressler ile Demokrat Senator Joseph Robinette, Jr Biden, Tiirkiye’ye
askeri yardimlar1 715 milyon dolara indiren ve bunun 500 milyon dolarinin
piyasa faiz kosullu FMS kredisi olarak verilmesini, 215 milyon dolarlik hibe
yardimmi da Maras’in Kibris Rumlarinin iskanma tahsis edilmek iizere BM
Yonetimine birakilmasi sartina baglayan bir tadil teklifinde bulunmus ve bu
teklif Komite tarafindan kabul edilmistir (Dusisleri Bakanligi Belleteni, Say1:3,
Ankara, Disisleri Bakanligi Basimevi, Mart 1984, s.7-8).
Askeri yardimin 215 milyon dolarlik bir boliimiiniin serbest birakilmasi i¢in
Ankara’nin Magosa’nin Maras bdlgesinin Birlesmis Milletler denetimine
verilmesini saglamast kosulu oOne siiriilmesine, gerek Tiirkiye’de gerekse
KKTC’de biiyiik tepki gosterilmistir. Tiirkiye’ye yapilacak yardim ile Kibris
sorunu arasinda baglanti kurulmasi elestirilmis ve bu tiir tutumlarin Kibris
sorununun ¢oziimiine katkida bulunmayacagi, aksine sorunun c¢oziimiini
olumsuz yonde etkileyecegi dile getirilmistir.
S6z konusu karar ile ilgili olarak 29 Mart’ta bir demeg¢ veren KKTC
Cumhurbagkan1 Rauf Denktas, Kongre’nin bu davranisi ile Cuellar’in baslatmak
istedigi barig girisimlerini kokiinden baltalamakta olduguna isaret ettikten sonra,
boyle bir tehdide ne Tiirkiye’nin ne de Kibris Tiirkleri’nin boyun egmesinin
miimkiin olmadigim belirtmis; duyulan hayal kirikligi ve 6fkeyi vurgulayarak,
Cuellar’a verilecek cevab1 parti liderleri ile gozden gegireceklerini ve
Kongre’nin mezkur tutumunun, alinacak karar1 herhalde biiyiik olglide
etkileyecegini ifade etmistir (a.g.e., s. 39).
Disigleri Bakan1 Vahit Halefoglu da 30 Mart 1984 tarihinde kendisine bu
konuda sorulan bir soruyu;
“ABD Senatosu Dis iliskiler Komitesi’nin bu karar1 eger herhangi
bir mantiga dayaniyorsa, bu mantigin ne oldugunu kestirmek
cidden gii¢ olmaktadir. Eger amag Kibris sorununu ¢dzmek ise, bu
sorunu tam ¢ikmaza sokmak i¢in bundan daha miikemmel bir
yontemi bulmak zordur... Tiirkiye’ye yapilan ABD yardimi belirli
bir ortak amaca hizmet etmektedir. Bunu bu amagla hi¢ ilgisi
olmayan konularda bir baski arac1 olarak kullanmaya heves etmek,
hem yanlis, hem tehlikelidir... Baski, santaj veya riigvete dayanan
yontemler meseleyi i¢inden daha da ¢ikilmaz hale sokar ve sorunu
emek ve sabirla getirilebilen noktanin da gerisine iter. Bugtinkii
durum maalesef budur” (a.g.e., s. 40—41).

sozleriyle cevaplandirarak, alinan karar karsisinda ABD Kongresi’ne duyulan

tepkiyi agiklamustir.

Bagbakan Turgut Ozal da 31 Mart 1984 giinii yaptigi konusmada ABD
Senatosu Dis liskiler Komitesi’nin Tiirkiye yapilacak yardimi Kibris’la ilgili

214



1980 lerde Tiirkiye-ABD Iliskilerinde Kibris

tavize baglamasi kararryla ilgili olarak goriislerinin ne oldugu seklindeki bir

soruyu;
“...Bu yollarla Kibris meselesine ¢dziim bulunamaz. Bilakis Kibris
meselesi ¢oziimsiizliige dogru siiratle itilir. 1974 ambargosunu
hatirlaymiz. Yani ¢6ziim getirdi mi Kibris’ta? ... Tiirkiye {izerinde
zorlamalarin herhangi bir netice vermeyecegini de tecriibeler ¢cok
agik bir surette gostermistir. Herhalde Amerika’da biraz da segim
zamanint kullanmak isteyen kimseler vardir. Biz meseleyi boyle
goriiyoruz” (a.g.e., s. 86).

diyerek cevaplandirmustir.

ABD Senatosu Dis Iliskiler Komitesi’nin karariyla ilgili olarak bir agiklama
yapan ABD Disigleri Sozciisii John Hughes, Senato Disisleri Komitesi’nin
Tirkiye’ye saglanacak askeri yardimlarin kismen de olsa sarta baglanmasinin,
Kibris Tiirklerinin BM  Genel Sekreteri’nin goriismeleri yeniden baglatma
girisimine iliskin olarak takinacaklar1 tavri menfi yonde etkileyecegine dikkat
cekmistir (Dusisleri Bakanhgi Belleteni, Say1:4, Ankara, Disisleri Bakanligi
Basimevi, Nisan 1984, s. 13).

Kibris sorunu karsgisinda ABD Y&netimi ve ABD Kongresi farkli bir tutum ve
bakis agis1 benimsemislerdir. Yonetim, daha esnek bir séylemi benimser ve bu
cizgide davranirken, Kongre, Yunan ve Rum lobilerinin etkisi altinda soruna
daha somut ve sert yaklagsmustir.

Toplumlararas1 goriismeleri yeniden baglatmay:r amaglayan BM Genel
Sekreteri Perez de Cuellar, 1984 yili Mart ayindan itibaren hem Kibris Tiirk
tarafinin hem de Kibris Rum tarafinin yoneticileriyle ayr1 ayr1 goriismelerde
bulunmustur. Bu ¢ercevede 16 Mart 1984°te Rauf Denktas ile New York’ta bir
goriigme yapan Genel Sekreter, Rauf Denktag’a toplumlararasi goriismelerin
baslamasi ve bir zirve toplantisinin gergeklestirilebilmesi i¢cin bes maddelik bir
metin  sunmustur. Buna gore, Kibris sorununu uluslararasilastirma
girisimlerinden sakinilacak, bu amaca yonelik olarak siirmekte olan ¢abalara son
verilecek; KKTC’nin bagimsizlik ilan hareketinin devami 6zelligini tasiyan
adimlar durdurulacak; Kibris’taki karsilikli askeri giiglerin kalite ve sayisal
yonlerden arttirilmayacagi taahhiit edilecek; Kibris Tiirk tarafi Marag’t Birlesmis
Milletler gecici yonetimine teslim edecek ve taraflar bir zirve toplantis
gerceklestirerek toplumlararasi goriismelerin  yolunu acacaklardir (Keesing’s
Contemporary Archives, Vol. XXXI, 1985, s. 34065-34066).

BM Genel Sekreteri Perez de Cuellar’in 16 Mart 1984’te KKTC
Cumhurbagkant Rauf Denktas’a New York’ta ilettigi diisiincelere verilecek
cevabi tespit amaciyla Kibris Tiirk siyasi liderleri arasinda ¢esitli toplantilar
yapilmig ve neticede hazirlanan cevap, Genel Sekreter’in 6zel temsilcisi Hugo
Gobbi’ye 18 Nisan 1984 tarihinde Lefkosa’da tevdi edilmistir (Dusisleri
Bakanligi Belleteni, Say1:4, Ankara, Disisleri Bakanligi Basimevi, Nisan 1984, s.
6,27).
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Bu arada 10 Nisan 1984’te yeni KKTC Anayasa tasarisinin 19 Agustos’ta
halkoyuna sunulmasinin, 4 Kasim’da da KKTC Parlamentosu igin sec¢imler
yapilmasinin karara baglandiginin agiklanmasi (a.g.e., s. 21) ile, Tirkiye ile
KKTC arasinda teati edilmis bulunan biiyiikel¢ilerin 17 Nisan’da Letkosa ve
Ankara’da giiven mektuplarini taraflarin Cumhurbaskanlarina sunmalar (a.g.e.,
s. 26), Kibris Rum Yonetimi tarafindan tepkiyle kargilanmistir. Kibris Rum
Yonetimi, Tirk tarafini, BM’nin Kibris konusundaki kararlarina “uymama” ve
“yeni oldubittiler yaratma c¢abast i¢inde” bulundugunu one siirerek, BM
Giivenlik Konseyi’ne sikayet etmistir (a.g.c., s. 28).

BM Giivenlik Konseyi, Tiirkiye ve Kuzey Kibris Tiirk Cumhuriyeti’nin
karsilikli biiyiikelgi atamasi iizerine 11 Mayis 1984’te yaptig1 toplantida, bu
girisimi ayrilmaci bir hareket olarak kinayan, illegal ve gecersiz sayan 550(1984)
sayili karar1 almistir (Keesing’s Contemporary Archives, Vol. XXXI, 1985, s.
34060).

ABD, 541 (1983) say1l1 Giivenlik Konseyi kararma gore ¢cok daha sert ifadeler
igeren 550 (1984) sayili karara kars1 ¢ekimser kalmistir (a.g.e., s. 34066). ABD
temsilcisi yaptigi agiklamada, Tirkiye ve Kibris Tiirk tarafi arasinda
gergeklestirilen karsilikli biiylikelgi atanmasini ve Kibris Tiirk tarafinca 15
Kasim 1983 tarihli bagimsizlik ilaninit kuvvetlendirici yondeki agiklamalar
iilkesinin de onaylamadigini, ancak konuyla ilgili olarak gerek Rum gerekse
Tirk tarafinin  olduk¢a giiglii duygularinin  farkinda olarak, sorunun
kotiilesmesine neden vermemek igin karara ¢ekimser kaldiklarini beyan etmistir
(Necatigil, 1989, s. 222).

BM Giivenlik Konseyi’nin ilgili kararina ABD Yonetiminin yaklagimi, 1984
Mart ayinda ABD Kongresi’nin Tiirkiye ve Kibris Tiirk tarafini taviz vermeye
zorlayan yaklasimi ile karsilastirildiginda, bir kez daha Yonetim ve Kongre’nin
konuya yaklagimlarindaki farki gostermektedir. ABD Yonetimi’'nin Kongre ile
karsilagtirildiginda sorun karsisinda tamamen Tiirk tarafi aleyhine olmayan bir
tavir iginde oldugu sdylenebilir.

ABD Bagkani Reagan’in, Kibris Rum Yoénetimi’nin istegi iizerine 3 Mayis
1984 tarihinden itibaren Kibris sorununu goériigmeye baslayan BM’de goriismeler
siirerken, 8 Mayis 1984 tarihinde, “Kibris Baris ve Imar Fonu” kurulmasimna
yonelik aciklamasi (Dusisleri Bakanlhigi Belleteni, Say1:5, Ankara, Disisleri
Bakanlig1 Basimevi, Mayis 1984, s. 22, 57-58) da bu savi destekler mahiyette bir
girisim olarak degerlendirilebilir. Reagan s6z konusu agiklamada, Kibris’la ilgili
anlagmazliklarin ¢6ziimii i¢in Tirkiye’yi cezalandirmak yerine Kibris’m iki
toplumunu da anlagmazliklarin ¢oziimiine tegvik etmek gerektigini, bunun igin
de yapici ve olumlu ¢abalarin birlestirilmesini soylemistir (a.g.e., s. 58).

Reagan’in agiklamasi Yunanistan, Kibris Rum Yonetimi ve ABD
Kongresi’ndeki Yunan lobisi tarafindan tepki ile karsilanmis, Yunanistan
Bagbakani Andreas Papandreou, Reagan’1t Amerikan Kongresi’ni, kamuoyunu ve
BM Giivenlik Konseyini yaniltmakla suglamis, Reagan’mn Kibris konusundaki
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gerceklere sessiz kaldigini ve sorunu basit bir toplumlararasi sorun olarak
gordiiglini ileri stirmiistiir. Ayni sekilde Kibris Rum Yonetimi lideri Spiros
Kipriyanu da, Reagan’in Kibris konusundaki sézlerinden “hayal kirikligina”
ugradigim1 ve kaygi duydugunu sdylemis, ABD Baskani’nin Onerisinin
“Kibris’taki mevcut duruma bir cevap olamayacagini” iddia etmistir (a.g.c., s.
27).
Yunanistan ve Kibris Rum Yonetimi tarafindan tepkiyle karsilanan oneri ile
ilgili bir demeg veren Bagbakan Turgut Ozal;
“Bagkan Reagan’mn beyanati akliselimin gerektirdigi miispet bir
yaklasimi  yansitmaktadir. Kibris sorunu ancak miispet
yaklagimlarla ¢oziilebilir. Zira bu sekilde yaklagimlar toplumlarin
birbirinden uzaklagmasimi degil, bilakis birbirine yaklagmalarim
saglar. Kibris Tirk halkinin Ada’da asirlardan beri yasayan bir
varlik olarak mevcudiyetini inkdr etmeye imkan yoktur.
Dolayistyla, Birlesmis Milletler’in, Baglantisiz tilkelerin ve diinya
kamuoyunun bu vakiay1 gdzden 1rak tutmamasi, sorunun ¢oziimii
i¢in temel sarttir. Ada’da mevcut durumun ve gergeklerin isabetli
bir sekilde degerlendirilmeye baslanilmasi menfi tutumlarin
zararlarina kargt bir uyart teskil edecektir. Gergekten Kibris
sorununun ¢oziimlenmesi i¢in miispet bir yaklagimm denenmesinin
zamani artik gelmistir...” (a.g.e., s. 24).

sozleriyle, Baskan Reagan’mn Onerisine karsi pozitif bir yaklagimin

benimsendigini gostermistir.

ABD Yonetimi katinda Bagkan Reagan’dan Kibris’a yonelik olarak olumlu
oOneriler geldigi ve bu oneriler Tiirkiye’de memnunlukla karsilandig: bir sirada, 9
Mayis 1984 tarihinde ABD’nin 1985 mali yili dis yardim kanun tasarisin
gorligmeye baglayan Temsilciler Meclisi Genel Kurulu’nda Tiirkiye i¢in 6nerilen
yardimda 85 milyon dolar kesinti yapilarak 670.000.000 dolara indirilmesi 27’ye
kars1 376 oyla kabul edilmistir (a.g.e., s. 25).

Temsilciler Meclisi’nin bu kararina ilk tepki ABD Disisleri Bakanligi’ndan
gelmig, Bakanlikga Washington’da yapilan bir agiklamada, Temsilciler
Meclisi’nin Tirkiye’ye verilecek yardimda azaltma ongdren kararinin “hayal
kiriklig1” ile karsilandigi  kaydolunmustur. Ayrica yapilan agiklamada,
Yonetimin, dis yardimlarla ilgili tasaris1 Kongre’nin iki kanadinda da
gortisiiliirken Tiirkiye’ye verilmesini teklif ettigi yardim diizeyinin ayn1 sekilde
benimsenmesi i¢in cabalarini siirdiirecegi ve Tiirkiye’ye yapilacak yardimin
azaltilmasimin Kibris Fonu’nun olumlu etkisini silebilecek bir faktor olabilecegi
belirtilmistir (a.g.e., s. 29).

Tiirkiye’nin de bu karara tepkisi ¢ok ge¢meden gelmis, Bagbakan Turgut
Ozal’in 18 May1s 1984 tarihinde diizenledigi basin toplantisinda:

“1985 mali yilinda ABD tarafindan Tiirkiye’ye yapilacak yardimin
kesintisiz ve sartsiz olarak verilmesi igin gectigimiz giinlerde
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Baskan Reagan tarafindan yapilan tesebbiis tarafimizdan
memnunlukla karsilanan miispet bir yaklasimdir. Ancak, Baskan
Reagan’in bu tesebbiisiiniin hemen akabinde Temsilciler Meclisi
Genel Kurulu’nun Tirkiye’ye yapilacak yardimda Yonetimin
teklifine nazaran yaptig1 85 milyon dolarlik kesinti Kongre’de iki
ilke ve NATO yararlar1 aleyhine baska amaglara oncelik veren
zihniyetin  maalesef hala etkili olmaya devam ettigini
gostermektedir. Mesele, birkag yiiz milyon meselesi degildir. Esef
verici olan, paranin manivela olarak kullanilmak suretiyle bir
ilkenin koseye sikistirilip istemedigi bir seyi ona zorla
yaptirabilecegine inanilmasi ve boyle bir c¢irkin manzaranin
sergilenmesinde beis goriilmemesidir. Bu sekildeki davranisin bu
yolla giidiilen amaca higbir yarari1 olmayacagi aciktir” (a.g.e., s. 80)
sozleriyle, duyulan tepki sert bir aciklamayla gosterilmistir.

15 Haziran 1984’te BM Giivenlik Konseyi toplantis1 nedeniyle New York’ta
bulunan KKTC Dasisleri ve Milli Savunma Bakani Necati M. Ertegiin, BM
Genel Sekreteri Perez de Cuellar’t ziyaret ederek, Kibris sorununa ¢6ziim
bulunmasi konusunda yeni 6neriler sunmus, onerilerin, goriismeleri baglatmakta
ve iki toplumlu, iki kesimli bir federal devlet kurulmasinda yardimci olmasini
umit ettiklerini belirtmistir (Dusisleri Bakanligi Belleteni, Sayi. 6, Ankara,
Disisleri Bakanligi Basimevi, Haziran 1984, s. 33).

Kuzey Kibris Tiirk Cumhuriyeti Cumhurbaskan1 Rauf Denktas, Kibris Rum
Yonetimi’nin Kibris Tiirkleri aleyhinde siirdiirdiigii kampanyay1 durdurmasi ve
uyguladig1 ekonomik ambargoyu kaldirmasi halinde, kendilerinin de KKTC’nin
taninmast yolundaki girisimlerini donduracaklarini agiklamigtir. Kibris Rum
tarafi ise, goriigmelerin baslamasia en biiyiik engelin, Tiirk tarafinin tek tarafh
olarak gergeklestirdigi bagimsizlik ilan1 oldugunu sdylemistir (Necatigil, 1985, s.
140).

17 Temmuz 1984 tarihinde BM Genel Sekreteri Perez De Cuellar, Briiksel’de
diizenledigi bir basin toplantisinda, Kibris sorununun ¢dziimii konusunda yeni
bir girisim olarak Kuzey Kibris Tiirk Cumbhuriyeti ile Kibris Rum Yonetimi
temsilcilerini Agustos ay1 basinda Viyana’ya davet ettigini agiklamistir. Soruna
kalict ve adil bir ¢dziim bulunmasi gerektigini belirten BM Genel Sekreteri,
“Kibris sorununun bdlge barisina ve giivenligine tehdit olusturdugunu”
kaydetmistir. De Cuellar, Viyana gorlismeleri sirasinda arabuluculuk
yapmayacagini, ancak, sonraki goriismeler i¢in zemin olusturulmasi amaciyla her
iki tarafin yetkilileriyle alt diizeyde temaslarda bulunacagini soylemistir
(Disisleri Bakanligi Belleteni, Say1:7, Ankara, Disisleri Bakanligi Basimevi,
Temmuz 1984, s.24).

Genel Sekreter 6 ve 7 Agustos tarihlerinde Viyana’da taraflarin temsilcileri ile
ayri ayr1 sirdlirdigi  goriismelerde, baglatilmak istenen tomlumlararasi
goriigmeler ve gergeklestirilmesi diisliniilen zirve toplantist igin bir temel
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olusturmasini diisiindiigii “Calisma Esaslari”n1 ortaya koymustur. Buna gore
(Facts On File, Vol. 44, N0:2290, 5 October 1984, s. 740):
a) Marag hemen BM denetimine birakilacak ve burali Rumlar
kademeli olarak evlerine doneceklerdi.
b) Lefkosa Uluslararasi Havaalani iki toplulugun ihtiyaglari igin,
BM gozetimi ve Kibrish Tiirk ve Rumlarin ortak yonetiminde hava
trafigine acilacakti.
¢) Kibrisli Rumlarin sorunu uluslararasi forumlara gdtiirmemeleri,
Kibrislt Tiirklerin de KKTC’nin taninmasi ¢abalarini dondurmalari
yolunda bir moratoryum ilan edilecekti.
d) Her iki taraf da 1977 Denktas-Makarios ve 1979 Denktas-
Kipriyanu zirve anlagmalarinin gegerliligini teyit edecekler ve
federal anayasanin detaylarini belirleyecek bir gecici federal
hiikiimet olugturulacakti.
31 Agustos 1984°te her iki tarafin da Genel Sekreter’in girisimine olumlu cevap
vermesi iizerine 10 Eyliil 1984’te New York’ta ‘Yakinlastirici Goériismeler’ adi
verilen goriismelere baglanmistir.  Kipriyanu’nun bagimsizlik ilan1  geri
¢ekilmedikge Rauf Denktas’la goriismeyi reddetmesi nedeniyle Genel Sekreter
iki temsilciyle ayr ayr1 odalarda goriismistiir. 20 Eyliil’de sona eren ilk turun
ardindan gerceklestirilen 15-26 Ekim tarihlerindeki ikinci ve 26 Kasim-12 Aralik
tarihlerindeki tiglincii turlarla devam etmistir (Keesing’s Contemporary Archives,
Vol. XXXI, 1985, s. 34066-34067).

BM Genel Sekreteri’nin iki taraf arasindaki birinci tur goriismelerinin
ardindan, ikinci tur 6ncesi ABD Kongresi 12 Ekim 1984’te 1985 mali y1l1 i¢inde
Tirkiye’ye 700 milyon dolar1 askeri, 175 milyon dolar1 ekonomik olmak iizere,
toplam 875 milyon dolarlik sartsiz yardim yapilmasini kararlastirmistir. 215
milyon dolar tutarindaki askeri malzeme yardimi ise bazi sartlara baglanmustir.
Kongre tarafindan kabul edilen tasar1 s6z konusu yardimin yapilmasi i¢in, ABD
Bagkan1 Reagan’m, ABD’nin Tiirkiye’ye, Kibris’mm BM kararlar1 ¢er¢evesinde
birlestirilmesi yolunda gerekli Onlemleri gecikmeksizin almasi igin c¢agri
yapmasi, Tirkiye’nin Kibris Tiirk toplumunun Magosa Marag yoresi konusunda
herhangi bir eylemde bulunmasini 6nlemek amaciyla gerekli ¢abay: harcamasi
hususlarinda Kongre’ye ikna edici deliler sunmasint ongdrmiistiir (Disisleri
Bakanlig1 Belleteni, Say1:10, Ankara, Disisleri Bakanlig1 Basimevi, Ekim 1984,
s. 29).

Reagan, sorunun ¢ézlimii agisindan Genel Sekreter’in girigsimlerini belirgin bir
bicimde destekliyordu. 17 Ekim’de ABD Kongresi Temsilciler Meclisi’ne
gonderdigi Kibris sorununa iliskin iki aylik raporunda, ilk turun ardindan her iki
tarafin da goriismeler sonucunda sorun karsisindaki goriisleri hususunda
netlestiklerini, ABD Yonetiminin bu dénemde Kibris’in her iki toplumu ile de
yakin iliski iginde olacagini belirtmistir. Reagan, Biiyiikelgi Jeane Kirkpatrick’in
19 Ekim’de Genel Sekreter ile goriisecegini, Disisleri Bakani Shultz’un 27
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Ekim’de Kipriyanu’nun yam sira, Tiirkiye ve Yunanistan’in Disisleri Bakanlar
ile de goriisecegini sOylemistir. Ayrica Kibris 6zel koordinatdrii Richard Haas’in
da 25 Ekim’de New York goriigmelerinin ilk turunun ertesinde “Kibris Tiirk
Toplumu lideri” Rauf Denktas ile goriisecegini agiklamistir. Bu goriismelerde,
Kibris’m her iki kesimine de, BM Genel Sekreteri’nin araciliginda yapilan
yakinlagma goriismelerini, her iki taraf i¢in de giizel bir sonucun olusturulmasi
icin kullanmalar1 yoniinde baski yapilacagini belirten Reagan, Genel Sekreter’i
baris i¢inde ve yeniden birlesmis bir Kibris i¢in baslatmis oldugu bu girigimlerde
desteklediklerini, her iki kesimin de Genel Sekreter’in girisimlerini ciddiye
almalarindan ve bu siirece zarar verecek her tiirlii eylemden kaginmalarindan
ABD yonetiminin memnunluk duyacagini vurgulamistir. Reagan ayrica, sessiz
diplomasi ve karsilikli uzlast ruhuyla en sonunda tiim Kibrislilarin baris ve
giivenlik icinde bir arada yasayacaklari yeniden birlesmis bir Kibris’m
olusturulacagindan emin olduklarin1 séylemistir (American Foreign Policy
Current Documents 1984, Washington, Department of State, 1986, s. 387-388).

Araliklarla ii¢ tur seklinde yapilan goriigmelerde Cuellar, taraflarin {izerinde
anlasabilecegi bir “On Taslak” ortaya koymustur. Genel Sekreter’in taslagi temel
olarak iki kesimli bir federal cumhuriyet, Kibrish Tiirk ve Rumlarin esit temsil
edildigi bir Senato ile Kibris Tiirk tarafinin %30 ile temsil edildigi bir Meclis’ten
olusan iki meclisli bir yasama organi ve cumhuriyetin birligini sembolize edecek
bir Cumhurbagkani ile Cumhurbagkani yardimcist 6ngoriiyordu (Necatigil, 1985,
s. 195-199).

BM Genel Sekreteri Perez de Cuellar’n araciliginda New York’ta yapilan
tclincii tur goriismeler siirerken 29 Kasim’da KKTC Cumhurbaskan1 Rauf
Denktas, Genel Sekreter ile her hususta hemfikir olduklarimi agiklamigtir
(Dusisleri Bakanhg: Belleteni, Sayi:11, Ankara, Disisleri Bakanligi Basimevi,
Kasim 1984, s. 33).

Genel Sekreter’in sundugu anlagsma tasarisinin Tiirk tarafinca kabul edilmesi
tizerine, Kibris Rum Yonetimi lideri Kipriyanu 10 gilinliigiine New York’tan
ayrilmis ve Once Kibris’ta, daha sonra da Atina’da fikir aligveriginde
bulunduktan sonra, 7 Aralik’ta New York’a donmiistiir. Bu sekilde yeniden
baglayan goriigmeler 12 Aralik’ta tamamlanmig ve BM Genel Sekreterligi
tarafindan ayni giin yapilan agiklamada, iki taraf arasinda bir zirve toplantisi
diizenlenmesi igin yeterli ilerlemenin kaydedildigi sonucuna varildig1 ve zirvenin
17 Ocak’ta New York’ta gergeklestirilecegi kaydedilmistir (Dusisleri Bakanlig
Belleteni, Say1:12, Ankara, Disisleri Bakanlig1 Basimevi, Aralik 1984, s. 24).

ABD Diasisleri Bakanlhig1 Sozciiliigii'nce 13 Aralik’ta yapilan acgiklamada bu
gelismelerin Kibris’in bdliinmiisliigiine bir son verebilecegi ve yeniden birlesmis
bir Kibris devleti kurulmasi imkani yaratabilecegi belirtilerek, Tiirkiye ve
Yunanistan hiikiimetlerinin ve BM Genel Sekreteri’nin aracili goériismeler
sirasindaki rollerinin  6vgiiye deger bulundugu kaydedilmis; ABD’nin
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Kibrishlar’a birlesmis bir iilkeyi yeniden insa etmelerinde yardimci olmaya hazir
bulundugu hatirlatilmistir (a.g.e., s. 9).

Kibris sorununun ¢oziimii konusunda aracili goriigmelerin sonuglanmasi ile
ilgili olarak 14 Aralik 1984 tarihinde Tiirk hiikiimeti tarafindan da bir aciklama
yapilmis, yapilan agiklamada:

“New York’ta Kibris sorununun ¢6ziimii i¢in bir siiredir
yiiriitilmekte olan aracili goriismelerin bir zirve toplantisi karariyla
sonuglanmig bulunmasi 6nemli bir gelismedir. Bu geligsmenin,
Kibris sorununun nihai ¢éziimiinii miimkiin kilabilmesi, her seyden
once, Rum tarafinin Ada’da adil bir ¢dziimii i¢ine sindirebilmesine
ve BM Genel Sekreteri’nin takdire sayan yogun gayretleri
neticesinde hazirladigi ve Kibris Tiirk tarafinca kabul edilen
anlagma esaslarina aynen sadik kalmasma bagli olacaktir. Rum
tarafinin malum oyalama taktiklerinden bu sefer vazgegmesi
zirvenin basarisi i¢in kesin zaruret arzetmektedir...” (a.g.e., s. 81-
82)

denilmistir.

Basbakan Ozal da 15 Aralik’ta diizenledigi basin toplantisinda:
“...Birlesmis Milletler Genel Sekreteri’nin baglattigi aracili
goriismeler sonucunda, Kibris’ta iki toplum arasinda diyalogun
yeniden tesis edilmekte olmasindan memnuniyet duyuyoruz.
KKTC Cumbhurbaskan: Sayin Rauf Denktas’mn yapict yaklagimi
sayesinde, Ocak ayinda iki toplum liderinin esitlik esas1 {izerinden
bir zirvede bir araya gelecek olmalari, Kibris’ta kalict ve adil bir
¢Oziim bulunmas: siireci i¢inde bizi yeniden timitlendirmistir...
Meseleyi yakindan takip eden memleketlere bu hususta biiyiik
sorumluluk diismektedir...” (a.g.e., s. 90)

demistir.

Disisgleri Bakani Vahit Halefoglu da 16 Aralik 1984 tarihinde TBMM’nde
yaptig1 konugsmada Kibris’la ilgili olarak:

“...Genel Sekreter Kibris Tiirk ve Rum taraflari arasinda 17 Ocak
1985 tarihinde bir zirve toplantisi yapilacagini agiklamis
bulunmaktadir. ..aracili gériismelerin bir zirve toplantis1 yapilmasi
hususunda anlagmayla sonu¢lanmig olmasint Tiirkiye olumlu bir
gelisme addetmektedir...Genel Sekreter’in bu son tesebbiisii
meselenin iki toplumlu, iki kesimli ve iki toplumun esitligi
ilkelerine dayali federal bir devlet esasina gore c¢oziime
kavusturulmasini1 6ngérmektedir...” (a.g.e., s. 106)

demistir.

Yapilan agiklamalardan Ocak 1985’te BM Genel Sekreteri’nin gozetiminde
Denktag ve Kipriyanu arasinda yapilacak zirve toplantisinda bir anlagmaya
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varilacagl konusunda ABD Yonetimi ve Tiirkiye’nin bakis agisindan timitlerin
oldukca yiiksek oldugu sdylenebilir.

BM Genel Sekreteri Perez de Cuellar’in iyi niyet girisimleri sonucunda 17
Ocak—20 Ocak 1985 tarihleri arasinda Kibris sorununa ¢oziim bulunacagi
yoniinde biiyiik timitlerin beslendigi, KKTC Cumhurbagkani Rauf Denktas ile
Kibris Rum Yonetimi lideri Kipriyanu arasinda New York Zirvesi
gergeklestirilmistir. Ancak, goriigmeler basladiginda bambagka bir tutum takinan
Kipriyanu, Cuellar’in ortaya koydugu anlagsma tasarisini kabul etmek yerine,
elestiriler getirmis, daha 6nce goriisiilmiis maddeleri tekrar ele almak istemistir.
Alt1 yildir ilk kez karsilikli olarak goriisen iki toplum liderinden Rauf Denktas,
iizerinde uzlagsmaya varilmis olan konularin tekrar ele alinmasimin séz konusu
olmadigin1 sdylemistir. Genel Sekreter’in “On Taslagi”m imzalamak yerine
tartigmak istedigi anlasilan Kipriyanu’nun taslak anlagmayi imzalamamakta
direnmesi ve zirve sirasindaki olumsuz tutumlart sonucunda zirve toplantisi bir
sonug elde edilemeden tamamlanmistir (Keesing’s Contemporary Archives, Vol.
XXXI, 1985, s. 34066-34067)

ABD Bagkan1 Reagan, New York’ta yapilan zirve toplantisi sonrasi
Tiirkiye’nin ve Yunanistan’in tutumlariyla ilgili olarak, Kibris Tiirk ve Yunan
toplumlarinin liderleri arasindaki dorugun basarisizlikla sonuglanmasindan
tiziintii duyduklarini, ancak Kibris bunaliminin ¢6ziimii i¢in goriigmelerin devam
etmesi ve Kibrish taraflarin kendi geleceklerine iligkin olarak kendilerinin karar
almalar1 gerektiklerine inandiklarimi belirtmistir. Reagan ayrica, BM Genel
Sekreteri’nin goriismelerdeki roliinii desteklemeye devam ettiklerini ve kendi
adlarma, Kibris bunalimindaki taraflari, gorlismelerde esnek davranmalari ve
uzak goriiglii olmalar1 yolunda cesaretlendirdiklerini, Genel Sekreter’in
gozetiminde Kibris bunalimina barigc1 ve kalict bir ¢oziim getirilecegi
konusunda hald umutlu olduklarin1 soéylemistir (“Tuna Kopriilii’niin Reagan’la
Soylesisi”, Hiirriyet, 31 Mart 1985, s.1, 5).

Bagkan Reagan 1985 yilinda Temsilciler Meclisi’ne gonderdigi Kibris
sorunuyla ilgili Nisan aymna ait aylik raporunda, New York Zirvesi’ne deginmis,
zirve oncesinde, Genel Sekreter’in zirveye, her iki kesimin de soruna Federal
Kibris Cumbhuriyeti’nin kurulmasi1 amaciyla iki tarafi da memnun edecek
kapsamli bir anlagsmaya varmalarini timit ederek basladigini sdylemistir. Reagan,
eger burada bir anlagsmaya varilabilmis olsaydi, soruna somut, gerg¢ek bir
¢Oziimiin bulunabilecegi bir dizi gériismenin gergeklesecegi bir siirecin baslamis
olacagini belirtmistir. Zirvenin sona erisi ile birlikte Genel Sekreter’in, Kibris
Tirk tarafinin taslak anlagmayi biitiiniiyle kabul ettigini, Rum tarafinin da
belgeyi “gortismeler icin bir temel olarak™ kabul ettigini agikladigini, zirvenin
basarisizlikla sonuglanmasina bu goriis ayriliginin neden oldugunu belirttigini ve
iki tarafinda ¢ok yakin olamadiklarini, ancak ¢abalarin devam edecegini
vurguladigini sdylemistir. Reagan, her iki tarafa da ABD’nin Genel Sekreter’in
bu yondeki c¢abalarina zarar verecek, ¢oziimii tehlikeye atacak her tiirli
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eylemden kaginmalart yoniindeki kanaatini ilettiklerini belirtmistir (American
Foreign Policy Current Documents 1985, Washington, Department of State,
1986, s. 369).

Reagan’in agiklamalar1 ve Kibris’a dair Kongre’ye sundugu raporlara
bakildiginda gériilmektedir ki, ABD Y6netimi, Kibris sorununda taraflarin kritik
nokta olan ¢atisma diizeyine gelmelerini engelleme ¢abasi i¢inde olmustur. ABD
Yonetimi, bu donemde stratejik agidan biiyiik 6nem atfettigi Tirkiye ile
iliskilerinin Kibris sorunu nedeniyle bozulmasini istememis, Kongre nin
Tiirkiye’ye yapilacak yardimlarda 6n plana Kibris sartint koymasina sicak
bakmamis, ABD Disisleri Bakanlig1 yetkilileri tarafindan Yunanistan’a ydnelik
olarak yapilan konusmalarda, Yunanli yetkililere Tiirkiye’nin ABD ve NATO
ittifakt icin tasidigr onem anlatilmistir. ABD Dasisleri Bakanlifi Avrupa ve
Kanada Isleri Biirosu Miidiirii Sosyal Isler Yardimcisi ve Kibris Isleri
Koordinatorii Richard Haas tarafindan yapilan bir konusmada, Yunanistan’in
NATO ittifaki i¢in tagidig1 hayati dnem agiklanirken, ayni sekilde Tiirkiye’ nin de
ittifakin savunmasinda hayati 6neme sahip oldugu vurgulanmigtir. ABD ile
Tirkiye arasindaki iligkilerin olumlu ve istikrarli olmasinin Yunanistan’in
cikarlari ile de uyumlu oldugu, bu nedenle Kibris sorununun Tiirkiye-Yunanistan
iligkilerinde bir problem yaratmamasina ¢aligildigi agiklanmustir. Tiirkiye’ nin
Vargova Pakti ile sadece uzun bir sinir1 paylagmadigi, herhangi bir savas aninda
Tirkiye’nin cografi konumuyla Trakya’dan, giiney-bati Asya’dan, ya da
Korfez’den gelebilecek bir saldirida hem ABD hem de Yunanistan igin hayati
Onem tasiyacagl vurgulanarak (a.g.e., s. 382), Tiirkiye-Yunanistan iliskilerinde
olusacak bir gerilimin ABD’nin ve NATO ittifakinin ¢ikarlarina verecegi zarara
isaret edilmek istenmistir.

Basarisizlikla sonuglanan New York Zirvesi’nin ardindan Kuzey Kibris Tiirk
Cumhuriyeti’nde i¢ gelismeler 6nem kazanmustir. 5 Mayis 1985°te yeni Anayasa
referanduma sunularak onaylanmis, 7 Mayis’ta yiriirliige girmistir. Ardindan 9
Haziran’da yapilan Cumhurbaskanlig1 ve 23 Haziran’da yapilan yasama meclisi
se¢imleri (Keesing’s Contemporary Archives, Vol XXXI, 1985, s. 34067-34068)
ile sistemin biitlin unsurlar1 tamamlanmistir.

Birlesmis Milletler Genel Sekreteri Cuellar, sadece Kibris Rum tarafi ile
goriismelerde bulunarak hazirladigi 17 Ocak 1985 belgesinin degistirilmis bir
seklini Nisan 1985’te KKTC’ye vermistir. Hazirlanan belge KKTC tarafindan
hazirlanig bigim ve metodu onaylanmadigi icin kabul edilmemistir. Birlesmis
Milletler Genel Sekreteri, Ocak ve Nisan 1985’teki basarisiz girisimlerden sonra,
1985 sonunda taraflarla ayr1 ayr1 goriismeler gerceklestirmis, bu goriismeler
neticesinde 29 Mart 1986’da taraflarin 1984 yilindan beri iizerinde anlagtiklar
noktalar1 igeren, anlagsma saglanamayan diger konular i¢in ¢oziimler dneren ve
yabanct kuvvetlerin ¢ekilmesi, garantiler ve ti¢ 6zgiirliik (seyahat, yerlesme ve
miilkiyet) konularinin goriisiilmesi igin prosediir teklif eden bir ¢ergeve anlagma
tasaris1 ortaya koymustur. Tiirk tarafi, kendisi acisindan Oncekilerden daha
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olumsuz noktalar icermesine ragmen yeni tasartyr da kabul ettigini Genel
Sekreter’e bildirmigtir. Kipriyanu ise, oncelikle Rumlarin eski topraklarina
donmesi anlamina gelen seyahat, yerlesme ve miilkiyet Ozgiirliiklerinin
taninmasini ve Kibris Tiirk tarafinin giivenliginin temini anlamina gelen Tiirk
askerlerinin adadan ¢ekilmesini istemistir (Necatigil, 1989, s. 292-296).

Kipriyanu’nun tutumunda bir degisiklik olmamast ve BM Genel Sekreteri
tarafindan hazirlanan Cergeve Anlagma Tasarisi’n1 imzalamaktan yine kaginmasi
sonucunda, Genel Sekreter’in girisimlerinden birisi daha sonugsuz kalmistir.

29 Mart 1986 tarihli Cer¢eve Anlagsmasi’nin da sonugsuz kalmasindan sonra,
Birlesmis Milletler Genel Sekreteri, taraflarca 6nemli addedilen biitiin konularin
ele alinacagl paralel goriismeler yapilmasina iliskin yeni bir usul Onerisinde
bulunmustur. Bu 6neri, 29 Mart belgesinde yer alan usule ve bu bolgenin bir
biitiin teskil ettigi kavramina aykir1 bulundugu, kabul edilmesi durumunda Kibris
Rum Yonetimi (KRY) 29 Mart belgesini kabul etmemisken, adadan asker
cekmek zorunda kalinacagi ve KRY’nin garantiler ile {i¢ 0zgiirliik konularinm
paketten ayirmak imkanini elde edecegi gbz Oniinde tutularak, olumsuz
kargilanmis ve Genel Sekreter’e olumsuz cevap verilmistir (Kibris Sorunu
Gelismeler ve Gériisler, 1990, s. 46).

1987 yilinda da birtakim temas ve goriismeler yapilmig ise de, sorunun
¢Ozlimiine yonelik somut bir gelisme yasanmamistir. Aymi yil Tiirk-Yunan
iliskilerinde Ege’yle ilgili olarak olusan sikintili durum Kibris sorununa da
yansimistir.

Ayrica, 1987 yilinda Tiirkiye-ABD iliskilerinde Kibris sorunuyla ilgili olarak
Tiirkiye’nin  Kongre’ye karst olumsuz hislerini pekistiren bir gelisme
yasanmustir. 1987 yili Nisan ayinda ABD Temsilciler Meclisi Dis Iligkiler
Komisyonu, ABD tarafindan NATO gorevlerinde kullanilmak tizere verilen
silahlarmm  Kibris’ta kullanilmasimi yasaklamis, Komisyon ayrica ABD
Baskani’'ndan Maras’in statlisiinde Tiirkiye tarafindan degisiklik yapilip
yapilmadigina iliskin bir rapor gelene kadar yardimi dondurmustur. Komisyon
tarafindan kabul edilen bir dizi 6nerge soyledir:

“l- ABD tarafindan NATO gorevlerini yerine getirmek ve
savunmada kullanilmak {izere Tiirkiye ve Yunanistan’a saglanan
silah ve tim askeri malzemenin bundan bdyle Kibris’a
aktarilmasinin ve adada kullanilmasinin yasaklanmasi,

2- Kibris’ta bulunan Tiirk askerlerinin sayilarinin  askeri
malzemeyle birlikte denetlenerek asker ve malzemenin sayisinda
meydana gelebilecek degisikliklerin yonetim tarafindan Kongre’ye
iletilmesi, Tirkiye’nin Kibris’taki askerlerinin sayisini 13 bine
indirmesi, bu istegin Baskan Reagan tarafindan Tirk Hilkiimetine
Kongre’nin goriisii biciminde yazili olarak iletilmesi,

3- Maras’in statiikosunda Tirkler tarafindan degisiklik yapilip
yapilmadiginin Baskan Reagan tarafindan Kongre’ye bir raporla
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bildirilmesi, ayrica rapor gelene kadar Tiirkiye’ye tim yardimin

durdurulmasi, buna bagl olarak da Kibris’ta 1974’ten bu yana

kayip oldugu 6ne siirillen Rum asilli 5 Amerikalinin akibetlerinin

Reagan yonetimince Tirk hiikiimetinden resmen sorularak

sonucun Kongre’ye bir raporla bildirilmesi” (“ABD’den Olumsuz

Tutum”, Cumhuriyet, 4 Nisan 1987, s. 1, 13).
ABD Temsilciler Meclisi Dis Iliskiler Komisyonu’nun 3 Nisan tarihli
oturumunda kabul edilen ve 1987 mali yilinda Tiirkiye’ye yapilacak askeri
yardimlar1 Kibris’la ilgili bir dizi yeni kosula baglayan karar tasarisi, ABD
Kongresi’'nin Kibris’la ilgili olarak Tirkiye’ye karst yanl tutumunda bir
degisiklik olmadigini gostermistir. Bu durum, Tiirk-Amerikan iliskilerinde
stkintili bir donemin habercisi olarak yorumlanmustir (Sedat Ergin, “Ek Mektup
Artik Olii Bir Metin”, Cumhuriyet, 4 Nisan 1987, s.1, 13).

1988 yilina gelindiginde 30-31 Ocak tarihlerinde Tiirkiye ve Yunanistan
iliskilerinde bir diyalog silirecini baglatan Davos ve Briiksel Zirveleri
gergeklesmistir. Davos gelismeleri nedeniyle sorunlara daha ilimli yaklasilacagi,
Tiirkiye ve Yunanistan bagbakanlarimin karsilikli iyi niyet ve anlayis ortaminda
bir araya gelmelerinin Kibris gelismelerine de olumlu yansimalari olacagi
diisiiniilmiistiir. Ozellikle ABD tarafindan bu gelismeler cok olumlu olarak
nitelenmis, Tirk-Yunan iligkilerinde baslayan bu diyalog ortaminin Kibris
sorununun ¢dziimii i¢in de bir 6rnek adim olusturacagi vurgulanmistir (American
Foreign Policy Current Documents 1988, Washington, Department of State,
1989, s. 282-283).

Ancak zirveler sonucunda yayinlanan bildirilerde Kibris’la ilgili olarak, sadece
Briiksel Zirvesi sonucunda yaymlanan ortak bildirinin 5. maddesinde;
“Kibris’taki kayip sahislarla ilgili insani soruna iligskin olarak, Ada’daki iki
toplumun temsilcileri ile BM Genel Sekreteri tarafindan tayin edilen Uluslararasi
Kizilhag Teskilati temsilcisinden olusan Kayip Sahislar Komitesi’nin
calismalarinin canlandirilmasi hususunda ilgili taraflara tavsiyelerde bulunulmasi
kararlagtirilmistir” ifadesi yer almis, bunun haricinde Kibris meselesinden higbir
sekilde soz edilmemistir [Tiirkiye ile Yunanistan Arasinda Imzalanan Ikili
Anlasmalar, Onemli Belgeler ve Bildiriler (Bugiinkii Tiirkce ile Tam Metinleri),
1992, s. 327].

Davos siirecinin hemen arkasindan Kibris yonetiminde yapilan baskanlik
secimlerini Kipriyanu kaybetmis, tilkesindeki tiim gruplarin kabul edebilecegi bir
politika olusturularak, ¢6zlim icin caba sarfedilmesi gerektigini diistinen Yorgo
Vasiliu, %51.63 oy alarak Cumhurbaskani secilmistir (Keesing’s Contemporary
Archives, Vol. XXXIV, 1988, s. 35849).

Davos siirecinin baslattigi Davos ruhunun, Vasiliu’nun se¢imi ile birlesmesi
Kibris sorununun ¢oziimiine iliskin yeni beklentileri de beraberinde getirmis,
Tiirk tarafiyla hi¢bir anlasmaya yanagmayan Kipriyanu’nun yerine Vasiliu’nun
gelisi olumlu bir gelisme olarak degerlendirilmistir. Ancak ¢ok geg¢meden
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goriilmiistiir ki, Vasiliu da Kibris konusunda Kipriyanu’dan pek farkli
diistincelere sahip degildir. O da, 6n kosul olarak Tiirk askerlerinin
cekilmesinden ve gog¢menlerin yurtlarina donmesinden, etkin uluslararasi
garantilerden ve ii¢ temel 6zgiirliik olarak anilan seyahat etme, yerlesme ve miilk
edinme Ozgiirliiklerinin saglanmasindan bahsetmektedir (a.g.e., s. 35849).
Vasiliu’nun degisik forumlardaki konugmalarinda Kibris Tiirk toplumunu azinlik
ilan etmesi, “Kibris Tiirklerine self-determinasyon hakki tanmnamaz; etnik
topluluklara veya azimliklara bu hak taninirsa devletler pargalanir” ifadelerini
kullanmasi, yeni Rum yonetiminin de anlasma taraftar1 olmadiginin
anlagilmasini saglamis, ¢oziimiin daha da zorlagsacaginin sinyallerini vermistir
(Olgun, 1991, s. 72).

Genel Sekreter’in Kibris diyalogunu yeniden hareketlendirme c¢abalar1 ve
Vasiliu’'nun tutumunu biraz yumusatmasindan sonra 25 Agustos 1988’de
Denktas ve Vasiliu Cenevre’de biraraya gelmisler, bu toplantinin neticesinde
Eyliil ay1 ortalarindan itibaren bazi kesintilerle Nisan 1989’a kadar New York
goriismeleri gergeklestirilmistir. Alt1 ay siiren bu goriismelerin sonunda da ortaya
Kibris sorununa iliskin herhangi bir uzlagi belgesi ¢ikmamustir (Keesing'’s
Record of World Events, 1989, s. 36710-36711).

Sonug¢

Genel olarak bu doénem boyunca ABD’nin Kibris sorununa ve bu sorun
baglaminda Tiirkiye’ye yaklagimina bakildiginda, Birlesmis Milletler Genel
Sekreteri’nin Kibris sorununun ¢éziimiine yonelik girisimlerini destekleyen ABD
Yonetiminin, temelde sorunun taraflar arasindaki goriismeler yolu ile ¢oziimiine
yonelik bir yaklasimi benimsemis oldugunu sdyleyebiliriz. Dogu Akdeniz’de
ABD igin stratejik Oonem tasiyan bir ada olan Kibris’in kendisine bagli ve
stratejik ¢ikarlarina uygun bir statiide bulunmasi, ABD’nin soruna yaklagiminda
birincil Onceligi teskil etmistir. ABD, soruna bulunacak ¢6ziimiin kendi
c¢ikarlarina aykir1 olmayacak bicimde gergeklesmesi esasindan hareketle, ikisi de
NATO ittifaki igerisinde yer alan Tiirkiye ve Yunanistan arasinda ortaya ¢ikmasi
muhtemel bir ¢atiyma durumunun stratejik ¢ikarlarini tehlikeye sokacagimi
diisinerek, iki miittefikine de Kibris konusunda ¢o6ziime yonelik bir baski
uygulamistir. ABD’nin stratejik ¢ikarlari agisindan, Dogu Akdeniz’de giivenligin
teminati olarak, Yunanistan, Tiirkiye ve Kibris’in istikrar i¢inde olmasi biiyiik
onem tasimistir (US Interests in the Eastern Mediterranean: Turkey, Greece and
Cyprus; Report for the Subcommitee on Europe and the Middle East of the
Commitee on Foreign Affairs US House of Represantatives, Washington, US
Government Printing Office, 1983, s. 2).

Biitiin bu siiregte goriilmektedir ki, Tirkiye’ye karsi izlenen yaklasim ve
takinilan tutum agisindan, Yunan ve Rum lobilerinin etkisine agik olan Kongre
tarafindan Tiirkiye’ye karsi daha elestirel bir tavir benimsenmisken, Reagan
Yonetimi, Tiirkiye’yi cezalandirmak yerine yapici bir yaklasimda bulunarak onu
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¢oziime ikna etmek gerektigi fikrini savunmustur. Ancak bazen, Reagan
Yonetiminin de Kongre’nin benimsemis oldugu, taraflardan birini taviz vermeye
ikna etme davranigini uyguladigi goriilmiistiir (Sonmezoglu, 2000, s. 288).

Omegin NATO’nun kurulusunun 35. yildoniimii dolayistyla 24 Mayis 1984
tarihinde diizenlenen bir televizyon programinda ABD Disisleri Bakani1 Shultz,
Bagkan Reagan’in Tiirk Silahli Kuvvetleri’nin modernlestirilmesine biiyiikk 6nem
atfettigini, bu amagla Tiirkiye igin Ongoriilen askeri yardimin tamaminin
Kongre’den gegirilmesi i¢in ¢aba harcamaya devam edecegini sOylemis, ancak
“ortada bir Kibris sorunu oldugunu” ifadeyle, bu konu arasinda bir bag
olmamakla beraber, Kibris Tiirkleri’nin bagimsizlik ilaninin Kongre’de menfi
tepkilere yol agtigini, ABD’nin bu karar1 tanimadigini, karari taniyan yegéane
ilkenin Tiirkiye oldugunu, Yonetim olarak Tiirkiye’ye askerl yardim
desteklediklerini fakat Kibris sorununun da nihai bir ¢6ziime kavusturulmasini,
hi¢c olmazsa ¢6ziim yoluna sokulmasini arzu ettiklerini belirtmistir (Dugsisleri
Bakanlig1 Belleteni, Say1:5, Ankara, Disisleri Bakanlig1 Basimevi, Mayis 1984,
s. 47-48).

Yine Tirkiye lizerinde ABD Yoénetiminin bu sekildeki israrli tutumuna, bir
anlamda baskisina bir bagka ornek olarak Reagan tarafindan Cumhurbagkani
Kenan Evren’e gonderilen mektup verilebilir. ABD Bagkani Ronald Reagan 22
Kasim 1985°te Tiirkiye Cumhurbaskan1 Kenan Evren’e, Kibris Tiirk liderliginin
tomlumlararast goriismelerdeki tutumuna iligkin olarak daha fazla esneklik
saglanmasini isteyen bir mektup gondermistir (Leigh H. Bruce, “Cyprus A Last
Chance”, Foreign Policy, No:58, Spring 1985, s.118).

ABD, Kibris’la ilgili gerginliklerin Tiirkiye ile Yunanistan arasinda bir savasa
yol agabilecegi, bunun da bdlgenin istikrarini tehlikeye atacagi diistincesi icinde
soruna kalic1 bir ¢6ziim bulunmasi amaciyla her iki tarafin ilgili yoneticilerini
sikistirma yoluna gitmistir. Bu amacla Evren’e gonderilen, herhangi bir tehdit
icermeyen, daha ¢ok uyari amagli bu mektup, Tirk tarafinin, Kibris’ta Tiirk
tarafina  birakilacak topragin Ada’nin  %37’sinden %29’una ¢ekilmesi,
doniistimlii bagkanlik formiiliinden vazgegilmesi ve hiikiimetin tiim organlarinda
veto haklari konusunda israrli olma tutumunun yumusatilmas: gibi konularda
daha 1limh bir politika takip etme s6zii vermesine neden olmustur (A.g.m., s.
119, 129, 133).

Sorunun ¢dziimiinde kendi ¢ikarlar1 ile NATO’nun menfaatlerine uygunlugu
esas alan ABD, konuya yaklasimlari agisindan farkliliklar tasisa da, gerek
yardimlarin kosula baglanmasi ve kesintiye ugramasi katinda etkili olan etnik
lobilerin etkisine agik Kongre, gerekse de Yonetim bazinda, Kibris sorununun
coztimiinde 80’li yillar boyunca israrli bir tutumu benimsemistir. ABD igin,
bulunacak ¢6ziim seklinden ¢ok, bir an Once istikrarin saglanmasi Gnem
tasimistir. Bu amagla, taraflar iizerinde devamli baski yaparak goriismelerin canli
tutulmasina gayret etmis, bu konuda Birlesmis Milletler Genel Sekreteri’nin
cabalarina destek vermistir.
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1986 yili Ocak ayinda Sovyetler Birligi, Kibris sorununa iligkin olarak ana
noktalari:  “Sovyetler Birligi, Kibris sorununun diizenlenmesinin... Kibris
Cumhuriyeti’nin  varligina tehdit olusturmasindan ciddi bicimde kaygi
duymaktadir; Kibris Cumhuriyeti... Ada’min tiim topraklarini icermelidir;
Herhangi bir sekilde béliinmesine Sovyetler Birligi karsidir” seklinde olan bir
takim Oneriler ileri siirmistiir. Sovyetler Birligi tarafindan 6ne siiriilen 6nerilerde
federal sistem bir olasilik olarak zikredilip, ¢6ziimiin Kibrislilar tarafindan
bulunmasi istenmistir. Buna gore, yabanci devletlerin askerlerinin tiimii adadan
cekilmeli, yabanci iis ve tesislerin faaliyetine izin verilmemelidir. Kibris
askerden arindirilmalidir (Armaoglu, 1991, s. 285).

Sovyetlerin 21 Ocak’ta ortaya attiklar1 Kibris goriisleri, 6zellikle Amerika’y1
telaslandirmustir. Sovyetlerin, Kibris’taki biitiin yabanci kuvvetlerin ¢ekilmesini
istemesi, Kuzey Kibris’ta yeni acilan Gecitkale Havaalani’m1 kullanmay1
diistinen Amerika iizerinde olumsuz bir etki yapmustir. Ayrica Yunanistan ve
Kibris Rumlari’nin Sovyet goriiglerine ¢cok sicak bakmalari, Amerika’nin Kibris
sorununun kritik bir safhaya girdigini diisiinmesine yol acmistir (Fahir
Armaoglu, “Shultz’un Ziyareti”, Terciiman, 25 Mart 1986, s. 4).

Bu nedenle Amerika, taraflar lizerindeki baskisini arttirmig, ABD’nin Kibris
konusunda Genel Sekreter’e olan destegi, periyodik olarak Kongre’ye Bagkan
Reagan tarafindan sunulan raporlarda vurgulanarak, taraflarin dogru yolda olan
Genel Sekreter’le anlagmak igin her tiirlii gabay1 harcayacaklarinm iimit edildigi
belirtilmistir (American Foreign Policy Current Documents 1986, Washington,
Department of State, 1987, s. 290-291).

Ancak, Kibris sorununun ¢6ziimii yoniinde, sorun ¢dziimsiiz kaldik¢a giderek
artan bu 1srarli tutum, sorunun karmasikligi ve jeo-stratejik ve jeo-kiiltiirel
nedenlerden dolay1r Tiirkiye’nin Kibris’a yonelik hassasiyeti ile birlesmis,
Tirkiye {izerinde bir baskiya yol agmistir. Bu baski neticesinde Kibris sorunu,
Tiirkiye ile Amerika arasinda 80°li yillar boyunca iliskilerdeki piiriizli
noktalardan biri olmustur.
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Her siyasal iktidar, yonetilenlerin siyasal eylem ve politikalar hakkinda ne
diistindiigiinii bilmek ve onlar1 belli ama¢ ve hedefler dogrultusunda
yonlendirmek ister. Bu, hem eylem ve politikalarin mesruiyetinin saglanmasi
acisindan gereklidir, hem de iktidara gelecekteki politika ve eylemlerin
belirlenmesi konusunda yol gosterici niteliktedir. Diger taraftan kamuoyunun da
karar alma siirecini etkileme yoniinde bir egilimi vardir. O halde iktidar ile
yonetilenler arasinda karsilikli bir iliski ve etkilesim bulundugu sdylenebilir. Bu
iliskide kamuoyunun talepleri/goriisleri, kimi zaman toplumun kendi inisiyatifi
ile ortaya ¢ikan egilimler ¢ercevesinde sekillenirken, kimi zaman da siyasi elitler
belirleyici rol oynamaktadir. Bu gergevede hiikiimetlerin belli bir dis politika
sorununa iligkin olarak uygulamaya koyduklar1 politikalar degerlendirilirken, bu
politikalarin olusumunda kamuoyunun oynadig1 rol de gozardi edilmemelidir.
Yukarida sdylenenlerin 15181inda, kamuoyunun goriislerinin sekillenmesinde rol
oynayan faktorler ve iktidara yonelik etkilerinin niteligi ve etkinligi ile bu
stirecte kullanilan araclar da, kamuoyunun roliinii degerlendirmeye yo6nelik
arastirmalara dahil edilmelidir.

Modernlesme siireci, uzmanlasma ve isbolimii, gog¢, kentlesme ve
okuryazarlik oraninin artis1 gostergeler ¢ergevesinde saptanabilecek olan
toplumsal hareketliligi arttirir. Toplumsal hareketlilikteki artisin yani sira,
sorunlarin niteliklerindeki farklilagma ve yogunluklarindaki artig, bireyleri,
siyasal kararlarin alinma siirecine katilmaya ve daha etkili olabilmek agisindan
da orgiitlenmeye sevk eder. Ayrica bireylerce, iktidarin kaynaginin halk oldugu
goriigiiniin icsellestirilmesi de, daha fazla sayida bireyin siyasal katilim istegini
arttiran bir faktordiir. Yine modernlesmeyle birlikte yerel baglarin asmarak
ilginin ulusal diizeye ¢ikmasi, bireylerin sorunlar1 ulusal cercevede
degerlendirerek ¢6ziim arayislarini da bu diizeyde siirdiirmelerine hiz kazandirir.
Bu gergevede siyasal katilimin niteligi degisirken, araglari da ¢esitlilik kazanir.
Sonug olarak kamuoyunun onemindeki artis, modernlesme siireci ile yasanan
siyasal evrim igerisinde anlam kazanmaktadir.

1950°1i yillarda Tiirkiye’de yukarida sozii edilen modernlesme siireci hiz
kazanmus, tarimsal makinelesmenin artig1 ve sanayilesme ile ortaya ¢ikan sosyal
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ve ekonomik doniisiim, Ozellikle de kirdan kente artan gog, altyap:
yatirimlarindaki artis, okuryazarligin yayginlasmasi ve genel olarak kitle iletisim
araglarinin kullanimindaki yaygmlasma gibi faktorlerin etkisiyle ve gorece
demokratik bir ortamda sorunlara ulusal diizeyde ilgi gosteren ve zaman zaman
siyasal siireci etkileme ¢abasina girisen bir kamuoyu olusmaya baglamistir.
1950°1i yillardan itibaren uluslararasi giindeme oturan Kibris sorunu, Tiirkiye
kamuoyunun da ilgisini yogun bir bicimde ¢ekmeye baslamistir. Kamuoyu bu
soruna olan ilgisini ¢ogunlukla dernek faaliyetleri ve mitingler yoluyla
gostermigtir. Varolan kamuoyu ilgisinin bir bagka gostergesi ise 1950°ler ve
1960’larda yoneticilere gonderilen telgraf ve mektuplardir. Dénemin iletisim
acisindan sagladigi sartlar goz Oniine alindiginda, mektup ve telgraflarin,
ozellikle kirsal kesimde yasayan kitle ile siyasal elit arasinda 6nemli bir iletisim
aract oldugu soylenebilir. Ayrica dernek kurmak ve miting diizenlemek gibi
siyasal katilim bicimleri, belli hukuksal zorunluluklar izlemeyi ve belli
cergevelerde orgiitlenmeyi gerektirirken, telgraf veya mektup gondermenin, hem
mekansal engelleri ortadan kaldirmasi, hem her tiirli talebin iletilebilmesini
mimkiin kilmasi, hem de anonim katilim imkani saglamasi sebepleriyle de
siyasal katilimi kolaylastirict ve tesvik edici bir etki yarattigi sdylenebilir.
Ayrica, mektup ve telgraf gonderme, daha kolay, dolaysiz, bireysel ve 6zgiir bir
bi¢cimde kullanilabilen ve tepkinin aninda iletilebilmesini imkanini da veren bir
talep ve goriis iletme yoludur.

Bu caligmadaki amacimiz 1950-1970 yillar1 arasinda resmi kurum ve kisilere
gonderilen telgraf ve mektuplarin incelenmesi yoluyla, kamuoyunun Kibris
konusundaki ilgisini, kanaatlerini ve taleplerini ¢esitli boyutlariyla betimlemeye
ve agiklamaya calismaktir. Bu amag¢ dogrultusunda, TC Bagbakanlik Cumhuriyet
Arsivi'nde bulunan konuya iligskin belgeler incelenmistir. Bu inceleme temel
olarak 1950-1960 ve 1960-1970 donemlendirmeleri iizerinden yapilmistir. Her
doneme iliskin belgeler ilk olarak yillara gére dagilimlari, hangi kaynaktan ve
nerelerden geldikleri ve kime gonderildikleri gibi parametreler cergevesinde
incelenerek nicel bir analize, daha sonra igerdikleri mesajlar agisindan bir igerik
analizine tabi tutulmus ve bu ¢ercevede belli bagliklar altinda siniflandirilmaya
calistlmistir. Nitel analizde, yukarida nicel analizde kullanilan parametreler,
icerdikleri mesaja gore siniflandirilan bu belgelere tekrar uygulanmis ve hangi
mesajlarin daha ¢ok hangi tarihlerde, hangi kaynaklardan kimlere gonderildigi
tespit edilmeye ¢aligilmistir. Bunlarin yanisira tiim belgeler, sdylem analizine de
tabi tutularak kamuoyundaki Kibris’a, “Kibris sorununa”, Kibrish Tiirklere,
Yunanlilar ve Kibrisli Rumlara yonelik algilamalar tespit edilmeye ¢alisilmistir.

Nicel Analiz

TC Basbakanlik Arsivi’nde, arasgtirma donemimiz olan 1950-1970 yillarina ait
Kibris’la ilgili toplam 174 adet telgraf ve mektup bulunmaktadir. Bu belgelerin
78 adedi mektup, 96 adedi telgraftir. Bu mektup ve telgraflarin 76’s1 6zel
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kisilerce, 36’s1 tiizel kisilerce, 55’1 grup adina, 7’1 ise resmi makamlar tarafindan
gonderilmistir. Gonderilen bu mektup ve telgraflarin 12 tanesinin Bagbakanlik
ve/veya Disisleri Bakanligi makamina, 148 tanesinin Bagbakan’in sahsina, 10
tanesinin Cumhurbagkani’nin sahsina, 1 tanesinin TBMM Bagkanligi’na, 2
tanesinin Tiirk Hikiimeti’'ne ve 1 tanesinin de DP Meclis Grup Baskanligi’na
hitaben yazildig1 goriilmektedir. Geldigi yer itibariyle bu mektup ve telgraflar
degerlendirildiginde, genel olarak 1950-1970 déneminde 63 adet belgenin
yurtdigindan, 111 adet belgenin ise yurticinden gonderildigi goriilmektedir.
Yurtici kaynaklt mektup ve telgraflar gonderildikleri bolgeler itibariyle
incelendiginde, bunlarin  11’inin Karadeniz, 32’sinin Marmara, 9’unun
Giineydogu Anadolu, 20’sinin I¢ Anadolu, 8’inin Akdeniz, 19’unun Ege, 9’unun
ise Dogu Anadolu Bdlgesinden gonderildigi goriilmekle birlikte, 3 tanesinin
gonderildigi bolge tespit edilememistir. Yurtdisindan ise, Kibris’tan 17,
ABD’den 6, 1ngiltere’den 15, Almanya’dan 10, Yunanistan’dan 5, Fransa’dan 2,
Arnavutluk, Irak, Kanada, Irlanda, Liberya, Pakistan, Isvigre ve Hindistan’dan
ise birer mektup/telgraf geldigi goriilmiistiir.

Tiirkiye’nin yasadig1 hizl i¢ siyasal ve toplumsal degisim ve Kibris sorununun
uluslararasi statiisiindeki zaman igerisindeki farklilagsma nedeniyle, kamuoyunda
Kibris’a yonelik ilginin de hem nitelik, hem de yogunluk agisindan bir degisim
gosterebilecegi varsayimiyla, inceleme donemimiz, 1950-1959 ve 1960-1970
olarak iki alt doneme ayrilmistir. Karsilastirma imkani da saglayabilecek olusu,
bdyle bir ayrim ayrica gerekli kilmaktadir.

Oncelikle 1950-1959 dénemi ele alindiginda, bu dénemde toplam 113 adet
mektup ve telgraf gonderilmistir. Bunlarin 32 adedi mektup, 81 adedi ise
telgraftir. Bunlarin yillara gore dagilimi incelendiginde, Tablo 1°den de
goriilecegi lizere, 1950, 1951, 1953 ve 1958 yillarma ait Kibris’a iliskin herhangi
bir mektup veya telgrafa rastlanmamistir. 1952 ve 1954 yillarinda ise, sadece
tizel kisilerce yollanan birer adet mektup bulunmaktadir. 1955 yilinda
gonderilen toplam 90 belgenin 18’i mektup iken, 72’si telgraftir. Mektuplarin
2’si tiizel, 8’1 oOzel kisilerce, 8’1 ise grup adina gonderilmistir. Telgraflar
incelendiginde ise, 19’unun tiizel, 24 {iniin 6zel kisilerce, 29’ unun da grup adina
gonderildigi goriillmektedir. 1956 yilinda gonderilen toplam 8 belgenin 3’i 6zel
kisilerce gonderilen mektup; 5’1 ise, 3’ii Ozel kisilerce, 2’si de grup adma
gonderilen telgraflardir. 1957 yilinda gonderilen 3 mektup da 6zel kisilerden
gelmistir. Bu yilda telgrafa rastlanmamustir. 1959 yilindaki 6 mektubun 4’1 6zel,
2’si tiizel kisilerdendir. Aymi yildaki telgraflar ise 3’1 tiizel kisilerden, 1’1 grup
adina olmak tizere 4 adettir.

1950-1959 doneminde gonderilen mektup/telgraflarin 1 tanesi DP Meclis Grup
Bagkanligina, 1 tanesi Bagbakanlik makamina, 111 tanesi ise Bagbakan’in
sahsina hitaben yazilmistir. Aynit dénemde yurtdisindan 24, yurticinden 89 adet
mektup/telgraf gelmistir.
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Tablo 1. 1950-1959 Déneminde Arsivde Bulunan Kibris’a iliskin Mektup ve
Telgraflar

1950-1959 Dénemi
1952 1954 1955 1956 1957 1959 | Toplam
T|\IM| T | M T M| T |M|T|M|T|M
Ozel Kisiler 24 8 3 3 3 4 45
Tiizel Kisilik 1 1 19 2 312 28
Grup Adina 29 8 2 1 40
Resmi Makam
Toplam 1 1 72 18| 5| 3 314]|6 113
T: Telgraf M: Mektup

Yurtiginden gonderilen mektup/telgraflarin bélgelere gore dagilimi su sekildedir
(3 adet mektubun kaynagi tespit edilememistir): Karadeniz Bdlgesi’nden 9,
Marmara Bélgesi’'nden 27, Giineydogu Anadolu Bolgesi’nden 7, I¢ Anadolu
Bolgesi’nden 13, Akdeniz Bolgesi’nden 6, Ege Bolgesi’nden 16, Dogu Anadolu
Bolgesi’'nden 8 adet. Kent bazinda incelendiginde, belli bir kentte
yogunlagsmanin olmadigi, ancak, metropollerden ziyade tasranin (il, ilge ve kdy
diizeyinde) konuya ilgisinin daha yogun oldugu goriilmiistiir. Yurtdis1 kaynakli
olanlara bakildiginda Kibris’tan 9, Ingiltere’den 6, Almanya’dan 4,
Yunanistan’dan 2, ABD, Isvicre ve Hindistan’dan birer adet mektup/telgraf
geldigi gorilmistiir.

1960-1970 doneminde ise toplam 61 adet mektup ve telgraf bulunmaktadir.
Bunlarmm 15 adedi mektup, 46 adedi ise telgraftir. Bu donemde 1961, 1968, 1969
ve 1970 yillara ait mektup/telgraf bulunmamaktadir. Mektup ve telgraflarin
yillara gore dagilimi su sekildedir: 1960 ve 1962 yillarinda, sirasiyla iki ve bir
adet resmi makamlardan yollanan telgraf bulunmaktadir. 1963 yilina ait 6zel kisi
tarafindan gonderilmis 1 telgraf, 2’si tiizel, 3’4 Ozel kisilerce, 1’i de resmi
makam tarafindan gonderilen 6 mektup tespit edilmistir. 1964 yilinda gonderilen
41 belgenin 11’1 telgraf, 30’u mektuptur. Telgraflarin 3’4 6zel kisilerce, 2’si
resmi makamlarca, 6’s1 da grup adina gonderilmistir. Mektuplarin 19’u 6zel, 2’si
tiizel kisilerce, 1’1 resmi makamdan, 8’1 ise grup adina gonderilmistir. 1965°te
gonderilen 5 mektubun 3’1 6zel, 1’1 tiizel kigilerden, 1°i ise grup adinadir. 1966
yilindaki iki mektubun ikisi de tiizel kisilerce gonderilmistir. 1967 yilinda ise 1’i
tiizel, 2’si 6zel kisilerden olmak iizere 3 mektup gonderilmistir. 1965, 1966 ve
1967 yillarina ait Kibris’la ilgili telgraf bulunmamaktadir.

Bu doénemde gonderilen mektup/telgraflarin 10 tanesi Cumhurbaskani Cemal
Giirsel’in sahsina, 11 tanesi Bagbakanlik makamina, 2 tanesi Tiirk Hiikiimeti’ne,
1 tanesi TBMM Bagkanligi’na olup, Basbakan’in sahsina gonderilen toplam 37
mektup/telgrafin 32 adedi Ismet inénii’ye, 5°i ise Siileyman Demirel’e hitaben
yazilmistir.
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Tablo 2. 1960-1970 Déneminde Arsivde Bulunan Kibris’a iliskin Mektup ve
Telgraflar

1960-1970 Donemi
1960 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 | Toplam
T. M T M T M T M T M T M T M
Ozel
Kisiler 1 3 3 19 3 2 31
Tiizel
Kisilik 2 2 1 2 1 8
Grup
Adina 6 8 1 15
Resmi
Makam 2 1 1 2 1 7
Toplam | 2 1 1 6 | 11 | 30 5 2 3 61
T: Telgraf M: Mektup

Ayni dénemde yurti¢inden 22 adet mektup/telgraf gonderilmisken, yurtdisindan
gonderilenlerin adedi 39’dur. Goriildigii lizere, bu donemde yurtdisindan
gonderilen mektup/telgraf sayisi yurticine oranla daha fazladir; ancak belirtmek
gerekir ki, yurtdisi kaynakli bu belgelerin bir kismi bu {ilkelerde yasayan
Tiirklerden gelmistir. Yurtici kaynakli mektup/telgraflarin  bolgelere gore
dagilimi soyledir: Karadeniz Bolgesi: 2; Marmara Bolgesi: 5; Gilineydogu
Anadolu Bélgesi: 2; I¢ Anadolu Bélgesi: 7; Akdeniz Bolgesi: 2; Ege Bélgesi: 3;
Dogu Anadolu Boélgesi 1. Merkez/tagra ayrimi ¢ergevesinde bakildiginda bu ikisi
arasinda mektup/telgraf gonderme yogunlugu acisindan belirgin bir farklilik
gorlilmemistir. Yurtdist kaynakli mektup/telgraflar incelendiginde ise Kibris’tan
8, 1ngiltere’den 9, Almanya’dan 6, ABD’den 5, Yunanistan’dan 3, Fransa’dan 2,
Amavutluk, Irak, Kanada, Irlanda, Liberya ve Pakistan’dan birer adet
mektup/telgraf gonderildigi goriilmektedir.

Genel olarak bakildiginda, 1950-1959 déneminde mektup/telgraf sayisinin
diger doneme oranla daha fazla oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu donemde en fazla
yogunluk 1955 yilindadir. Bu yildaki mektup ve telgraflarin tiimii Agustos
sonu ile Eylil ortasi arasinda gonderilmistir. Bunun nedeni asagida
tartisilacaktir. Hem bu yil 6zelinde, hem de genel olarak 1950-1959
doneminde mektuba oranla daha fazla telgraf gonderildigi tespit edilmistir.
Telgraflarin ¢ogu orgiitlii (dernekler gibi tiizel kisiler) ve orgiitsiiz gruplarca
gonderilmistir. 1960-1970 doneminde ise bir dnceki donemin aksine daha fazla
mektup gonderilmistir. Bu donemde yogunluk 1964 yilindadir. Bu dénemde 6zel
kisilerce yollanan mektup sayist en yiiksek orana sahiptir. Gonderilen
mektup/telgraflarin yurtici ve yurtdisi kaynakli olmalar1 bakimindan bu iki
donem karsilastirildiginda 1950-1959 déneminde, yurtiginden gonderilenlerin
oran1 % 78,8 iken, 1960-1970 dénemi i¢in bu oran % 36,1°dir.
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Icerik Analizi

1950-1970 doneminde TC Bagbakanlik Cumhuriyet Arsivi’nde bulunan Kibris’a
iliskin mektup/telgraflar ne gibi mesajlar icerdikleri, hangi mesajlarin hangi
tarihlerde yogunlastiklari, daha ¢ok hangi kaynaktan geldikleri ve kimlere
gonderildikleri gibi temel parametreler g¢ercevesinde icerik analizine tabi
tutulmustur. Bu analiz yapilirken, gonderilen mektup ve telgraflar, igerdikleri
mesajin niteligine gore 5 baslik altinda smiflandirilmistir: “Destek”, “Elestiri”,
“Oneri”, “Tesekkiir”, “Miidahale Istegi”. Hiikiimetin veya bagbakanin Kibris
konusunda izledigi politikay1, verdigi beyanatlari, bu husustaki her tiirlii gabasini
destekledigi, bu konuda memnuniyet duydugu mesajini igeren belgeler “Destek”
basligr altinda smiflandirilmistir. Hitkiimetin izledigi politikay1 eksik/yanlis
buldugunu, begenmedigini belirten mektup/telgraflar “Elestiri” kategorisi altinda
toplanmustir. Kibris konusunda izlenebilecek gesitli politikalar: tanimlayan oneri
ve talepler “Oneri” kategorisi altinda smiflandirilmistir. Baskaca herhangi bir
mesaj igermeyip sadece hiikiimetin Kibris konusundaki tutum ve davranislarina
minnet bildiren mektup ve telgraflar ise “Tesekkiir” baslig1 altinda incelenmistir.
“Miidahale Istegi” kategorisinde ise, hem Kibris’a yapilacak bir miidahaleye
katilmak i¢in izin isteyen veya hazir olduklarimi bildiren, hem de bu yondeki
maddi ve manevi her tiirlii katkiya ve hiikkiimetten gelecek her tiirlii emre agik
oldugu mesajini igeren mektup ve telgraflar toplanmustir.

Bu c¢ergevede 1950-1970 doneminde gonderilen mektup/telgraflarin 54°i
Destek, 3’ii Elestiri, 53’{i Miidahale Istegi, 51°i Oneri ve 13’ii ise Tesekkiir
mesaj1 igermektedir.

1950-1959 déneminde en yliksek sayiyla (46) Destek mesaj1, bunun disinda 39
Miidahale Istegi, 17 Oneri, 10 Tesekkiir ve sadece 1 adet Elestiri mesaji
gonderildigi goriilmektedir. Buna karsilik, 1960-1970 déneminde en ¢ok (34)
Oneri mesaj1 gonderilirken, 14 Miidahale Istegi, 8 Destek, 3 Tesekkiir ve 2 de
Elestiri mesaji bulunmaktadir.

Mektup ve telgraflar, gelis yerleri ve hangi tarihlerde yogunlastiklar agisindan
da icerik analizine tabi tutulmuslardir. 1950-1959 déneminde gonderilen Destek
mesaj1 igerikli belgeler yogun olarak 25 Agustos-9 Eyliil 1955 tarihleri arasinda
gonderilmistir. Cogunlugu tasradan gonderilen bu mesajlarin igerisinde gruplarca
(orgiitli veya orgiitsiiz) gonderilenler daha yogundur. Bu destek mesajlarinin
tamami1 Adnan Menderes’in sahsina gonderilmistir. Bu noktada yurttaglarin, dis
politika kararlarinin basbakanin sahsinda belirlendigi ve ¢0ziimiin onun
inisiyatifinde yattigin1 diistindiikleri, bu nedenle de tizerinde etki kurulmasi
gereken kisinin bagbakanin kendisi olduguna inandiklari ileri siiriilebilir. Ayrica
yurttaglar basbakani kendilerine yakin gdérmekte, bu yakinlik bazi ifade
tarzlarindan da anlagilmaktadir. Miidahale istegi yoniinde mesaj igeren belgeler
21 Agustos 1955 tarihinden itibaren baslamaktadir. Bunlarin 13 adedi 6zel
kisilerce 26’s1 ise orgiitlii veya oOrgiitsiiz gruplarca gonderilmistir. Bu gruplar
icerisinde tiizel kisiligi olanlarin gonderdigi mesajlarda daha yumusak ifadeler
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kullanilmakta; “savasa goniillii gitmeye haziriz” seklindeki ifadelerden ¢ok “her
tirli maddi ve manevi yardima haziriz” yahut “emirlerinizi bekliyoruz”
biciminde daha yumusak ifadeler tercih edilmektedir. Gonderilen tek elestiri
mesaj1 Kibris Tiirk Kurumlar Federasyonu Bagkani Faiz Kaymak’tan gelen ve
Dr. Fazil Kiigiik’iin davramislarini elestiren ve sikayet eden mektupta yer
almaktadir. Bu elestiri dogrudan hiikiimetin Kibris konusundaki politikasina
yonelik olmamakla birlikte, Tirk hiikiimetinin Fazil Kigiik ile iliskileri
g6zonilinde bulunduruldugunda, hiikiimete yonelik dolayli bir elestiri olarak
degerlendirilebilir. Bu dénemde gonderilen 17 6nerinin 8 tanesi yurtdigindandir.
Yurticinden gelenler arasinda, tek ¢6ziim yolunu, Kibris’in Tirkiye’ye ilhaki
olarak goren oneriler daha ¢ok tasradan gelirken; ayrintili ¢6ziim Onerisi iceren
ve/veya daha diplomatik diizeyde yliriitiilecek bariggil politikalara isaret eden
mesajlar metropollerden gelmistir. Tesekkiir mesaj1 iceren 10 belgenin tiimii 6zel
kisilerce gonderilmis olup, belli bir yilda yogunlasma da s6z konusu degildir.

Yukaridaki analiz 1960-1970 donemi icin tekrarlandiginda su sonuclara
ulagilmistir: Destek mesajlart yillara goére dagilimi agisindan yaygin olup
dogrudan Bagbakanin sahsina gonderilmistir. Bunlarin 4’4 resmi makamlarca,
3’0 grup ve bir tanesi de Ozel kisi tarafindan gonderilmistir. Yurtiginden
gonderilenlerin  ¢gogu metropollerden gelmistir. Yurtdisindan gonderilen ve
destek mesaji iceren mektup/telgraflar ise, sadece Kibris, ABD ve
Amavutluk’tandir. Bu donemde Miidahale Istegi kategorisi igerisinde
degerlendirdigimiz mektup ve telgraflarin sadece 2 tanesi yurtdigindan, geri
kalan 12 tanesi ise yurticinden gonderilmistir. Dénem igerisinde bu belgelerin
1964 yilinin ilk bes ayida yogun olarak gonderildigi goriilmektedir. Bu mektup
ve telgraflar cogunlukla 6zel kisilerce gonderilmis olup, bunlarmn da birgogu
Cumhurbagkanit Cemal Giirsel’in sahsina hitaben yazilmistir. Bunda Giirsel’in
askeri kokenli olmasi dolayisiyla, askeri miidahale secenegine daha yatkin
olabilecegi diisiincesinin etkili oldugu sdylenebilir. Miidahale Istegi kategorisi
igerisinde degerlendirilen bu mektup ve telgraflarin ¢ogu tasradan gonderilmis
olup, ekseriyetle carpigmalara gitmek i¢in izin istemektedir. Bu dénemde 34
Oneri igerikli belge, yogun olarak 1964 yilinin Agustos ve Eyliil aylarinda
gonderilmistir. Cogunlugu 6zel kisilerce yollanan bu mektup ve telgraflarin 27
tanesi yurtdisindan, oOzellikle de yabancilar tarafindan gonderilmistir.
Yurtiginden gonderilenlerin ise daha ¢ok metropollerden geldigi goriilmektedir.
Doénemin ilk yillarinda gonderilen ve Tesekkiir mesaji1 igeren 3 belgenin iigii de
Kibris’tan ve resmi makamlarca gonderilmistir. Bu donemde 2 adet Elestiri
mesaj1 igeren belge bulunmaktadir.

Genel Degerlendirme

Yukarida da deginildigi gibi, Kibris sorunu, 1940’11 yillarin sonlarindan itibaren
Tiirk kamuoyunun giindemini mesgul etmeye baslamustir. Ozellikle basimin,
gencligin ve Kibris konusunda kurulmusg derneklerin etkin ¢abalarinin bir sonucu
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olarak Kibris sorunu, 1950°lerin ortasindan itibaren Tiirk kamuoyunca bir “milli
dava” olarak algilanmaya baglamistir. Hiikiimet ise, 1950°1i yillarin ortalarina
kadar Soguk Savas kosullarim1 ve Tiirk-Yunan denge ve dostlugunun
bozulmamasmi goz Oniinde tutarak, Kibris sorununa karsi temkinli bir tavir
igerisinde olmus, bu meselenin Tiirkiye’nin bir meselesi olmadigini ve adada
statiikonun devamimin arzu edildigini ifade etmistir. Hiikiimetin bu tavri,
kamuoyunda olusan duyarlilik ve adanin eski sahibi olan Tiirkiye’ye iadesi
yoniindeki kanaatle tezat olusturmus ve kamuoyu bu goriisiin bir hiikiimet
politikas1 olarak benimsenmesini saglamaya ¢alismistir. Ozellikle Kibris ile ilgili
olarak 6nemli gelismelerin yasandigi zaman dilimlerinde, kamuoyunun heyecan
ve tepkisi daha da yiikselmis ve kendini mitingler, toplantilar ve bu ¢aligmanin
konusunu olusturan resmi yetkililere gonderilen mektup ve telgraflarin
yogunlugu ile gostermistir. Mektup ve telgraflari incelemede kullandigimiz nicel
ve nitel analiz sonucunda, &zellikle bu donemlerde bir yogunluk ve igerik
farklilagsmas1 dikkat cekmektedir. Ornegin 1950-1959 doneminde 1955 yili,
mektup ve telgraf sayisinin en fazla oldugu yildir. Bu yil i¢inde de Agustos sonu
ile Eylil ay1 baglarinda yogunlugun arttig1 goriiliir. Bu dénemde kamuoyunda
Kibris’a iligkin heyecan ve tepkinin arttigi goriilmektedir. Bunun nedenleri,
Bagbakan Adnan Menderes’in 24 Agustos 1955 tarihli nutku ve bunun
kamuoyunca hiikiimet tavrinda olumlu bir degisme olarak algilanmasi; 28
Agustos tarihinde Rumlarin Tirklere kargi bir katliam hazirhiginda olduklari
yoniindeki sdylentilerin kamuoyunda bir infiale yol agmasi; bu siralarda Londra
Konferansi’nda Kibris’in geleceginin tartisiliyor olusu ve yaklagan 30 Agustos
ve 9 Eyliil kutlamalarinin da kamuoyuna Yunanlilar karsisindaki tarihi zaferleri
hatirlatmasi olarak siralanabilir. Menderes bu konusmasinda o6zetle, 28 Agustos
hakkindaki soylentiler dolayisiyla Kibris’taki irktaglarin hi¢bir zaman yalniz
birakilmayacagini,  Yunanistan’in  “kendi  kaderini  tayin”  kuralinin
uygulanmasina yaptigi israri hiirriyet miicadelesi olarak gostermek istedigi,
aslinda yaptiginin bu kurali irredentist amaglart dogrultusunda kullanmak
oldugunu belirterek, Kibris’m Anadolu’nun bir devami olmasindan dolayi
Tirkiye’nin gilivenligi a¢isindan Onem tasidigini, bu nedenle herhangi bir
degisiklik yapilacaksa Tiirkiye’ye geri verilmesi gerektigini ifade etmistir (Ayin
Tarihi, Agustos 1955: 170-173). Menderes’in bu nutku, kamuoyunun
kendisinden uzun siireden beri bekledigi, Kibris konusu ile daha yakindan
ilgilenildigini ve bu konuda kamuoyu ile paralel bir hareket tarzi igerisinde
oldugunu gosteren bir acgiklamanin nihayet yapilmig oldugu bigiminde
algilanarak sevingle karsilanmistir. Bu durum, mektup ve telgraflardaki su
ifadelerden de anlasilmaktadir:
e “Vekarli ve cesur hareketiniz yalniz Tirkiyede degil biitiin
medeni alemde derin bir intibaya vesile olmustur” (BCA
030.01.36.220.1/3)
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e “ _hiikkiimetinizin = dinamik kararmi  aksettiren  kiymetli
beyanatiniz...” (BCA 030.01.36.221.1/6)

e “Kibris hakkindaki mert ve tok sesiniz milli gururumuzun
cihanin suuruna niifuz eden tarihi bir abidesidir. 30 Agustos
zaferinin otuzuncu (sic.) yildoniimiinde ayni zaferin hazzi ve
bahtiyarligi icerisindeyiz” (BCA 030.01.36.220.2/7)

e “Biiylik Atatiirkiimiiziin Ordular ilk hedefiniz Akdenizdir
kumandasini[n] devamint teskil eden Kibris hakkindaki
beyanatiniz kalplerimizi fethetmistir” (BCA 030.01.36.220.2/8)

e “ _.ezeli dismanimiz ve sahte dostumuz Yunanlilara son
ihtariniz1 sevingle karsilariz” (BCA 030.01.36.220.2/22)

e “Tiirk milletini sahlandiran meshur Atatiirkiin 33 yil 6nceki
hatiralarini o aziz millete bir kere [daha] hatirlatfmaniz] ... biitiin
diinyayr memnun etmistir” (BCA 030.01.36.220.2/23)

e “...davamiz1 en milkemmel ve kalplerimizi fetheden bir sekilde
ifade buyurdunuz” (BCA 030.01.36.220.2/24)

e “Tirk  Kibris  hakkindaki  tarihi  nutuk...” (BCA
030.01.36.220.2/27)

e “Kiymetli beyanatiniz, yiiksek Tiirk milletinin san ve serefini
yiikseltmistir” (BCA 030.01.36.220.2/29)

e “Kibris hakkindaki enerjik ve candan davraniginiz...” (BCA
030.01.36.220.2/33)

e “Kibrisi topraklarimiza katmak iizere Londraya giden heyete
hayirli yolculuklar” (BCA 030.01.36.221.1/86)

e “Kibris hakkindaki nutkunuz diinyayr dondurmus...” (BCA
030.01.36.221.1/77)

e “Tarihi beyanatiniz makus talihimizi degistirmis ve yarinimiz
icin en biyik Umit ve teselli kaynagi olmustur” (BCA
030.01.36.221.1/78)

e “Kibris adamiz Tirktiir diyen ve vatan millet hukuku {izerine
titizlikle titreyen gozii acik hiikiimetimizin aslanca hareketi...”

(BCA 030.01.36.221.1/18)
Yukaridaki ifadelerde de goriildiigii gibi, 30 Agustos ve 9 Eyliill kutlamalarinin
da yaklastig1 bir ortamda, bu nutuk Yunanlilara kars1 ikinci bir 30 Agustos zaferi
yasanmasi arzusu uyandirmis, hatta nutkun kendisi bizzat bdyle bir zafer olarak
da degerlendirilmistir. Bu dénemde génderilen ve Miidahale Istegi bashig1 altinda
siniflandirilan bircok mektup ve telgrafta da 30 Agustos metaforunun sikca yer
aldig1 goriilmiistir. Bu mektup ve telgraflardan, hem Menderes’in nutkunun
etkisi, hem de 28 Agustos katliam sdylentilerinin kamuoyunda yarattig1 infial
nedeniyle Kibris’t anavatana katmak icin miidahale edilmesi yoniinde
kamuoyunda bir beklenti olustugu anlagilmaktadir. Bu mektup ve telgraflarda bu
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yonde bir miidahale i¢in hazir olundugu ve gerekli izin ve emrin beklendigi
vurgulanmaktadir. Ornegin;
e “...biz Tirk gencleri ikinci bir (30) Agustos zaferini yaratmak
istiyoruz” (BCA 030.01.36.221.1/3)
e “Yunanlilara tarihin 33 sene evvel bugiindeki hatiralarmi bir
daha hatirlatmak icin emirlerinizi  bekliyoruz. Kibris
Tiirkiindiir.” (BCA 030.01.36.220.2/19)
e “Nice 30 Agustoslar yaratmis bir milletin evlatlar1 olarak daima
sizinle beraberiz” (BCA 030.01.36.220.2/27)
Bu yondeki mesajlarin en asiri ornegini ise bir ilgenin Demokrat Parti eski
baskani tarafindan 27 Agustos 1955 tarihinde gonderilen telgrafta gérmekteyiz:
“Gaziler diyari olan vatanimiz bir biitiindiir. Bu vatana menfi
emeller besliyenler haritadan silineceklerini katiyen bilsinler.
Tirkiin ~ mukadder bu imtihanm1 tarihdekilere hi¢ de
benzemeyecektir. Haritamizi evvelce iinsiyet ettigimiz yeni yeni
ilkelerce tevsig [tevsi’] ve tezyin edecegiz. Adimiz andimizdir.
Tiirkiye’nin giydigi gomlek dar kumastan yapilmistir. Bu gomlegin
normal olmasi ig¢in epeyce parcaya ihtiyag vardir. Bunu biitiin
diinya boyle bilmelidir. Tiirkler diigiinii ¢ok sever. Bu[nu] mutlaka
silahla yaparlar. Ciinkii ¢adirda dogdular. Atta kusan[m?]is [?]
Tiirkiin muazzam kuvveti sag avucumuzdadir. Kaderin saati
calarsa bu kuvvet[i] muhal miimkiin kilmaga amadeyiz. Isaretinizi
bekliyoruz” (BCA 030.01.36.219.1)
1950-1959 déneminde, Kibris’in Tiirkiye’ye iadesini Oneren, bu konuda
hiikiimete yazilmis ilk mektup niteligini tasiyan ve 1952 yilinda Kibris Tiirk
Kiiltiir Dernegi, Tiirkiye Milli Genglik Tesekkiilleri ve Kibris Tiirk Kurumlari
Federasyonunca ortaklasa kaleme alinan muhtirada hiikiimetten su esaslar
gergevesinde politika izlemesi istenmekteydi:
“...Kibris Adasinin tarihi, cografi, ekonomik, askeri ve stratejik
sebeblerle Anadoluya bagl oldugu ve Ingilterenin gekilmesi
halinde Tirkiyeye iadesi gerektigi hususundaki Tiirk goriisiiniin
ilgili devletlere ve bu ziyaretiniz esnasinda Britanya Hiikiimetine
acik olarak anlatilmasi yiiksek takdirinize arz olunur... Kibris
Tiirklerinin ekalliyet haklarinin teminat altina alinmasi zaruridir...
Kibris Anayasasina bu hususu temin edecek esasli hiikiimler
konulmasina delalet buyurulmasi bilhassa rica olunur...” (BCA
030.01.123.783.8)
Ayni muhtirada, Evkaf mallarinin halk tarafindan idaresi, okullarin daha liberal
bir rejime tabi tutulmasi ve mahalli idareye ve adli teskilata Tiirklerin daha genis
olgiide istirak ettirilmesi hususlarinin da, miimkiin goriildiigii takdirde Ingiliz
Hiikiimetinin dikkatine sunulmasi da talep edilmis, bu konudaki benzer istekler,
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Kibris Tiirk Kurumlart Federasyonu tarafindan 10 Eylil 1954 tarihinde
gonderilen mektupta da tekrarlanmigtir (BCA 030.01.123.785.2).
Bir vatandasin gonderdigi telgrafta ise, Osmanli’nin Kibris’1 1878°de “Kars ve
Ardahan geri kazamilincaya dek” kaydiyla Ingiltere’ye verdigi, Lozan
Antlagmasida Kibris hakkinda herhangi bir hiikiim bulunmamasindan ve bugiin
1878 Antlasmasinin sartinin da ortadan kalkmuis oldugu gerekgesiyle artik
gegersiz oldugu, bu nedenle de adanin eski sahibi olan Tirkiye’ye iadesi
gerektigi ileri siiriilmektedir (BCA 030.01.36.222.2).
Yukarida bahsedilen ve Miidahale Istegi iceren mektup ve telgraflar, ayni
zamanda iglerinde “adanin ilhak edilmesi” istegini de barmdiran &neriler olarak
degerlendirilmelidir. Bu konuda ilging bir ifade tarzi karsimiza su sekilde
cikmaktadir: “Uglii Konferansin neticesini gelik siingiilerimizin imzalamast igin
daha ne kadar bekleyecegiz?” (BCA 030.01.36.221.1/25).
Bazi mektup ve telgraflarda ise barisin korunmasima dikkat ¢ekilmekte ve bu
dogrultuda “Statiikonun muhafazas1” veya adanin, iki halkin baris icinde esit
haklara sahip olarak yasayacagi bir cumhuriyet olmasi Onerileri dile
getirilmektedir. Bu goriigsler daha ¢ok yurtdisindan gonderilen mektup ve
telgraflarda yer almaktadir (BCA 030.01.36.221.1/60; 030.01.6.30.17;
030.01.6.35.7; 030.01.7.39.6; 030.01.7.39.12; 030.01.6.31.1).
Bir DP milletvekili 8 Nisan 1957 tarihinde DP Meclis Grup Baskanligi’na
gonderdigi yazida, kamuoyunda herhangi bir meselenin “milli dava” olarak
algilanmasimin 6nemine dikkat ¢ekmis ve Batili hiikiimetlerin de buna 6nem
verdigine deginerek su ifadeleri kullanmigtir:
“...Garp diinyas: vakialari, memleketlerdeki reaksiyonlarm
derecesile Olgmekte, hiikiim ve kararlarm1i da ona gore
vermektedir. Su hale gore, Hiikiimetimiz kendisine diisen vazifeyi
kendi fonksiyon ve salahiyetlerinin hududlart icinde ifaya
calisirken B.M.M. ince de geregi gibi bir reaksiyon gosterilmesi
liizumuna kanaat getirmis bulunuyorum. Bunun i¢in de en miiessir
yolun, Mecliste Kibris mevzuu iizerinde umumi bir miizakere
acilmasi olduguna kaniim” (BCA, 030.01.50.303.2).

Bu doénemde rastladigimiz en ilging Oneri ise, aday1 beton bloklarla Tiirkiye’ye

baglamak isteyen bir vatandasin onerisidir:
“Selim Sarper gegen haftaki miidafaasinda adanin jeolojik
durumunu izah ve sivri ucunun iskenderun ve Mersin’den ayrilmis
ve bu suretle anavatandan kopmus bir parca oldugunu ispat etmek
istediler. Benim fikrimce 40 mil civarinda olan adayr muhtelif
ayaklar iizerine istinat ettirilen ama trenle sahile baglayabilmek
veya yakimn bir atide baglanacakmis gibi gostererek diismanlar
ilizerine kat’i ve susturucu bir tesir yapmaktir... Sokulu bugiinki
teknik vesait yokken dahi Hazar Deniz ve iilkesini Karadeniz’e
baglamak istemistir. Nihayet 5000 kilometrelik Seddigin de
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malumdur. Goksu Tizerine esasen yapilmig bulunan Goksu

barajindan tahrik kudretini almak suretiyle siiratle donan nevinden

Tasucuna yapilacak bir ¢imento fabrikasi ile Kibris istikametine

ylriiyen iki paralel beton rihtim yol ve bunlarin arasini takriben her

milde bir birlestirerek bloklara ayirmak (yani hat ve travers gibi)

ve her bloka Goksuyu cevirerek masrafsiz olarak 1rmagin

Toroslardan getirdigi muazzam teressiibatla doldurmak bdylece

denizden kazanilan ikinci bir ada elde etmek miimkiindiir” (BCA

030.01.37.226.3)
1959 yilina gelindiginde, Ziirih ve Londra Anlagsmalari’nin bir sonucu olarak,
bagimsiz Kibris Cumhuriyeti’nin kurulmas: ile adada nihai bir ¢6ziime
ulasilacag diistiniiliiyordu. Hem bunun etkisi, hem de 1960 askeri miidahalesi
sonrasinda Tiirk kamuoyunun i¢ meselelerle mesgul olmasi, kamuoyunun
genelinde Kibris’a yonelik ilgiyi nisbi olarak azaltmigti. Bununla birlikte 1963
yilinin sonlarinda Kibris’ta ortaya cikan anayasa tartismalart ile baslayan
gerginlik, Aralik ayinda toplumlararasi ¢atisma ve siddete doniismiis ve Kibrish
Tiirkler tizerindeki baskinin artisinin yani sira 1960 diizeninin temelinden
yikilmasi, Tiirk kamuoyunun konuya olan ilgisini yeniden canlandirmistir. Bu
canliligi, 1963 yilinin sonlarinda tekrar hiz ve yogunluk kazanmaya baslayan
mektup ve telgraflardan da izleyebilmekteyiz. Yogun olarak 1964 yilinda
gonderilen bu mektup ve telgraflarin “Miidahale Istegi” mesajimi igerenleri, daha
cok yilm ilk bes ayinda yogunluk arz etmektedir. Bunun nedeni, Kibrish
Tiirklere yonelik baski ve siddetin 1963 yili sonunda baslayarak gittikce
artmasinin bir sonucu olarak Tiirk kamuoyunda konuya iliskin duyarlilik ve
hassasiyetin de artmas1 ve miidahale isteginin yeniden giindeme gelmesidir.

Miidahale icin hazir oldugunu belirten mektup ve telgraflar oldukg¢a farkl
toplumsal kesimlerden gelmistir: Eski muharipler, 6gretmenler, Bosna Hersek ve
Sancak Miisliimanlari, kiz ve erkek 6grenciler, koyliiler, vs. Bunlar arasinda
Adana Belediyesinde zabita memuru oldugunu belirten bir vatandas, kendisine
bir gazeteci kartt ve bomba temin edilmesi halinde Makarios’u oldiirerek
“Kibrisli kardeslerimizin” 6clinii almak i¢in hazir oldugunu belirtmektedir (BCA
030.01.22.128.3/2).

Bu dénemde, “Oneri” mesaji igeren mektup ve telgraflar 6zellikle 1964 yilmin
ikinci yarisindan itibaren yogunluk kazanmaya baslamistir. Bunun nedeni, 1964
yilinin Mayis ayindan itibaren adada toplumlararas: siddetin nisbi bir azalma
egilimine girmesine bagli olarak Tiirk kamuoyundaki tepkiselligin azalmasi ve
uluslararas1 kamuoyunda ¢6ziim yoniindeki beklentilerin artigidir. Bu 6nerilerin
cogunun yurtdigindan gelmesi, uluslararast kamuoyunun da konuyla yakindan
ilgilendigini gostermektedir. Yine bu dénemde onerilerin, bir dnceki doneme
gore cesitlilik arz ettigi goriilmektedir. Bu Onerilerin bir kisminda Tirkiye’nin
diplomatik yollardan soruna bir ¢6ziim bulmasi tavsiye edilerek gabalarin BM
nezdinde yogunlastirilmasi, askeri ¢oziimlerin diglanmast ve Yunanistan’in

242



Bagbakanlik Arsivindeki Mektup ve Telgraflarda Kibris: 1950-1970

kinanmasi talep edilmekte ve bazi dnerilerde de iki halkin barig igerisinde bir
arada yasamasina Ozel bir vurgu yapilmaktadir (BCA 030.01.22.127.17;
030.01.8.46.27; 030.01.64.394.2; 030.01.124.794.5; 030.01.8.45.30;
030.01.8.45.7M; 030.01.8.45.20). Bunu en acik ve kesin bir dille ifade eden, 27
Aralik 1967 tarihinde bir Rum tarafindan gonderilen mektuptur:
“Tiirk Amerikan ingiliz Hiikiimetleri ile Fasist Yunan cuntasindan
Kibris’tan ellerini ¢ekmelerini Tiirk hiikiimeti vasitasiyla talep
ediyoruz... Tiirk hiikiimetinin talebi burjuva hiikiimetlerin kendi
halklarint aldatmak igin giristikleri mutad oyunlardan biri veya
Yunan cuntasini ayakta tutabilmek i¢in NATO tekelcilerinin
arzusuyla yapilmis emperyalist bir manevra degilse-ki degilmis
gibi gorliniiyor-bu  hilkiimetin  Yunan cuntast kadar Batili
efendilerin emrinde olmadigint gosterir. Kibrishh Tiirk ve
Yunanlilar bagimsiz olmali ve baris icinde yasamalidirlar... Kibris
ve Tiirk hiikiimetlerinin aralarindaki iliskiler Kibris’ta ahengi
saglarsa bundan biitin milletler memnun olacaklardir” (BCA
030.01.38.228.14).
Yurtdisinda yasayan bir Tiirk tarafindan yazilan bir mektupta ise, Tiirkiye’nin
Kibris konusundaki hakliligini anlatabilmek i¢in Amerikan kamuoyu nezdinde
tipkt Yunanlilar gibi propaganda ¢aligmalar1 yapmasi geregine dikkat ¢ekilerek
sOyle denmektedir:
“Olayr kan dokmeden ¢ozmeliyiz... Sesimizi duyurmak igin sert
ve kesin diplomatik ¢arelere bagvurmak gerekirse onlar1 da arayip
bulmaliyiz... Kibrisli Rumlarm ve Yunanlilarm davalarmm 120
bin Tiirkii Yunan tebaasi yapmak oldugu acgiga cikarilinca mesele
kalmayacaktir. Tarafsiz cevreler kazanilinca bunlar da bizim
davamizi savunur hale geleceklerdir. Diger bir deyisle,
Yunanistan’in Anadolu’yu kusatma hakkimi kullanmak iizere
anayurdundan 900 kilometre uzaklara sarkmasinin giliingligii
NATO komutanligi, BM genel sekreterligi veya Diinya Kiliseler
Birligi’'nin  kararlariyla degisemez. O halde oOnemli olan
kamuoyunu ele gegirmektir. Tiirk hiikiimeti caresiz kalarak riza
gosterse bile Kibris’taki Tiirklerin Yunan tebaasi olmaktansa
olimil tercih edecekleri Amerikan hiikiimeti tarafindan bilinseydi
Bay Johnson, Anadolunun bu son adasini Yunanistan’a vermek
iizere dost Ankara hiikiimetine baski yapmak cesaretini kendinde
bulamazdi” (BCA 030.01.22.129.6/8).
Bat1 Pakistan’dan gonderilen bir mektupta ise, barig¢il miizakerelerle cok fazla
zaman kaybedildigi, biiylik gii¢lerin miidahale riski bulunmadigi ve diinya
kamuoyunun da Makarios’un karsisinda oldugu bir ortamda Kibris’in Tiirkiye
tarafindan tamamen isgal edilmesi gerektigi belirtilmekte, bu altin bir firsat
olarak degerlendirilmektedir (BCA 030.01.83.526.10). Tiirkiye’den gelen bazi
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mektuplarda ise kii¢iik bir bahane ile saldiriya gegilmesi, Kibris’la yetinilmeyip
12 Adalar ve Bati Trakya’nin da Tiirkiye katilmasi ve hatta Patrikhane’nin de
Tirkiye disma  ¢ikarilmast  Onerilmektedir (BCA  030.01.23.133.7/3;
030.01.23.133.7/4). Baz1 mektuplarda ise bu ilhak girisiminin diger devletlerce
engellenmemesi veya Tiirkiye’nin bazi ittifak antlagmalarina (NATO, CENTO)
halel gelmemesi icin gizlice yapilmasi gerektigi vurgulanmaktadir (BCA
030.01.8.45.35; 030.01.22.129.6/12).

Ozellikle yurtdigindan gonderilen bazi mektuplarda ise Tiirkiye’nin Kibris’la
iliskisini keserek adayr Yunanistan’a birakmasi Onerilmektedir. Bunlarin bir
kisminda adada yasayan Tirklerin baska bir yere (Anadolu’ya veya Tiirkiye
tarafindan isgal edilmek suretiyle 12 Adalara) nakli dngdriiliirken, bazilarinda ise
Kibrish Tirklerin Yunan idaresinde daha rahat yasayacaklar: vurgulanmaktadir
(BCA 030.01.8.46.34; 030.01.8.46.13; 030.01.8.46.41; 030.01.8.46.38;
030.01.9.52.6).

Bu donemde rastladigimiz en ilging Oneri ise Kibris’taki kral ailesi olan
Lusignanlarin son ferdi oldugunu iddia eden Mustafa Sevki Lusignan tarafindan
dile getirilen oneridir. Lusignan, bu Onerisinde, Kibris’ta her biri muhtar
yonetimler olan bir federasyon kurulmasi gerektigini belirterek su sekilde devam
etmektedir:

“.. her iki cemaatten muayyen zamanlarda segilecek devlet ve
hiikiimet baskanlik gérevleri Rumlarin baskanlik devrelerine isabet
edecek devrelerde durum Tiirkler i¢in bugiinkii durumdan farkl
olmayacag1 asikar oldugundan baskanligin bir cumhurbaskanina
degil, Rumlarin da ailem durumu sebebiyle itiraz etmeyecegi bir
prenslik veya krallik altinda toplanmasi federe devletlerin
bagvekilleri tarafindan muhtar olarak idaresi elzemdir. Ve bu
prenslik veya kralliga ailevi durumumun nedeniyle se¢ilmem
disiiniilebilir. Ayrica Lusignan ailesinin Tirk ve Miisliman son
ferdi olan ben bdyle bir mevkide Kibris adasinda istikballeri
ugruna ¢ok 1zdirap ¢ekmis Tirklerin refah ve saadetlerini temin
i¢cin gahsi, maddi ve manevi imkanlarimla gayretle ¢alisacagima
inanmanizi rica ederim. Kibris[in] bu formiille salaha sulha
kavugmasi son ¢aredir” (BCA 030.01.8.46.6).
1960-1970 doneminde Elestiri mesaj1 iceren 2 adet belge bulunmaktadir. 31
Ocak 1964 tarihinde Londra Kibris Tiirklerinden inénii’ye gonderilen telgrafta,
hiikiimetin Kibris konusunda yeterince c¢abalamadigi, Kibris “kumarmi”
kaybetmekte oldugu, vatan pargasini terk edip NATO’yu sokarak tehlikeyi daha
da arttirdiklar1 belirtilerek, eger korkakliktan bagaramayacaklarsa askere veya
bagkasina birakmalari talep edilmektedir (BCA 030.01.8.45.3). Yine 08 Agustos
1964 tarihinde Baf’tan gonderilen bir mektupta ise su ifadeler yer almaktadir:
“Bugiin Kibris hakkinda[k]i tutumunuzla hainlerin ve harislerin
yara[timaga muvaffak olduklart  cereyan[a] mukavemet
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edemediginizi gormekle iiziiliiyorum. Hilkiimet olarak millet ve

fert olara[k] aklimizi basimiza toplamaliyiz. Realist olmaliyiz.

Haksiz bir davanin pesinde oldugumuzu kabul etmek biiyiikliiktiir.

Sizi Ikinci Cihan Harbinin mes[u]lii Hitler yapmaga calisan fena

niyetlilerin agina diigmemeniz icin ikaz etmegi bir vazife bilirim”

(BCA 030.01.8.46.25).
1950-1970 doneminde gonderilen tiim mektup ve telgraflara sdylem analizi
yonteminin uygulanmasi ile, Tirk kamuoyunda Yunanli ve Kibrisli Rumlarin
nasil tanimlandigi, Kibris sorununun ve Kibris’in statiisiiniin nasil algilandigi,
Kibrishi Tiirklerle olan yakinlhigin nasil ifade edildigi ve yoneticilere iliskin
algilamanin bigimine yonelik ¢ikarsamalar yapilmasi da miimkiindiir.

Yapilan soylem analizinde Yunanli ve Kibrisli Rumlara yonelik olarak; “son
zamanlarda Kibris iizerinde namiitenahi hayallere dalan Yunan saldirganlar”;
“ezeli diismanimiz ve sahte dostumuz Yunanlilar”, “Kibrisimiza dil uzatan
zalimler”; “Kibrisa goz diken soysuz Yunan palikaryalarr”; “milli siarimizi

99, ¢ 99, ¢ 99, ¢

baltalayanlar”; “ezeli diigmanimiz olan melun Yunanlilar’; “palikaryalar”; “eski
kélelerimiz”; “tarih boyunca bize fenalik yapmaktan kalmayan ve zaman zaman
bu melanetleri niikseden iki yiizlii ve dost goriinen Yunanlilar”;, “kizil papaz
Makarios ve hempalart”; “insanligin yiizkarast olan hainler”; “Rum barbarlar”;
“miistebitler... iflah olmaz soven haydutlar ile kara tethis unsurlari... ezeli
diismanlarimiz”; “kafirler”; “milli diismanlarimiz”; “Atina’min miifrit milliyet¢i
Rumlary’; “melun papaz Makarios ve onun serirleri’; “Kibrishi Tiirklere karsi
tarihi bir nefret hissi tasiyan kahir bir ekserivet”' ifadelerinin kullamldig:
goriilmektedir. Buradan yola ¢ikarak kamuoyu nezdinde Yunanlilar ve Kibrish
Rumlara yonelik biiyiik bir 6fke oldugu, zaten hicbir zaman dost olmayan ezeli
bir diisman olarak algilandiklar1 sonucuna ulagmak miimkiindiir. Yunanlilara ve
Kibrisli Rumlara yonelik bu olumsuz bakigta, bazi ifadelerde ge¢miste yasanan
bazi sorunlarin, bazilarinda ise din farklilig1 veya “komiinist” algilamasinin 6n
plana ¢iktig1 goriilmektedir. Tirk-Yunan iliskilerinde Tirk tarafi magdur,
Yunanlilar ise saldirgan ve suglu olarak algilanmaktadir.

Yine bu mektup ve telgraflardan, bunlar1 gonderenlerin Kibris sorununu bir
“dava” olarak gordiikleri, kimilerinin buna bir kutsallik atfettigi, kimilerinin ise
“milliligine” dikkat ¢ektigi anlasilmaktadir. Kullanilan ifadelerden bazilar
soyledir: “milli miicadele”; “asil Kibris davasi ... kutsi dava”; “yiizbin Tiirkiin
yasadigi Kibris davasi”; “halledilemeyen Kibris davast”; “hiikiimetin onplanda
ele aldigi Kibris davast”; “biitiin Tiirkleri ilgilendirmesi gereken bir dava”.?

Bu mektup ve telgraflarda Kibris’in Anadolu’nun bir devami ve vatanin
ayrilmaz bir parcasi olarak algilandigi ve stratejik, tarihsel, cografi ve etnik
nedenlerle adanin “Tiirk™ olarak kabul edildigi gériilmektedir. Bunda belki de en
6nemli nedenin, adanin daha once Osmanli egemenligi altinda bulunmasi ve
bunun Tirk toplumunun zihinsel haritasinda canliligmi korumasi oldugu

soylenebilir: “Anavatanimizin bir par¢asi olan Kibris”; “Kibris Tiirktiir, diinya
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durduk¢a Tiirk kalmalidir”; “vatamimizin  boliinmez biricik yesil Kibrist”,
“vatammizin devami olan adalarimiz”; “aziz Atatiirkiin genglige emanet ettigi
anavatanin bir parcast olan Kibris”; “mukaddes vatamimizin ezeli ve ebedi
pargast olup bagrinda binlerce Tiirkii barindiran Kibrisimiz”; “Anadolumuzun
bir devami olan Kibris”; “yurdumuzun kalbi olan yegsil Kibris”; “Kibrisimiz, Yesil
ada”; “vatanimizin ve 24 milyon Tiirkiin devami bulunan Kibris adasi”; “bir
vatan par¢asi”; “kardes Kibrisimiz”; “Tiirkiyemizin can damart olan yesil Kibris
Adasr™

Kibris’a yonelik algilama bu yonde iken, Kibrisli Tirklere ydnelik
algilamalarda diizey farklilagmalar1 goriilmektedir. Kimi ifadeler, herhangi bir
uyrukluk bagmma dikkat etmeksizin Kibrisli Tiirklerden vatandas olarak
bahsetmekte, kimileri kanbagma ve etnik baglara vurgu yaparak soydasligi
onplana ¢ikarmakta, kimileri ise din bagina dikkat ¢ekmektedir. Bu ifadeler su
sekildedir: “Kibrislhi Kardeslerimiz”; “Kibrista bulunan Tiirk kardeslerimiz”,
“adanmin kanmimizi tasyyan sahipleri”; “Kibrisli wkdaslarimiz”; “Kibristaki Tiirk
vatandaslarmmiz”; “Kibristaki Tiirk ahalisi... din kardeslerimiz”; “Kibristaki

v T . . 994
soydagslarimiz”; “Miisliiman kardeslerimiz”

Sonug¢

1950°1i yillardan itibaren, Tiirkiye’de hiz kazanan “modernlesme” siireciyle
birlikte gelisen, siyasal katilim yoniinde yogun bir talep igerisine giren ve sadece
i¢ politikaya iliskin sorunlarda degil, dis politika konularinda da aktif hale gelen
bir kamuoyu olusmustur. Kamuoyunun en ilgisiz kesimlerini dahi dis politika ile
ilgilenmeye tesvik eden konu siiphesiz Kibris sorunu olmustur. Yukarda yapilan
sOylem analizinin de ortaya koydugu gibi, Kibris’in eski bir Osmanli topragi
olmasi, orada “soydaslarin” yasiyor olmasi, ayrica komiinist tehlikenin siirekli
giindemde tutuldugu bir ortamda bu sorunun da bu ¢ercevede degerlendirilmesi
ve “eski bir diigman” olan Yunanistan’in da konu ile ilgisinin bulunmasi Kibris
konusunu Tiirk kamuoyunun yogun ilgi gosterdigi ve bir “milli dava” olarak
sahiplendigi bir dis politika sorunu haline getirmistir. Kamuoyu bu soruna olan
ilgisini ve politikalarin belirlenmesine yonelik etkileme c¢abalarini, dernek
faaliyetleri, mitingler ve toplantilarin yanm sira dogrudan dogruya ve aninda bir
etki/goriis iletme araci olan yoneticilere mektup ve telgraf génderme yontemini
de kullanarak gostermistir.

Bu mektup ve telgraflar1 konu alan bu c¢alismamiz sonucunda, mektup ve
telgraf gonderme eyleminin baz1 zamanlarda yogunlastigi1 ve bunlarin icerdikleri
talepler, mesajlar ve sOylemleri agisindan farklilastigi tespit edilmistir. Bu
zamanlar genelde Kibris konusunda kamuoyundaki tepkiselligin ve heyecanin
arttig1 donemlerdir. Bu artigin nedeni ise ¢ogunlukla Kibris’taki Tiirklere yonelik
baskimin artmasi ve/veya Kibris’a iligkin uluslararasi diizeyde 6nemli bir karar
arifesinde olunmasi ile adanin Yunanistan’a ilhaki tehlikesinin yogun bir
bi¢cimde algilanmasi ve bunun engellenmesi ¢abasidir. Bu nedenle 1955 yilinin
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Agustos ve Eylill aylar1 ile 1964 yilinin ilk yarisi telgraf ve mektup génderme
acisindan yogunluk arz etmekte ve bu dénemdeki belgelerde “Miidahale Istegi”
iceren mesajlar on plana ¢ikmaktadir. 1950-1959 déneminde yurtiginden gelen
“Oneri”ler daha ¢ok adanin Tiirkiye’ye iadesini talep etmekte iken, yurtdisindan
gelen “Oneriler” ise sorunun baris¢il yollardan, soruna taraf ii¢ iilkenin bagh
bulunduklart ittifak iligkileri igerisinde ¢Oziimlenmesi geregine isaret
etmektedirler. Bunda o dénemde adanin Ingiltere’nin  egemenliginde
bulunmasinin ve ¢oziimii saglayacak olan temel aktoriin de Ingiltere olarak
algilanmasmin etkili oldugu disiiniilebilir. Bu a¢idan bu dénemde Oneriler
acisindan biiyiik bir ¢esitliligin s6z konusu olmadigi sdylenebilir. Buna karsilik,
1960-1970 déneminde sorunun sik stk BM’de ele alinmasi ve gatigma ihtimali
nedeniyle uluslararasi barig ve istikrarin tehdit altinda olmasi, uluslararasi
kamuoyunun konuya ilgisini daha da arttirmis ve daha c¢ok yurtdisindan
gonderilen bu onerilerin ¢esitliligi de artmistir. 1950-1959 doéneminde 6zellikle
Menderes’in nutkundan duyulan memnuniyet nedeniyle destek mesajlar1 yogun
bir bigimde goriiliirken, 1960-1970 doéneminde ¢ogunlugu yurtdisindan olmak
tizere Oneri igeren mesajlar yogunluktadir. Her iki donemde de miidahale istegi,
tasradan gelmistir.

1955 sonrasinda kamuoyunun Kibris konusunda bir suskunluk igerisine
girmesinde, 6-7 Eylill olaylar1 ve bu donemde ilan edilen sikiydnetim nedeniyle
birey ve/veya gruplarin kanaat ve tepkilerini belirtmekten ¢ekinmelerinin yant
sira, kamuoyunun artik tamamen hiikiimetin Kibris konusunda angaje oldugunu
ve inisiyatifin artik hiikiimette oldugunu diisinmesi de etkili olmustur. 1960’1
yillarin baslarindan, c¢atigmalarin basladigi 1963 yili sonlarina kadar kamuoyu
Kibris sorununda “nihai ¢éztime” ulasildigini diisiindiigiinden, konuya ilgisinde
nisbi bir azalma goriilmiistiir. Nitekim, bu donemde o6zel ve tiizel kisilerden
herhangi bir mektup/telgraf gonderilmemesi de bunu gostermektedir.

Bir siyasal katilim bigimi olarak mektup/telgraf gonderme ydnteminin,
ozellikle 1950-1959 donemi gdzoniine alindiginda, tasra tarafindan yogun bir
bigimde kullanildig1 tespit edilmistir. Bunun olast bir nedeni derneklesme,
mitingler diizenleme gibi faaliyetlerin, sahip oldugu kosullar nedeniyle kentlerde
daha kolay yiiriitiilebilmesine karsin, bu tiir faaliyetlerden uzak kalan ve bu tiir
etkinliklerle sesini “Ankara”ya duyurmasinin miimkiin olmadigmi diisiinen
yurttaslar i¢cin mektup ve telgraf gondermenin, dogrudan, bireysel olarak da
gerceklestirilebilen ve “hedefini bulan” bir eylem tiirii olarak algilanmasidir.
Yurticinden gonderilen mektup ve telgraflarin bolgelere gore onemli bir
yogunluk ve nitelik farklilasmasina ugramamis olmasi, yukarida belirttigimiz
modernlesme siireciyle birlikte ilginin yerel diizeyden ulusal diizeye ¢ikisin
hizlandirmas: argiimanini dogrular niteliktedir. Bu konuda yapilabilecek bir
baska tespit ise, Kibris konusunun Tiirkiye’nin her yerinde benzer duygu ve
kanaatlere yol agmasi ve bunun da bir “milli dava” olarak benimsendigini
kanitlamasidir. Bu agidan goriilen tek farklilik, tagradan gonderilen mektup ve
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telgraflarda daha heyecanli ve tepkisel ifadeler yer almasi, miidahale isteginin
one ¢ikmasma  karsilik, ayrintili  ¢oziim  Onerileri/goriisler  iceren
mektup/telgraflarin daha c¢ok metropollerden gonderilmesidir. Bunda tam
belirleyici olmamakla birlikte, tasra ve metropollerde sosyo-kiiltirel ve
ekonomik diizeylerin farklilasmis olmasmin etkili oldugu soylenebilir.
Hikiimetin, kamuoyunun beklentilerini karsiladigi donemlerde destek ve
tesekkiir mesajlar1 yogunlagmakta, bu da, kamuoyunun gelismelerden duydugu
memnuniyeti ortaya koymaktadir. Ayrica elestiri mesajlarinin i¢ kamuoyundan
hi¢ gelmemesi dikkat ¢ekicidir. Buradan yola ¢ikarak, yurttaglarin karar alma
stirecini elestirerek etkileme yolundan ¢ok belli bir goriisii benimsetmeye yonelik
telkinlerde bulunma ya da varolan politikayr olumlama yoluna gittikleri
sOylenebilir.

Ote yandan incelenen bu mektup ve telgraflarin daha cok &zel kisiler
tarafindan gonderilmis olmasi da, daha once belirttigimiz iizere, bu yontemin
bireysel ve dogrudan bir tepki ve kanaat iletmede kolaylik saglayan bir yontem
olmasi 6zelligini dogrulamaktadir. Bu yontemin gruplar tarafindan yogun bir
bi¢imde kullaniliyor olmasi da bu sonucu degistirmemektedir; zira ¢ogunlukla bu
tiir metinler bir veya birkag kisi tarafindan hazirlanmaktadir ve bunun altina imza
koyma da bireysel bir eylem olarak ortaya g¢ikmaktadir. Yine, bu ydntemin
sagladig1 bir baska avantaj olan “isimsiz gonderilebilme” de, bireylerin tepki ve
kanaatlerini daha Ozgiir bir bi¢imde dile getirebilmelerine imkan
verebilmektedir. Ayni bigimde, bu mektup ve telgraflarin ¢ogunlukla dogrudan
basbakanin sahsina gonderilmesi, kamuoyunun bir yandan basbakan1 dis politika
kararlarinin alinmasi ve uygulanmasinda en yetkili kisi olarak gordiigiini, diger
yandan da hitap tarzlarindan anlasildig1 {izere, onu kendilerine yakin hissettikleri
ve onu dogrudan iligki kurabilecekleri biri olarak algiladiklarini géstermektedir.

Yapilan sdylem analizinde ise Tiirk kamuoyunda Yunan ve Rumlara iliskin
saldirgan ve genelde olumsuz bir algilamanm bulundugu, Tirklerin hakl ve
mazlum olduklari, Kibrish Tirklerin Anadolu’da yasayan Tiirklerden ayri
goriilmedigi, Kibris’in anavatanin bir pargasi olarak ve “Tiirk” olarak goriildigii,
Kibris sorunun ise bir milli dava olarak algilandig tespit edilmistir.
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Adnan Menderes’in Kibris Uzerine
Konusmalarinin Analizi
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Giris

Kibris, Akdeniz’in kuzeydogu boliimiinde Tirkiye’ye 64 km, Suriye’ye 96 km,
Misir’a 400 km ve Yunanistan’a 770 km uzaklikla bolgesinde son derece dnemli
stratejik bir adadir (Ozey, 2004: 209-220). Biiyiikliigii Samsun ili kadar olmasina
ragmen bolgedeki gilic dengelerinin olusumunda ve catismalarinda hayatidir.
Kibris’a hakim olan giic bolgedeki ekonomik ve politik gelismelerde etkin
olabilmektedir. Kibris’taki gli¢ bolgedeki ikili ve coklu c¢ikar catigmalarini
artirabilmekte ya da farklilastirabilmektedir. Bakii-Tiflis-Ceyhan petrol boru
hattinin faaliyete gegmesi, mevcut Kerkiik-Yumurtalik boru hattinin bélgedeki
enerji aktarimindaki katkiyr ve 6nemi daha da artmistir. Avrupa’nin giivenli ve
devamli olabilecek enerji kaynaklarina ihtiyaci her gecen giin daha da
artmaktadir. Kibris ve yakin g¢evresinin, Avrupa-Asya-Afrika arasindaki enerji
koridoruna, dogrudan kendisinde yer almasa bile, yakinligimin ticari ve siyasi
o6nemi yadsimamaz. Gergekten Kibris sahip oldugu stratejik ve ekonomi-politik
ozellikleri sebebiyle, bolgede daima 6nem arzeden ve ¢evresindeki iilkeler kadar
disaridakilerin de istahini kabartan bir karadir.'

Kibris, Tiirkiye i¢in dost olmayan giiclere karsi savunmasinda vazgecilemez
onemli bir adadir. Kibris’m diismanhigi, Tiirkiye’nin sadece uluslararasi
denizlere agilamamasint degil, ayni zamanda giliney sahillerini bastan baga
tehlikeye atmasi anlamina gelebilmektedir (Oztiirk, 2004: 1-7).2

Osmanl Devleti'nin 1878 yilinda Biiyiik Britanya Imparatorlugu ile yapmis
oldugu bir anlagsma geregince Kibris gecici olarak Ingiliz himayesine
birakilmistir. Ingiltere, aday1 elde etmek icin pek ¢ok diplomatik manevralar
gerceklestirmis, Tirkiye’nin zayif oldugu bir dénemde Kibris’1 topraklarina
kattigin1 tek tarafli olarak ilan etmistir. Tiirkiye’nin yetkilileri de bu oldu-bittiyi
kabullenmek zorunda kalmislardir. Ingilizler milli menfaatleri dogrultusunda
gelistirdikleri ‘sinsi’ politikalariyla, adadaki Tiirk niifusunu azinlik haline
diisiirerek Tiirk niifuzunu kirmay1 basarmuslardir. Adada Ingiliz hakimiyetinin
yerlestirilmesiyle Ingiltere’nin bolgedeki genel ve &zel cikarlarinda etkin
kullanim gergeklestirilmistir (Karadag, 2004: 15; Algitepe, 1991: 16-25).

Ingiltere, Ikinci Diinya Savasi’ndan kazananlar grubunda ¢ikmasima ragmen
savasin olumsuz ekonomik ve sosyal etkisinden kurtulamamistir. Ingiltere’deki
sikintilar zorunlu harcamalarin kisilmasini, ekonomik getirisinden ¢ok gotiiriisii
olan ve problem iireten somiirgelerinden kurtulmay: gerekli kilmistir. Diger
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taraftan ingiltere’nin i¢inde bulundugu zor durumun artmasina sebep olan bazi
kolonilerin Ingiliz egemenligine karsi bagimsizlik miicadeleleri vardir. Ingiltere
kargilagtig1 savas sonrasi ikilemi, bir taraftan uluslararasi prestijini korumakken
diger taraftan yiik olan kolonilerden kurtulmak icin ¢alismaktadir. Kolonilerdeki
hakimiyetin devamliligi i¢in insan kaynagina ve eckonomik destege ihtiyag
duyulmakta, ama bunu saglayamamaktadir. Ingilizler ¢ikmazdan kurtulmanin en
kazangli sekli tizerinde ¢alismis ve kolonilerle baglantinin herhangi bir sekilde
devam etmesinin saglanmasina, ancak Ingiltere’ye bunun ekonomik yiik
getirmemesi seklinde karar kilinmistir. Hindistan basta olmak iizere pek g¢ok
bolgeden ve iilkeden 1940’11 yillarin ikinci donemi ve 1950°li yillarda ¢ekilme
gergeklestirilmistir.  Kibris’a gelindiginde ingiltere nasil gekilebilinecegi
konusunda gerekli tecriibeye sahiptir. Sadece uygun ortam ve zeminin
ha21rl3anmas1 gerekmekteydi (Sonmezoglu, 2006: 288-316; Erdemir, 2002: 107-
121).

Tiirklerin Kibris’1 Tiirkiye’ye baglama girisimleri Rumlarin enosis ¢abalari
kadar degildir. Rumlar amaglar1 igin 6ncelikle Ingiliz askerlerine saldirilar
diizenlemislerdir (Cukalas, 1970: 132-206; Miitercimler, 2003: 53-121).
Ingilizler, Rum terdriinden kurtulmak igin uluslararas1 arenada uyguladiklari
politikalarini, Kibris’ta Rumlara karst Tirkleri yonlendirmek suretiyle
gerceklestirmislerdir. Boylece Ingilizler adadaki zor durumlarindan kismen
kurtulurlarken hakimiyetlerini devamli kilabilmislerdir. Kibris Cumhuriyeti’nin
olusturulmasinda uzun ve mesakkatli ¢caligmalar, ¢etin tartigmalar ve miicadeleler
gerekmistir (Yesil, 2001: 51, 59, 63; Burgak, 1988: 89-189; Yasar, 1987: 5-153;
Yilmaz 1990, 7-151). Kibris uluslararasi iligkilerde 6rnek dersler ¢ikarilabilecek,
iizerinde c¢alisilmasi gereken dnemli bir konudur. Tiirkiye’nin dogrudan miidahil
oldugu Kibris, iizerinde calisilan ancak detayli calismalara ihtiyag duyulan bir
meseledir. Menderes’in Kibris diigiincelerinin analizinin giiniimiiz politikalarmi
anlamaya yardimei olmasi ig¢in bu ¢aligma gerceklestirilmistir. Arastirma igin
Menderes’in konusma ve beyanatlarini igeren kitap, dergi ve makaleler miimkiin
oldugunca taranmigtir. Zamanin gazetelerindeki kayitlarin yaninda TBMM’deki
belgeler ve tutanaklar taranmistir. Konusmalar tarih sirasina gore ele alinmustir.
Muhteviyatlara miimkiin oldugunca girilmemis, genelde konusmalar analiz
edilmeye c¢alisilmistir. Menderes’in Kibris konugmalarini igeren en derli toplu
calisma Halil Erdemir (H.P. Erdemir ile birlikte) tarafindan Adnan Menderes’in
Konusmalarinda Kibris bashgiyla 2006 tarihinde izmir’de EBS Basimevince
nesredilmistir.

Kibris Konusmalari

Kibris konusunda ilgili taraflardan birisinin agiklama ya da beyanatindan sonra
diger taraf da aym konuda fikrini beyan etme geregi duymustur. Nitekim, Ingiliz
Hiikiimeti’nin Kibrs ile ilgili agiklamalar iizerine, Adnan Menderes 20 Aralik
1956 tarihinde Anadolu Ajansi’na (AA) bir beyanatta bulunmustur. Beyanat,
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‘Ingiliz somiirgelerinden sorumlu bakan Lennox Boyd’un 19 Aralik 1956
tarihinde yaptig1 aciklama ile ilgilidir (Cerrahoglu, 1998: 13). iki konudan
bahsedildigi belirtilmistir. Kibris'ta Ingiliz hakimiyetinin devamliliginin
saglanmas1 ve Lord Radcliff tarafindan hazirlanan anayasa taslaginin
muhteviyatidir. Adadaki Rum terdrist faaliyetlerinin durdurulmasmin adanin
hukuk{ statiisiindeki degisiklik i¢in On sart olarak siiriildiigiine dikkat ¢ekilmistir.
Ada halki kendi gelecegini Ingilizlerce uygun gériilen sartlar gergeklestikten
sonra oylayarak belirleyebilecektir. Menderes Hiikiimeti, Radcliff Raporu
muhtevast ile ilgili inceleme yapmis ve ilizerinde ¢alisilmast gerektigine karar
vermistir. Kibris halkinin gelecegini tayin hususunda oylama yapilabilecegini ve
adada iki farkli unsurun bulundugunun ingilizlerce tescil edilmesi, Kibris’ta adil
bir ¢6zlim i¢in baslangi¢ noktasi olarak degerlendirilmistir. Menderes Hiikiimeti,
Kibris konusunda Ingiltere Hiikiimeti ile goriigmelere devam etme kararinda
oldugunu belirtmistir. Beyanattan adanin taksimine gidilebilecegi yoniinde
degerlendirme oldugu anlagilmaktadir (Kilgik, 1992: 103-4).

Tiirkiye Biiyiik Millet Meclisi’nde (TBMM) 28 Aralik 1956 tarihinde Cihat
Baban (Izmir CHP Milletvekili) ve ii¢ arkadasinin Kibris olaylartyla ilgili
sorular1 {izerine gorismeler gergeklestirilmistir (Dénem:10, Cilt 15, 28 Aralik
1956). Menderes, Kibris ile ilgili agiklamalarda bulunmustur. Ingiltere’nin
Kibris’ta ‘self-determinasyon’ prensibini uygulayip uygulamayacagi, bunun
Tiirkiye’yi ve adadaki Tiirkleri nasil etkileyecegi konusu tartisilmistir. Menderes,
“Ingiltere’nin self-determinasyon prensibinden vazgegmedigini, hala yiiriirliige
konulabilecek bir prensip olarak adadaki iki unsur i¢in de gegerli olabilecegi”
seklinde yorumlamaktadir. CHP izmir milletvekili Cihat Baban’m Disisleri
Bakant’nin soyledigi sozleri ‘yanlis anladigindan ve carpittigindan’ bahsederek
Kibris meselesiyle ilgili Ingiltere’nin ve Tiirkiye’nin tutum ve davramslarm
aciklamaktadir. “Adada Rumlara bir self-determinasyon hakki verecek olurlarsa,
Tiirklere de ayni hak taninacaktir.” Adanin ‘Yunanistan’a verilmesi gibi bir
fikrin ne Ingilizlerde ne de Tiirklerde olmadig1’ dile getirilmistir.

Cihat Baban’in tuzak kurarak, ‘Taksim’de de olsa Tiirk Digisleri Bakani’nin
adanm bir kismmin Yunanistan’a gitmesine taraftar mi?” gibi bir soruyla
‘demogoji oyunu’ yaptigini ve ‘hiikiimeti kistirmaya calistigini’ dile getiren
Menderes “Taksim meselesinin kesinlikle gdzden uzak tutulmadigini ve hayal
olmadigin1 dile getirerek ‘adanin Yunanistan’a gidecegi’ fikrinin dogru
olmadigin1” sdylemektedir. Taksim meselesi, halen tartisilmaktadir. Tirklerin
Kibris'tan ‘vazgecmesinin miimkiin olmadigini’ ve bunun gerekcelerini
siralamaktadir. Tiirklerin higbir sekilde azmlik olarak Rum yonetimine
birakilmayacagini da vurgulamistir. Adaya verilebilecek olan ydnetim seklinin
tartisildigini, Lord Radcliffe Raporu’nun incelenmekte ve miizakere edilmekte
oldugunu belirtmistir. Tiirkiye’nin ‘adanin gidebilecek oldugu son yonetim
sekliyle ilgilendigini yoksa adaya verilebilecek mubhtariyete odaklanilmadigi’
anlatilmaktadir (Bilge, 2000: 195-208). Adada gegici ¢6ziim yerine kalici bir
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¢oziim icin ugrasildigi anlagilmaktadir. Muhalefet milletvekillerinin iktidar
sikistirmak i¢in ¢esitli yaklagimlar sergiledikleri gbzlemlenirken, ayni zamanda
konularla detayl1 bir sekilde ilgilendikleri de ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Zira iktidarin
iyice bunaltilabilmesi i¢in konunun ayrintilariyla bilinmesi gerektigi ortadadir.
Bu durum da konunun enine boyuna tartisilmasini saglamaktadir. Menderes’in
konuya vukifiyeti ise cevaplarindan rahatlikla anlasilmaktadir.

Menderes, “Tiirkiye’nin ada {zerinde inkadr edilemiyecek haklarinin
bulundugunu, bunlarin ilk defa DP Hiikiimeti’nce dile getirilerek korunmaya
calisildigini, CHP’nin bdyle bir girigsiminin olmadigin1” sdylemektedir. “Adada
bulunan 120,000 Tiirkiin hicbir sekilde diigman ellere birakilmayacagi ve
Tiirkiye’de yasayan 25 milyonun giivenliginin de ada ile baglantili oldugu ve
feda edilemeyecegi” beyan edilmektedir. Kibris bir ileri karakol olup Tiirkiye
icin 6nemlidir. “Kibris meselesinin Yunanistan’a baglama cabalarindan sonra
ortaya ¢iktigmi, eger ilgelenilmezse Girit adasi gibi Kibris’in da elden
gidebilecegi” meselesine dikkat c¢ekilmektedir. Burada CHP’nin yanlis
politikalar1 neticesinde Girit adasinin elden gittigine atif yapilmistir. Dolayisiyla
DP hiikiimetlerinin, CHP'nin diistiigii yanlisi yapmadiklarini, bdylece milli
meselelerde CHP hiikiimetlerine gére daha hassas davranildiginin anlagilmasina
calisilmaktadir. Menderes Kibris konusunu agiklarken DP hiikiimetlerinin CHP
hiikiimetlerinden daha fazla milli menfeatleri 6n planda tutarak Tiirkiye’nin
¢ikarlari i¢in galistigint ifade etmektedir. Siyasi catismalarin milli meselelerde de
devam ettigi ve kullanildig1 burada goriilmektedir.

Menderes, “Tiirklerin Tiirk idaresinde yasamak istemelerinden dolay1
bazilarinin adadan ayrildigini” sdylemektedir. Burada Ingiliz politikalar1 ve
uygulamalar1 gdz ardi edilmis gibidir. Zira, Kibris’ta uygulanan Ingiliz
politikalar1 nedeniyle “Tiirkler ya Kibris’ta kalip Ingiliz vatandasi olacaklar”
yahut da “Tiirkiye’ye gocerek Tiirk vatandasi olarak kalabileceklerdi”. Bu
zorlayicr Ingiliz politikasi, Tiirklerin pek ¢ogunun Tiirkiye’ye, bazilarmin ise
zamanla diger batili iilkelere gog¢mesine neden olmustur. Menderes, Ingiliz
politasin1  gergeklestigi seklinden ziyade kendi anlamak istedigi sekilde
yorumlamaktadir.

“Kibris’in elden gitmesinin oradaki Tiirklerin dost olmayan ellerin idaresinde
kalmas1” demek oldugunu ve “Tiirkiye nin dnemli limanlarimin bulundugu giiney
sahillerinin de yabancilar tarafindan kontrol edilecegini” agiklamaktadir. Bunun
Tiirkiye Hiikiimeti’nce ‘kabul edilemez’ oldugunu belirtmektedir. Menderes ve
hiikiimetinin Kibris’in stratejik degerini bildiklerini ve bunun Tiirkiye icin ifade
ettigi anlam1 kavradiklar1 goriilmektedir. Ayni1 zamanda Tiirkiye’nin ticaretinde
onemli yeri olan giliney limanlarinin 6nlerinin agilmasi ya da kapanmasi Kibris
adasmin kimin elinde oldugu ile dogrudan baglantilidir. Burada adanin stratejik
6nemine ve Tirkiye nin savunmasindaki degerine atif yapilmaktadir. Gergekten
ada Turk dis ticaretinde, siyasetinde oldugu gibi 6nemli olabilecek alt yap1 ve
stratejiye sahiptir.
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Diger taraftan adanin taksim edilmesinin, Tirkiye’nin adaya yerlesmesi
anlamina geldigini ve mevcut durumdan daha iyi olacagini ileri stirmektedir.
Adanin tamaminin Tirkiye tarafindan talebinin diinya devletleri tarafindan
kabuliiniin zor olacagint ve Tirkiye’yi gereksiz siirtiismelere sokacagini
sOylemektedir. Tirkiye’yi ger¢eklesmesinin hemen hemen imkansiz gibi
goriinen bu hususta pek ¢ok devletle karsi karsiya getirebilecegini belirtmektedir.
Tiirkiye’nin adanin taksiminden daha ileriye bir adim atamayacagini agikca ifade
etmektedir. Halen Ingilizler tarafindan hazirlanns Radcliff Raporu hakkinda
goriismelerin ve incelemelerin devam etmekte oldugunu belirterek, Tiirkiye’nin
kendi ¢ikarlar1 dogrultusunda planla ilgili ¢aligmalar yaptigint agiklamustir.
Kayitlarda “maknil” ve “dilem” gibi aslina ve Tiirk¢e’ye uygun olmayan ifadeler
bulunmaktadir.*

CHP Milletvekili Cihat Baban, ingiltere’de muhtemel iktidar degisiminde
halen iktidarda bulunan partinin degigmesi durumunda, iktidara gelebilecek olan
Isci Partisi’nin politikalarinda devamlihigin olup olamayacagini sorgulamustir.
Bunun iizerine Menderes, “secimlerle Ingiltere’nin halen iktidarda bulunan
Muhafazar Parti (the Conservative Party) yerine Isci Partisi’nin (the Labour
Party) gecmesi durumunda da, Tirkiye’nin savunmakta oldugu hususlarda bir
degisiklik yapilmayacagini, yeni hiikiimete de Tiirkiye’nin ada hakkindaki
diisiince ve yaklasimlarinin anlatilacagini” sdylemistir. Ingiltere’nin uygulamak
istedigi ‘self-determinasyon’ hususunun da adada ve uluslararas: iligkilerdeki
sartlara bagli oldugunun goriilmesi ve takdir edilmesi gerektigine dikkat
cekmektedir. ‘Self-determinasyon’un uygulanmasi durumunda ingilizlerin bizzat
nezaret etmesi ve adada bulunmaya devam etmesi beklenmektedir.

Yukarida deginilen Ingilizlerin gercek niyetleri ve politik uygulamalari
bilinmis olsaydi, Tiirkiye’nin ada ile ilgili kazanci daha fazla olabilirdi.
Tirkiye’nin ada ile ilgili yaklasimlar1 dikkate alindiginda halen savunulan
noktadan daha kotii bir duruma gitmesinin beklenmemesi gerektigi Snemle
duyurulmaktadir. Bunun sebebi, Tiirkiye nin sdziine giivenilen ve herkesin saygi
duydugu uluslararasi prensipler dahilinde hareket eden, saygideger bir devlet
oldugu ve bunun gereklerine gore davranilmasi gerektigidir (Siikan, 1991: 368-
73; Dénem: 10, Cilt:15, 28 Aralik 1956).

Menderes Hiikiimeti yetkilileri Kibris ile ilgili konularda Tiirkiye'nin pek fazla
sikistirilmasini istememektedirler. Bunun gergeklesmemesi igin ¢dziim tarafinda
goriilmektedirler. Ayni1 zamanda Tirkiye'nin Kibris ile ilgili goriis ve
beklentilerini agik bir sekilde muhataplarina da bildirmektedirler. Tiirkiye'nin
durus noktasi olarak en koétii halin i¢cinde bulunulanandan daha ileri olamayacagi
belirtilerek Tiirk halkina ve Kibrisli vatandaglara giiven telkin edilmektedir.
Miizakere teknigi bakimidan degerlendirildiginde Menderes Hiikiimeti, kirmizi
ve gri noktalarint belirterek goriismelere baslamaktadir. Bu  durusun
miizakerelerde ‘firm flexibility’ olarak degerlendirilen ‘en son nokta ile istenilen
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nokta arasinda esnekligin’ olabilecegi bir yaklagimla goriismeler ele
alinmaktadir.

Menderes 31 Aralik 1956 tarihinde DP Meclis Grubu'nda Istanbul ve izmir’de
Ozellikle Yunan vatandaglar olmak tizere pek ¢ok insanin etkilendigi 6-7 Eyliil
1955’teki hadiselerden izahat vermistir (Kilgik, 1992: 122-23). Konu hakkinda
donemin DP Milletvekili olan Rifki Salim Burgak anilarinda, detayli bilgi
vermektedir. Milli bir heyacanin sonunda bazi tahriklerin yasandigi ve ihmali
olanlarin bulundugu Burgak’in agiklamalarindan anlagilmaktadir. Baz1 gérevden
almalar gergeklestirilmis, ancak tartismalar bitmemistir (Burcak, 1998: 313-324).
“Istanbul’daki olaylar1 tertip edenlerin {izerindeki milli heyecanin dikkate
alinmast gerektigi” vurgulanmistir. Her ne kadar Bagbakan, “olaylarla
komitinistlerin dogrudan ilgili olmadiklarmi” sdylese de, baglantili olduklar
anlagilmaktadir. Tiirkiye ve Yunanistan’in bolgedeki ¢ikar catismalariyla da
dogrudan ilintili olan 6-7 Eyliil olaylari, Kibris konusu ile alakalandirildig1 gibi,
Menderes'in idamina giden mahkemesinde de kullanilmistir.

Adnan Menderes, 5 Ocak 1957°de Istanbul’da diizenledigi basin toplantisinda
gesitli i¢ ve dis sorunlarla ilgili agiklamalarda bulunmustur. 6 Ocak 1957 tarihli
Zafer gazetesinde s6z konusu toplanti ve Bagbakanin agiklamalar1 yayinlanmigtir
(Zafer Gazetesi, 6 Ocak 1957). Menderes toplantida, “basin mensuplari ile sik
sik bulusularak memleket meseleleri hakkinda halkin tenvir edilmesine” dikkat
cekmistir. Kibris meselesi ve Giineybati Asya Ulkeleri (GbAU) (Orta Dogu)’
hadiselerine deginmistir (Kilgik, 1992: 122-23).

Adnan Menderes, “Yunanlarin adayi Yunanistan’a baglamak istediklerini,
Ingiltere’nin buna kars1 koydugunu, Tiirkiye nin olay1 yakindan takip ettigini,
Tiirkiye’nin  gorligiiniin  Londra’da toplanmis olan konferansta diinyaya
duyuruldugunu” belirtmektedir. Konusmasina Kibris meselesinin ‘Tiirkiye icin
arz ettigi hayati ehemmiyeti’ de iki esasta toplayarak agiklamada bulunmustur.

Kibris’in Tiirkiye i¢in ehemmiyetini dile getirirken “adada bulunan Tiirklerin
hayatlarinin ve haklarmin korunacagini, Tiirkiye’nin ayni zamanda meseleyi
diinya gii¢ dengeleri igerisinde diisiindiigiinii ve konuyla ilgili gériismeleri de bu
cercevede degerlendirdigini” belirtmektedir. Basvekil, Ingiltere hiikiimetince
yapilan teklifler ilizerinde durmus, idari muhtariyet hakkinda ihtirazi bazi
kayitlarin mevcut oldugunu, ancak Yunanlar adayi ilhak etmekte 1srar ettikleri ve
tedhis hareketleri de sona ermedigine gore, idari muhtariyetin tatbikinin belki
imkansiz hale gelebilecegini belirtmistir.

Menderes, Tiirkiye’nin adada kalic1 bir barig ve ¢6ziim igin gerekirse bazi
fedakarliklarda bulunabilecegini belirtmektedir (Kilgik, 1992: 146-48).
GbAU’ndeki bazi gelismelerle Tiirkiye’nin  yakindan ilgilenmesinin
gerekliligine, Kibris’in da bu meyanda degerlendirilmesi zaruretine dikkat
¢ekmigstir. Zira Kibris adast Amerika Birlesik Devletleri (ABD) ve Sovyetler
Birligi arasinda bir gii¢ ve niifuz miicadelesinin yasandigi alan ve konudur.
Kibris’ta 1950°li yillar basta olmak iizere daha sonra da meydana gelen
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gelismelerin ve hadiselerin arkasinda ¢ikar ¢atismalarini bulmak miimkiindiir.®
Nitekim 1960’1 ve 1970’li yillarda da Kibris, Dogu-Bati arasinda gii¢
dengelerinin ¢atisma noktalarindan birisidir (Hasgiiler, 1998: 27-53).

Adnan Menderes, 18 Ocak 1957 giinii toplanan Biitce Komisyonu’nda, Mekki
Sait Esen’in bir sorusunu cevaplandirmis, Feridun Ergin’in Kibris konusuyla
ilgili bir konusmasi hakkindaki goriislerini acgiklamigtir. Zafer gazetesinde 19
Ocak 1957 giinii Bagbakan’in Mekki Sait Esen’in sorusuna verdigi cevap yer
almigtir. Feridun Cemal Ergin, “Kibris’in ekonomik bakimdan giigsiiz oldugunu,
Yunanistan’in dis destekler olmaksizin Kibris’a yardim edemeyecegini”
sOyleyerek, “Tiirk tezinin yeterince tanitilamadigini” ileri siirmiisti. Menderes,
Kibris adasiyla ilgili goriismelerde “akla gelebilecek her tiirlii goriisiin biitiin
acikligiyla ortaya konulup gerekli her ortamda tartisildiginmi” belirtmistir. Feridun
Ergin’e “CHP Hiikiimetleri zamaninda Kibris meselesinin neden ¢oziilmedigini”
sormustur. Ergin’in ve diger CHP milletvekillerinin konuyla ilgili su¢lamalarda
bulunmalarini sadece ‘muhalefetlik i¢cin muhalefet’ olarak nitelendirmektedir.
Muhalefetin, “iktidarin sahip oldugu gerekli bilgi ve belgeye dayanmadan fikir
beyan etmesinin Tiirkiye'nin ¢ikarlarina aykiri oldugunu” sdylemektedir. Adada
“cogunluk olan Rumlarin (%82) sayica az olan Tiirklere (%12) hakim ve
tahakkiim kuramamalar1 gerektiginden” bahsedilmektedir. Eger adaya
muhtariyet verilecekse her iki topluma da esit bir temsil ve séz hakki verilmesi
gerektiginden bahsedildigini anlatmigtir. Feridun Ergin’in sdzlerinin “acaba
adanm Tirkiye tarafindan alinmasini mu istedigini” sorarak, “keyfiyetin bu
oldugu ise, tartiymanin sebebini anlayacagini; yok eger baska miilahazalar var
ise, bunun Tiirk tarafina ve ileri siirtilen Tiirk fikirlerine yardimci olmayacagini”
belirtmektedir.

Menderes Hiikiimeti ‘adanin taksim edilebilecegini’ diisiinmekte ve bunu bir
¢Ozlim olarak ileri siirmektedir. “Nasil Trakya’da sinirlar ¢izilebildi ise, ayn
sekilde Kibris da boliinebilir” denilerek, adada mevcut %18 Tiirk niifusuna gore
degil, sahip olunan mallara goére bir taksimatin yapilmasi gerektigini ileri
stirmektedir. Mevcut sartlarda Tiirklerin adaya tamamiyla sahip ¢ikamiyacagi
gercegini gdormek gerektigini, bu nedenle en iyi savunmanin taksim oldugunu
belirtmekte ve savunulmasi gerektigini ileri siirmektedir (Kilgik, 1992: 161-63).

Uluslararasi Basin

Adnan Menderes, Pakistanl gazetecilere Istanbul’da Sale Koskii’nde Tiirkiye ve
Pakistan’1 ilgilendiren konularin yaninda Kibris konusunda da agiklamalarda
bulunmustur. AA’na 25 Ocak 1957 tarihinde yansiyan agiklamalar Bagbakanin
daha oOnce cesitli vesilelerle degisik platformlarda yaptigi agiklamalara
benzerlikler icermektedir. Agiklamalarin, Ingiltere’nin ada ile ilgili savundugu
hususlara yakmlig: dikkat gekicidir. Tiirkler kendine uygun olan Ingiliz fikir ve
diislincelerini kolaylikla adapte edip Tirk hiikiimetinin goriisleri olarak ileriye
stirmektedir. Bu, savunulacak fikirlerin kabuliiniin kolaylig1 ve diger devletlerin
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destekleme ihtimalinin yiiksekligi gibi beklentilerden kaynaklanmis olmalidir.
Gortigler Tiirkiye’nin ada tizerinde sarih davasinin tarihi, cografi, stratejik ve
emniyet esaslarina istinat etti§i ve adada yasayan 120,000 Tiirk’iin yasama
hakkina Tiirkiye’nin asla bigane kalamayacaginin ifadesidir. Eger, Ingiltere
adada hiikiimranlig1 birakacaksa, bu gerg¢eklesmeden adadaki Tiirklere ve Rumca
konusan cemaate ayr1 ayri self-determinasyon hakki tanimalidir. Ayni zamanda
adadaki Rum teror faaliyetlerinin durdurulmasi gerekmektedir (Kilgik, 1992:
164-65). Tiirkiye’nin goriisleri Ingiltere ile bu asamada paralellik icindedir.
Ancak Yunanistan’in bu yaklasimlart kabul etmedigi, gelecek konusmalardan
anlasilmaktadir.

Associated Press (AP) Tiirkiye muhabiri Webb Mackinley’in Menderes’le
miilakati 6 Subat 1957 tarihli bazi Amerikan gazetelerinde yaymlanmistir.
Menderes, Amerika’'nin bolgedeki faaliyetlerini olumlu degerlendirirken,
“girisimlerin bagarist i¢in muhakkak Tiirkiye’yi de igermesi gerektigini”
vurgulanistir. ABD Baskan1 Dwight D. Eisenhower’in (1890-1969) GbAU’nde
‘kiz1l tecaviiziinii 6nlemek i¢in hazirladigi programr’, ‘gayet azimli bir adim’
olarak vasiflandirmigtir: “Eisenhower Plan1 Ortadogu bélgesine siyasi istikrar
getirmek bakimindan gayet faydali olacaktir. Bu, Birlesik Amerika ve Baskan
Eisenhower tarafindan atilmig gayet azimli bir adim mahiyetindedir” (Kilgik,
1992: 170-71).

Menderes agiklamasinda Tiirkiye’nin bolgede baris, adalet ve demokrasinin
yayillmasinda 6nemli lider bir iilke oldugundan, Tiirklere ve Tiirkiye’ye ayr1 6zel
bir degerin verilmesi gerekliligine ve zorunluluguna dikkat c¢ekmektedir.
Bagbakan ayn1 zamanda bolgede baris1 tehlikeye diisiirenlere misal olarak Misir
ve Suriye’yi gosteritken Kibris konusunda Yunanistan’in yanlis tutum ve
davraniglarin1 ifsa ederek Amerikan kamuoyunu Tiirkiye lehine cekmeye
caligmaktadir. Menderes bolgede komiinizme karst verilen miicadeleye destek
aramakta ve kim destek verirse kabul edilecegini de belirtmektedir. ABD’nin
Sovyet korkusundan ve etkisinden faydalanmak istemektedir. Tirkiye nin
NATO’ya girmesi ve giivenligi i¢in bir kalkan olarak kullanmasi, belki Sovyet
tehdidinin biraz abartilmasini gerekli kilmis olmalidir. Tiirkiye’nin mi NATO’yu
yoksa NATO’nun mu Tiirkiye’yi kullandig1 halen bir tartigma konusu olmakla
birlikte, karsilikli ¢ikarlar dogrultusunda bir birlikteligin varlig:1 tartismasiz bir
gercek olmalidir.

Menderes, BM Genel Kurulu’'nda miizakeresi yapilacak Kibris meselesinin
halli i¢in mantikli ve adil olan ¢0ziimiin ‘taksim’ oldugunu belirtmistir.
Yunanistan’in tutumunu “Yunanlar self-determinasyon’u yalniz adadaki Rum
camiast i¢in istemektedirler. Yunanlar, arzu ettikleri muameleyi; tatbik
maksadiyla Tiirk halkini ellerinde tutmak istemektedirler. Yunanistan Kibris’a
silah ve adam gondermek suretiyle tedhiscilik yaratmaktadir. Bu milletlerarasi
bir skandaldir” diyerek adadaki Yunan faaliyetlerinin olumsuz ve kanunsuz
oldugunu ilan etmeye caligmaktadir (Goktepe, 2002: 69). Kibris’ta Tiirkler’in

258



Adnan Menderes’in Kibris Uzerine Konusmalarinin Analizi

hakliligina vurgu yaparak adadaki tedhis hareketlerinin Yunanlar tarafindan
organize edildigini, gelismelerden Ingiltere basta olmak iizere Batili devletlerin
haberdar oldugunu ifade etmistir. Menderes bati diinyasinin Tiirkiye lehine
egilimler icine girmesini hukuki ve insani bir gereklilik olarak goérmektedir.
Ancak Menderes’in beklentisi istedigi gibi gergeklesmemektedir.”

Menderes 7 Subat 1957 tarihli basin toplantisinda, Ingilizlerin
“miistemlekelerinin  ekonomik  yiikiinden kurtulmak isterken adadaki
hakimiyetlerini devam ettirmek istedigini” fark ettigi anlagilmaktadir (Kilgik,
1992: 179-82). Gergekten Ingiltere 1940’11 ve 1950°1i yillarda miistemlekelerinin
ekonomik, siyasi ve askeri ylikiinden yorulmustur. Kibris’in, Siiveys Kanal
Harekati’nda ve bolgedeki Ingiliz niifuzunun devaminda fiziki olarak etkin
kullanilamadig1 farkedilmistir. Diger taraftan Kibris, bolgede oldukca onemli
batmayan stratejik bir gemidir. ingilizler gelecekte ne olur ne olmaz diye adadan
tamamiyla vaz gecmek niyetinde degillerdir. Diger taraftan Kibris’t da
cevreleyen Akdeniz sulari, ingiliz donanmasinin manevra kabiliyetlerini test
ettikleri onemli bir talim sahasidir. Dolayistyla Kibris, ingilizler igin pek gok
cikarlar ihtiva eden stratejik 6neme haizdir. Ancak Ingilizler adanin tamamina
ihtiyaglart olmadigim fark etmislerdir. Sadece ¢ikarlarin devamini saglayabilen
iis’ler yeterli olacaktir. Ingilizlerin nihai hedefleriyle ilgili Menderes ve
hiikiimetinin yeterince farkinda oldugu biraz siiphelidir. Kibris’in Ingiltere icin
o6nemi zamaninda farkedilemedigi gibi giiniimiiz yonetimlerinin de giinliik
cikarlar1 korumakla yetinerek, iislerin gerektigi gibi analiz edilip Tirkiye'nin
cikarlar1 dogrultusunda kullanilamadig: anlasiimaktadir.

Menderes Hiikiimeti, Ingiltere’nin Kibris’t tamamen hakimiyeti altinda
tutmasmi istememektedir. Eger Kibris’in herhangi bir iilkeye birakilmasi
gerekiyorsa bu Tiirkiye olmalidir. Eger bu miimkiin olamaz ise Ingilizlerin
idaresinde kalmasi’ ‘ehveni ser’ olarak degerlendirilmektedir. Menderes’in
Kibris’taki catigmalarla ilgili olarak, Ingilizlerin oyununu kismen fark ettigi
diisiiniilebilir. Bu, Rumlarmn Ingiliz sivil ve askerlerine yénelik saldirilarinin
zamanla Tirklere yonelmesidir. Tirkiye'nin yeterince girisimde bulunamamasi
sonucu, Ingiliz oyunu gerceklesmistir. Ingilizler aradan ¢ekilerek Tiirk—Rum
catismasinin olugmasini saglayarak kendileri hakem durumuna gelebilmislerdir.
Iki toplum arasindaki miicadeleden en kazangli ¢ikan taraf ise, Ingiltere
olmustur. Ingiliz servisleri Rumlarin Kibris’t  Yunanistan’a baglama
caligmalarina, Tirkler’in karst ¢ikacaklarini biliyorlardi. Catisma kaginilmazdi
ve gercgeklesti. Filistin'de yaklagik on yil dnce gerceklestirilen oyun Kibris'ta da
tatbik edildi (Erdemir, 2006: 1-118).

Amerikan Mutual Broadcasting System (MBS) muhabiri Henry Gladstone’un
Bagbakan ile milakatt 18 Subat 1957°de MBS Radyo Sebekesi’nde
dinleyicilerine ulasmistir. Menderes, Yunanistan’in yaptig1 yanlislarin Bati
diinyasinda duyulmasi ve dikkate alinmasi i¢in Yunanistan’nin faaliyetlerini
ortaya koymaktadir. Adanin Yunanlarca silahlandirilmasimin barig ve adalet icin
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Bati’nin olusturdugu pek ¢ok kurum ve birlikteliklerde bulunmasiyla gelistigine
dikkat c¢ekmistir. Yunanlarin soykirim i¢in diinya efkar1 umumiyesinin gozii
ontinde agiktan ve gizli ¢alismalarda bulundugunu belirterek diinyanin dikkatini
cekmeye caligmaktadir. Kibris’ta self-determinasyon prensibinin her iki toplum
icin olmasi gerektigini, ancak bunun Yunanistan tarafindan gézardi edilmeye
calisildigini vurgulamistir.

Menderes’in Tirk-Yunan yakin tarihi iligkilerini bir siyasetgi ve bizzat
yasamig Tiurkiye Cumhuriyeti vatandasi olarak ¢ok iyi bildigi ve bunu
konusmasinda ustaca kullandig1 goriilmektedir. Self-determinasyon prensibinin
Yunanistan tarafindan Kibris’m kendilerine baglanmasi ig¢in bir adim olarak
goriildiigiinii dogru bir sekilde ortaya koymaktadir. Aralik 1963’den Agustos
1974’e kadar Yunanistan, Kibris’1t kendine baglamak igin adadaki Rumlar1 ve
gonderdigi binlerce subay ve askeri organize etmigstir (Faulds, 1988: 5).
Menderes, self-determinasyon prensibinin sadece Yunanistan’a hizmet edecek
bir sekilde birakilamayacagimi agik¢a ortaya koymaktadir.®

ABD’nin, GbAU’ndeki girisimlerinde Tiirkiye ile baglantili ve Tiirkiye’yi
kollayic1 olmasi gerektiginden bahsetmektedir. Bolgede Rusya'ya matuf olan
devletlerle Tiirkiye’nin aymt kefeye konulmamasi ve benzer muameleyle
karsilagtirlmamas: talep edilmektedir. Tirkiye’'nin Amerika ve Bati’nin
miittefiki olarak ayricalikli bir muameleyi hak ettigini diplomatik bir dille ifade
ederek ilgili Amerikan mercilerine mesaj gondermektedir. Diger taraftan bdolgede
baglantisizlar grubuna dahil bulunan iilkelerin de Sovyetlerle ilintili oldugundan
bahisle, Yunanistan karsisinda Tiirkiyenin desteklenmesi gerektigi ortiilii bir
sekilde ilgililere iletilmektedir (Kilgik, 1992: 187-89).

I¢ Siyasette Kibris
Menderes, 25 Subat 1957 giinii Milli Savunma, Igisleri ve Disisleri Bakanlig1
biitce goriismelerinde  Kibris  konusuna deginirken, muhalefet partisi
milletvekillerinin Kibris iizerine konusmalarini degerlendirmistir. Muhalefetin
Bagbakan’1 ‘elestirmis olmak’ i¢in s6z sdylediklerinden bahisle, “ileri siirdiikleri
fikirlerinin saglam temellere dayanmayan sadece muhalefet yapmak amagli”
oldugundan sikayet etmektedir. Bagbakan’in sert agiklamalart ve karsilikli
satagmalar oturuma ara verilmesine sebep olmustur (Dénem:10, Cilt:17, Tarih:
25 Subat 1957). Kibrs, i¢ politika malzemesi olarak hem muhalefet hem de
iktidar tarafindan kullanilmig ve politik ¢ikarlar icin alet edilmeye calisilmistir.
Kibris, Tiirkiye’nin 6nemli bir meselesi iken, milli degerler ve hassasiyetlerin
siyasete alet edildigi son donem siyasi tarihimizde yerini almaktadir (Kilgik,
1992: 208-09).°

Makarios, Atina’da Yunanistan hiikiimeti {yelerince karsilanmis ve bilyiik
gosteriler  diizenlenmistir.'®  Menderes  goriislerini  soran  gazetecilere
“Makarios’un s6z ve davraniglarinin biitiin sorumlulugunun Yunan Hiikiimeti’'ne
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ait oldugunu” ifade etmistir. 18 Nisan 1957 tarihindeki demecinde Yunanistan’in
tutum ve davranislarini ve ingilizleri de elestirmistir.''

Ingiltere’nin Makarios ve Girne Papazini serbest birakmasi Menderes’i
incitmistir. Ancak, devletler arasinda iligkilerin devamliligi, Tiirkiye’ nin ¢ikari,
Ingiltere ile ortak noktalara ulasma gayretini gerekli kilmaktadir. Tiirkiye, Kibris
konusuyla ilgili olarak miicadele etmek zorunda kaldigr Yunanistan’m yaninda
bir de Ingiltere ile ugrasmak istememektedir. ifadelerde dikkatli davranilarak
olumsuz bir gelismenin Onlenmeye calisildigi anlagilmaktadir. Dikkat cekilen
ikinci husus, Ingiliz yetkililerince serbest birakilmis olan papazlarin
Yunanistan’da karsilaniglart  sirasinda  ger¢eklesen niimayis ve Yunan
yetkililerinin tavirlaridir. Makarios’un karsilanmasinda, hiikiimet yetkililerin
tavirlar1 Kibris’ta gerceklestirilen her tiirlii tedhis hareketlerinin ve Rumlarin
desteklenmesinde Yunanistan’in dogrudan desteginin oldugunu ortaya ¢ikmistir.
Yunanistan’in bu olumsuz durumunun diinya kamuoyuna duyurulmasi i¢in ¢aba
sarfedilmektedir. Tiirkiye’nin uluslararasi durusunu kuvvetlendirmeye ve Kibris
konusunda kamuoyu olusturmaya yonelik modern bir davranis sergilenmektedir
(Kilgik, 1992: 279-80).

Acikhava Mitinglerinde Kibris
Menderes, 3 Mayis 1957 tarihinde Bursa Cumhuriyet Meydani’nda
Cumhurbagkant Celal Bayar’dan sonra Bursa halkina hitabetmistir.
Konusmasinda Kibris’la ilgili  goriislerini  muhalefet partisinden  bir
milletvekilinin  s6zlii sorusu ile ilgili olarak cevap vermek suretiyle
gerceklestirmistir. Kibris konusundaki yaklagimlarin demokratik rejimlerde
hesap verilecek yetki organi olarak halka anlatilmasi bakimindan énemlidir.

Konusmasinda, “dis politikanin, dolayisiyla Kibris’in milli bir mesele olarak
her Tirk vatandagmi ilgilendirdigi” ifade edilmistir. Muhalefet partisinde
bulunan bir milletvekilinin ise “halktan daha iyi bilmesi gerektiginin” alti
¢izilmigtir. Muhalefetten bazilarinin Kibris konusunu kullanarak i¢ politika
yapmak istediginden esefle bahsetmekte ve dig politika meselelerinin i¢ politika
malzemesi olarak kullanilmamasini istemektedir. Ancak muhalefet partilerinde
oldugu gibi iktidar partileri de, dis politikalar1 ve miinasebetleri i¢ politika
malzemeleri olarak hep kullanagelmislerdir. Politikacilardan bazilarmin iktidar
hirsindan kaynaklanan milli yanlislara ya da ¢ikar kayiplarina neden olabildikleri
gorililmiistiir. Menderes’in Bursa'daki konusmasi milli hassasiyeti olan bir
konunun i¢ politikada kullanilmasina 6rnektir. Dis politik gelismeler, i¢ politika
ile alakalidir. Ancak digarida basar1 kazanmak igin iceride taviz, ya da iceride
kazanmak icin disarida tavizlerin verildigi Tirk siyasi tarihindeki 6rneklerinden
birisi de buradadir.

Tiirk Hiikkiimeti’ne gore, “Kibris’in dost olmayan ellere ge¢mesine miisaade
etmeyecek, Tirklerin Tirk bayragi altinda yasamalarmin teminini
gerceklestirecektir. Savunulan hususlardan geri adim atilmayacak ve olumsuz bir

261



Halil ERDEMIR

duruma gotiirecek hicbir girisime miisaade edilmeyecektir.” Diger taraftan,
Balkan Pakti olusturulmaya calisilirken, komiinist iilkelerin olusumu
engellemeye caligtiklar1 dile getirilmektedir. Kibris’taki olaylarin altinda, Bati
diinyasinin olusturdugu NATO’nun ve Balkanlar’daki barig girisimlerinin
engellenmesi ¢aligsmalarinin yattig1 dile getirilmektedir (Kilgik, 1992: 284-89).

Tiirkiye’nin diinya devletleri arasinda ‘barigsever bir devlet oldugunu
gostermesi, feragat ettigi hususlar da dikkate alindiginda, olumlu girisimlerinin
saygiyla anilmasi ve takdir edilmesi’ beklenmektedir. Tiirkiye’nin Bati ile olan
iligkilerinin bozulmasi i¢in devlet, kurum ve fertlerin ¢alismalarina ragmen
Tirkiye’nin  kararli  bir sckilde barigsever tutumuna devam edecegi
belirtilmektedir. Tiirk yetkililer kuzeyden, batidan ve giineyden gelen tehditleri
algilamakta ve kendince olusturdugu giivenlik kalkanini genisletme ve
saglamlastirma ¢aligmalarinda bulunmaktadir.

Diger taraftan Tiirkiye’nin ada ile ilgili kararli politikalar1 Ingiltere’nin
politikalarinda  degisiklik yapmasina neden olabilmistir. Ancak bu
degerlendirmelere ragmen Ingiliz Hiikiimeti, Yunan ve Tiirk tarafinin
diisiincelerini ve savlarmi bilmekte ve Ingiltere ¢ikarlarina uygun hale getirmeye
calismaktadir.

Menderes, Tiirkiye’nin bdlgede yalniz kalmasi durumunda zorluklarla
kargilagacaginin farkindadir. Genelde batili devletler ile, 6zelde ise ABD ve
Ingiltere ile iliskiler dostane ve miittefiklik anlayis1 icinde tutulmaya gayret
gosterilmektedir. Tiirkiye, bolgesinde ABD ve Ingiltere ile birlikte etkin
politikalar {iretme ¢abasindadir. lgili iilkelerle iliskilerin devamliligi bu nedenle
onemlidir ve iliskilerin siirekliligi igin ¢aba gosterilmektedir.'?

Menderes, 25 Mayis 1957 tarihinde Sivas halkina yaptigt konusmasinda
muhalefet partisi mensuplarinin hiikiimetini siirekli elestirmelerinin haksiz ve
¢ikarc tutumlarindan kaynaklandigindan soz etmektedir.”> Menderes, siyasetteki
kisir dongiiniin bir parcasi olmus ve Kibris’1 kullananlara isaret ederken, Kibris
ile ilgili olarak ‘taksim’e karar verildigini ifade etmistir. Diger taraftan Kibris ile
ilgili herhangi bir zamanda halktan yardim talebinde bulunuldugunda Tiirk
halkinin kendisine destek verecegini iimit ve talep etmektedir (Kilgik, 1992: 311-
13).

Menderes, Pakistan’da iken Makarios’un Ingiltere Bagbakani’na gonderdigi
bir mektup ve Ingiltere Hiikiimeti’nin Makarios’a verdigi cevapla ilgili AA na
aciklamada bulunmustur. ‘Makarios™un Yunanistan ile hareket ettiginden,
dolayisiyla Yunanistan’in adadaki barig ortamini bozarak kendi ¢ikarma
yonlendirmeye c¢alistigindan bahsetmektedir. “Makarios, sanki adanin tamamini
temsil ediyor gibi davranmaktadir.” Menderes bunu engellemek istemektedir.
Ancak Makarios’un arkasinda Yunanistan’m oldugunu, dolayisiyle Makarios’un
hareketlerini bu merkezde diisiinmek gerektigini sOylemektedir. Makarios,
Tiirklere gére korkak ve kisve altinda faaliyet gosteren bir tedhiscidir. Ingiltere
Hiikiimeti, Makarios’un durumu, adadaki fonksiyonu ve tedhis hareketleri
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hakkinda bilgi sahibidirler. Tiirk yetkilileri de Ingiltere’nin adada olup bitenleri
takip ettigini gérmekte ve Ingiltere'ye de, “sizin hareketlerinizden haberdariz”
demektedirler. Menderes Ingilizlere Makarios'a yiiz verilmemesi gerektigini
belirtmektedir (Kilgik, 1992: 318-20).

Menderes, Karadeniz Boélgesi’nde Ordu ve Samsun’da 16 Ekim 1957,
Adana’da 22 Ekim 1957°de konusmalar yapmis ve Kibris konusuna deginmistir.
Icerikleri birbirine benzer olan konusmasinda Menderes Kibris’taki halk ve
Kibris igin gerekirse savasa dahi girilebilecegini ifade etmektedir. Tiirkiye, ada
hakkinda kesin karar vermis, en koti ihtimalde dahi adadaki Tirkiye ¢ikarlarimi
korumaya azimli ve kararli oldugunu ortaya net bir sekilde koymustur. Bu
yaklagimin arkasinda muhaliflerinin sert elestirilerinin etkili oldugunu diistinmek
gerekmektedir (Kilgik, 1992: 380, 439). Milliyetcilik ve hassasiyetlerde her parti
kendinin en 6nde oldugunu sdylemekte ve kabulii i¢cin 6rnekler getirmektedir.

Besinci Menderes Hiikiimeti’nin 4 Aralik 1957°de Meclis’te okunan
programinda Tiirkiye’nin Yunanistan ile iyi iligskiler kurmak talebinde oldugu
belirtilerek, Kibris’in kuzeyinin Tiirklerin elinde kalmasi ve adada Tiirklerin
giivenliginin temin edilmesi gerekliligine deginilmistir. Programda belirtilen
hususlar1 hiikkiimet gergeklestirmeye g¢alismistir (Donem:11, Cilt:1, Tarih: 4
Aralik 1957; Kilgik, 1992: 53-54).

Adnan Menderes, NATO toplantisindan doniisiinde, Ankara Gari’nda toplanan
halka hitaben bir konusma yapmistir. Tiirkiye radyolarinda da yaymlanan
konusma 24 Aralik 1957°de gergeklesmistir. Menderes Kibris meselesinin
uluslararas1 arenada goriisiilmekte oldugunu, Tiirkiye’'nin ada ve bdlgedeki
giivenlik konusuyla ilgili girisimlerinin bolge barigmma katkida bulundugunu
belirtmistir. Bolgede ve NATO icerisinde baris ve huzur ortaminin yerlesmesi ve
yayginlasmasi i¢in Tirkiye’'nin bazi haklarindan feragat etmekte oldugu beyan
edilmistir. Tirkiye’nin bu hareketleriyle uluslararasi camiada destek bulacag:
timidi genel beklentidir (Kilgik, 1992: 77-78).

Menderes, ‘Kibris Tiirk’tiir Partisi’ Bagskan1 Doktor Fazil Kiigiik’e gonderilen
yeni yil kutlama mesajinda “Yavruvatan’da yasayan Tirk halkini unutmadigini
ve onlarin selametleri igin Tiirkiye nin ¢aligmakta oldugunu” belirtmektedir. Bu
durum, Tirkiye Cumbhuriyeti bagbakanlari tarafindan benzer sekilde dile
getirilmistir. Ancak zaman zaman gerekli adimlarin gerek ice gerekse disa
bagimli sebeplerle atilamadig1 da olmustur (Kilgik, 1992: 79).

28 Ocak 1958°de Kibris’ta meydana gelen kanli olaylarla ilgili AA’na verilen
demegte ‘Kibris’ta Rumlar tarafindan islenen cinayetlerin devam ettigi’
belirtilmistir. Ingiliz asker ve sivillerine yonelmis katlianin bundan bdyle daha
cok Tiirklere yoneldigi goriilecektir. Kibris Tiirk halkina bas sagligi dilenmis ve
Tiirkiye’nin destek olacagi taahhiit edilmistir (Kilgik, 1992: 107).

Bagbakanmn, Demokrat Parti Bursa i1 Kongresi’nde yaptigi konusmasi 10
Subat 1958 tarihli Zafer Gazetesi’nde yayinlanmigtir. Menderes, 12 Ada olarak
adlandirilan Ege Denizi adalarmin kaybedilmesinde rolleri olan parti ve
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mensuplarinin ~ Kibris  konusunda mevcut hiikiimeti  elestiremiyecegini
soylemektedir.'* Diger taraftan son bir yildir Kibris konusunda Tiirkiye nin
savundugu davada herhangi bir gerilemenin olmadigini, aksine istenilen hedefe
ulagsmak icin daha fazla iimitvar olduklarini beyan etmektedir. Bu da taksim
konusudur.

Bagbakan Adnan Menderes, 5 Haziran 1958 tarihli Millet Meclisi oturumunda
birka¢ defa kiirsiiye gelerek ¢esitli siyasal olaylar hakkinda agiklamalarda
bulunmustur. Kiirsiiye ikinci defa geldiginde Ismet inénii’niin politikasiyla ilgili
diisiincelerini agiklarken Kibrs ile ilgili fikirlerini de giindeme getirmistir."”

Ingiltere Kibris ile ilgili Tiirkiye’ye yeni bir plan sunmus ve Menderes plan ile
ilgili Ingiltere Bagbakan1 Harold Macmillan’a 14 Haziran 1958 tarihinde cevap
vermistir. Cevapta Ingilizlerin Akrotiri ve Dhekelia askeri iislerini ellerinde
tutmalarina onay verdigi anlasilmaktadir. Tiirkiye’nin adada Ingiliz askeri
varligint kabul etmesi distndiiriiciidiir. Tiirkiye bir taraftan taksim fikrini
tartisirken diger taraftan bu savinin gergeklesemeyebilecegini de gormektedir.
Menderes Hiikiimeti'nin tutumunun kamuoyunu tatmin etmeye yonelik oldugunu
ABD’nin Ankara Biiyiikelgisi (Hall) 14 Kasim 1958 tarihli Birlesik Devletler
Bakanligina bildirdigi belgede dile getirmektedir (Frus, 1958-1960, Vol.X, Part
1:17, Cyprus, 289). Uluslararast arenadaki bazi gerceklerin tamamiyla halka
anlatilamadig1 anlagilmaktadir.

Menderes, Macmillan’a gonderdigi mesajinda Tirkiye'nin Kibris ile ilgili
goriis ve savlarini, adadaki Dbiitlin gelismeleri 6zetlemistir. Tirklerin
Ingilizler’den beklentilerinin gergeklesmedigi ve bunun hayal kirikligina sebep
oldugu dile getirilmistir. Diger taraftan, Yunanistan’in adada yapmakta oldugu
tedhis ve kiskirtict hareketlerinin devam etmekte oldugunu, Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti
Hiikiimeti’nin Tirkiye ve Tiirk toplumu icin adada gerekeni yapmaya kararli
oldugunu Ingiltere’ye belirtmektedir. Ayn1 zamanda ikili ve coklu iliskilerin
baris ve karsilikli ¢ikarlari gozoniinde tutarak devam ettirilmesinden yana
oldugunu da ifade edilmistir (Kilgik, 1992: 276-79).

Adnan Menderes, Demokrat Parti Meclis Grubu’nun 24 Haziran 1958 tarihli
toplantisinda Kibris ile ilgili uzunca bir agiklamada bulunmustur. Tirkiye’nin
tizerine diisebilecek herhangi bir savunma ihtiyacin1 Milli Miicadele yillarindan
daha iyi yapabilecegini belirtmektedir. 1950'i yillarda Tiirkiye nin Istiklal Harbi
zamaninda oldugundan ¢ok daha iyi oldugu ifade edilmistir. Nitekim Tiirklerin
askeri 6zellikleri sebebiyle tarihin kaydettigi ender milletlerden birisi oldugu dile
getirilmistir. Stiphesiz Menderes Tiirkiye’nin her gegen giin iyiye gittigini
miisahede ederek, bunun milletvekilleri vasitasiyla da halka anlatilmasini
istemektedir. Tiirkiye’nin Kibris’1 bir milli dava olarak gordiigiinii ve bunun i¢in
gereken her ne olursa Tiirkiye’nin yapmaya hazir oldugunu Basbakan ilgililere
bildirmektedir.

Tiirkiye’de neden miting yapmaya izin verildigi ya da verilmedigi hususunda
da agiklamalarda bulunmustur. Ulke cikarlar1 gerekli olursa mitinglere imkan
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verildigi anlasilmaktadir. Menderes, yine daha Onceki beyanatlarinda oldugu
gibi, muhalefetten bazilarmin DP hiikiimetinin basarisiz olmasimi timit edip
beklediginden esefle bahsetmektedir. Burada milli bir davanin varlifindan sz
etmekte ve bu davanin Tiirkiye’nin menfaatleri dogrultusunda gergeklesmesi icin
biitiin gayretle galisildigini anlatmaktadir. Bazi hususlari agiklamayarak bunlarm
ileride ortaya ¢ikacagini ve DP hiikiimetinin Kibris konusunda neler yaptiginin
takdirle anilacagini belirtmektedir. Gergekten Kibris konusunun arsiviere
dayanan ¢alismalarmin detaylh bir sekilde yapilmas: gerekliligi ortadadir (Kilgik,
1992: 284-88).

Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti Bagbakant Adnan Menderes’in 1 Agustos 1958 tarihli
Kibris Tiirk halkina gonderdigi bir mesaj vardir. Menderes, Tiirkiye halkina
Kibris konusunda tatmin edici agiklamalar yapmakla kalmayip, ayni zamanda
Kibris Tiirk halkina sabir ve metanetle hakli davalarinda miicadelelerine devam
etmelerini sdylemektedir. Tiirkiye nin biitiin giicliyle, Kibris Tiirk Cemaati’nin
hakli davalarinda kendilerine destek olmaya devam edecegi gilivencesini
vermektedir. Tirkiye’nin ve Kibris Tiirk halkinin haklarinin yedirilmeyecegi
hususunda mesajiyla giiven ve garanti vermeye g¢alismaktadir (Kilgik, 1992:
311).

Anlasma

Menderes DP Meclis Grubu'nun 12 Subat 1959 tarihli toplantisinda Kibris
konusunun geldigi son sathalar1 ve anlagsma ile ilgili hususlar1 arkadaslarina
anlatmistir. Menderes, diplomatik bir nezakete ve sozlii anlagsmaya uygun olarak
once Yunan tarafinin anlagsmayr kendi kamuoyuna ve parlamentosuna
aciklamasmi beklemektedir. Aymi sekilde Ingiltere ile de yapilmakta olan
goriismeleri etkilememek icin, daha dogrusu bir emrivaki yapmamak igin
aciklama yapmamigtir.

Herhangi bir anlagmada taraflarin kazan-kazan sonucuna matuf caligtiklar
bilinmektedir. Bir tarafin kazanmasi1 demek, diger tarafin da kaybetmesini
gerekli kilmamaktadir. Her iki taraf da kazanacak oldugu hususlardan biraz
feragatle, kazanmakta esit hale getirilebilmektedir. Muhaliflerin, kazanirken
kaybetmeyi suistimal ederek emellerine ulagsmak istemeleri ise normal bir
davranistir. Bu nedenle, Tiirkiye’nin Kibris konusunda ‘kazandim’ diye
kamuoyuna agiklamalarda bulunmasi Yunan tarafin1 sikintiya sokacaktir. Bu
durumun Tiirkiye i¢in de gegerli oldugu unutulmamalidir.'® Menderes anlagmay1
kamuoyuna ve vekillere Yunanistan’dan sonra a¢iklamistir.

Kibris konusunda getin miicadeleler yapilarak anlagsmaya ulasilmistir. Her iki
tarafin (Yunan ve Tiirk) istedikleri kendilerince kismen gergeklesmistir. Diger
taraftan Ingiltere {isleri alarak hedefine ulagmus sayilabilir. Varilan sonucun
bolgeye baris getirmesi iimidiyle anlagilmasi 6nemlidir (TBMM Kitaplig1 Es. No
1972-1752, 33-45, Dosya n0:258; Kilgik, 1992: 29-31).
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Bagbakan Ziirih’teki Kibris goriigmeleriyle ilgili AA’na 13 Subat 1959’de bir
demeg¢ vermistir. Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk ile Eleftherios Venizelos arasinda
gecgen savas ve baris siirecini bilen ve hatirlatmaya ¢alisan Menderes, burada iki
iilkenin birbirine olan ihtiyaglarim1 ve dostane iligkilerin geregini ortaya
koymaktadir. Birlikte baris i¢inde calismanin her iki {ilkenin menfaatine
oldugunu dile getirmektedir. Nitekim Atatiirk’iin bu amaca matuf olarak Balkan
Pakti’'n1 1934 tarihinde kurmus olmasina dikkat ¢ekmistir. Aymi sekilde,
Menderes de Balkan Pakti'n1 9 Agustos 1954 tarihinde gerceklestirmistir.
Menderes, bolgede yapilmasi gerekli gordiigii girisimlerin ayni sekilde Atatiirk
tarafindan da yapildigini belirtmektedir. Nitekim gercgeklestirilen anlagmalarla
komsu iilkelerle ikili ve g¢oklu iligkilerin gelistirilecegini ve bunun bdlgeye
yansimasinin olumlu olacagini beklemektedir. Gerek Tiirkiye-Yunanistan,
gerekse Tiirkiye-Ingiltere arasindaki ikili ve coklu iliskilerin gesitli zamanlarda
farkli husumetlere ragmen dostane olabildigini ifade ederek dostluk icinde
devam edilebilecegine deginmektedir. Tiirkiye’nin bolge barigina katkida
bulunan ve bunun temini i¢in g¢alisan bir devlet oldugunu ve yapmis oldugu
olumlu girigimlerin diger devletlere de 6rnek teskil edecegine isaret etmektedir."”

Kibris’la ilgili Tiirkiye, Ingiltere, Yunanistan, Kibris Rum Kesimi ve Kibris
Tiirk Kesimi goriismeleri i¢in Londra’ya gitmekte olan Tiirk Heyeti’nin ugagi
Gatwick Havaalani’nda diismiis, Menderes’in kurtuldugu kazada 14 kisi hayatini
kaybetmisti. Bagbakan, tedavi i¢in kaldirildigi London Clinic’ten Tiirk Milleti’ne
18 Subat 1959 tarihinde bir radyo mesaji gondermistir (Kilgik, 1992: 41).'®
TBMM Bagkan1 Refik Koraltan’in kendisine yazmus oldugu ‘ge¢mis olsun’
mesajina 20 Subat 1959 tarihinde bir telgrafla cevap vermistir (Kilgik, 1992: 41).

ABD Bagkan1 Dwight Eisenhower Tiirkiye Basbakani Adnan Menderes’i
Kibris konusunda anlagsmaya varilmis olmasindan dolay: tebrik etmistir. Bu
tebrige Bagbakan Menderes 23 Subat 1959 tarihinde bir cevabi tesekkiir mesaji
gondermistir. Amerikan resmi belgeleri Amerika'nin tarafsiz kalmadigini
gostermektedir. Ingiltere ve Yunan tarafinda oynayan Amerika’nin tutumunu
Menderes’in bilmemesi diisiiniilemez. Ancak diplomatik usullere uygun olarak
nazik bir tebrige yine ikili iligkilerin zedelenmemesi adina nazik bir sekilde
cevabi yazinin kaleme alindig1 goriilmektedir (Kilgik, 1992: 42).

Tiirkiye Biiyiik Millet Meclisi’'nde 1959 yil1 biitgesinin karara baglanacag: giin
Disisleri Bakani Kibris konusuyla ilgili agiklamalarda bulunmustur. Aym
oturumda ii¢ milletvekilinin, Atif Benderlioglu, Baha Aksit ve Mazlum Kayalar,
izlenen politika ve yapilan aciklamanin olumlu oldugu yoniindeki Onergesi
oylanarak kabul edilmistir. Basbakan Menderes, oylamadan sonra s6z alarak
milletvekillerine tesekkiir etmistir. Kibris meselesinin halli konusunda ugraslarin
ve alman sonucun Tiirkiye i¢in yapildigint soylemistir (Dénem 11, Cilt 7, Tarih:
28 Subat 1959; Kilgik, 1992: 44).

Kibris meselesiyle ilgili olarak Disisleri Bakani, imzalanmasi kararlastirilan
anlagmanin Meclis’e gelecegini belirtmisti. Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi’ne mensup
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alt1 milletvekilinin verdigi bir 6nergede de Meclis’in 1958’de ‘taksim’ yOniinde
karar aldigi, bugiin ise yeni bir durumun belirdigi, bunun da ayr1 bir goriisme
gerektirdigi dile getirilmisti. Bagbakan bu konu iizerine de konusmus ve yeni
gelinen durumun da bir bagar1 oldugunu agiklamaya calismistir (Kilgik, 1992:
47).

Sonug¢

Kibris konusu, 1950’1i yillarin 6zellikle ikinci devresinde Tiirk dis politikasina
yon veren ve derinden etkileyen dnemli bir konudur. 1950’li yillardan beridir
Tiirkiye’nin ikili ve c¢oklu iliskilerinde Kibris daima oOniine ¢ikmis ve
coziimlenmesi icin ¢ok yonlii ¢aligmalar yapilmistir. Kibris konusu hala Tiirkiye
ve bolge tilkeleri i¢in giindemin énemli maddelerinden birisi olarak uluslararasi
iligkilerde yerini almaktadir.

Kibris meselesinin ortaya ¢ikisi, devam eden ikili ve ¢oklu goriismeler
sirasinda ve Kibris Cumbhuriyeti’nin kurulugsunda, Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti
Bagbakani’nin gériislerinin bilinmesi 6nemlidir. Kibris Cumhuriyeti’ni kuran
anlagmalara ulasilirken nelerle karsilagildigi ve bunlarin bagbakanin ifadelerinde
degerlendirilmesi Kibris aragtirmalari igin olduk¢a 6nemli olmalidir.

Kibris konusu 1950°1i yillarda halka, basina, Demokrat Parti Meclis Grubu’na
ve Tirkiye Biiylik Millet Meclisi Genel Kurulu’na miikerrer defa anlatilmus,
tartistlmis ve tiizerinde hararetle konugmalar yapilmstir. Kibris ile ilgili
gerceklestirilmis ve gerceklestirilecek olan icraatlarin, yoneticiler tarafindan
kendisini sorumlu hissettigi topluluklara agiklanmasi Tiirk devlet yonetimi
geleneklerinden oldugu kadar, demokrasinin de geregidir. Menderes, muhtelif
yer ve zamanlarda yapmis oldugu konusma, demeg ve beyanatlariyla Kibris ile
ilgili, hiikiimetlerinin yapmis oldugu icraatlar ve yine aymi konuda farkli
zamanlarda yapmay1 diisiindiikleri gorlislerini anlatmig ve bir nevi hesap
vermistir.

Menderes, hiikiimetinin Kibris politikasini ve icraatlarmi sadece Kibris ve
Tiirkiye’deki Tiirklere degil, ayn1 zamanda yabanci basin mensuplar1 vasitasiyla
da tiim diinya kamuoyuna anlatmaya gayret etmistir. Tiirkiye’nin ¢ikarlar i¢in
diinya siyasetini de kendince yoOnlendirme ve dis diinyadan destek bulma
gayretindedir. Agiklamalarin muhteviyati hitap edilen topluluga gore teknik
detaylara girerek agirlasabilmekte ya da genellenebilmektedir. Mesajlarin yerine
tam olarak ulagmasi i¢in konusmalarin ayarlanmasi gerekmis ve Menderes bu
konuya azami dikkat ederek genelde tatmin edici beyanatlarda bulunmustur.

Menderes, beyanatlarinda zamanimin duru Tirkgesini kullanmakla birlikte,
zaman zaman da Osmanli Tirkgesi’nin yaninda Avrupal terim ve kelimeleri
kullandigi  goriilmektedir. Menderes’in  yetistigi ¢evrelerin  etkisinin  de
sOyleyislerine yansidigi anlasilmaktadir. Konusmalarini, hitap ettigi toplulugun
egitim durumuna ve teknik konularin gerekliligine goére ayarlayabilmistir.
Hitabet bakimindan basarili bir hatiptir.
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Menderes Kibris konusunu degerlendirirken, Alan Lennox Boyd’un, ingiliz
Avam Kamerasi’'nda Miistemlekeler Bakani olarak Kibris’la ilgili konugmasinda
iki 6nemli nokta bulmustur. Birincisi, Ingilizler Kibris’1 serbest birakabilecek
olmakla birlikte Ingiliz hakimiyetinin bir sekilde devamliiginin istenmesi
Ingiltere’nin yeni girisimlerde bulunabilmesi i¢in adadaki Rumlarin terdrist
faaliyetlerinin durdurulmasidir. Ikincisi, ‘Kibris’ta anayasanin uygulanabilmesi
icin temel sartlarin ger¢eklesmesinden sonra, ada halkinin goriisiine miiracaat
edilebilir’ denilerek Rumlara oldugu gibi Tirklere de self-determinasyon hakki
verilecektir. Menderes, Radcliff Raporu’nu incelemis ve iizerinde
caligilabilecegine karar verilmistir. Ada halkinin kendi gelecegini kendisinin
tespiti ile ilgili hususta, adada iki farkli toplumun bulundugu, Tiirklerin ve
Rumlarm ayr1 ayr1 temsillerinin yapilmasi gerektigi goriisii ortaya ¢ikmis, bu da
adada ‘taksim’e gidilmesinin Tiirkler’in lehine olacagi goriistini ortaya
cikarmustir. “Goriisler tartisilarak olgunlastirilmali” kaanati olusmustur.

1950°1i yillar Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi’'nin muhalefet oldugu yillardir. Arka
arkaya li¢ se¢im kaybedilmesi CHP’nin muhalefetlik anlayisinin olduk¢a
sertlesmesine ve yerli yersiz ¢ikislarina sebebiyet verebilmistir. Diger taraftan
DP yetkilileri de bu ¢ikiglara sert cevaplar verirken, muhalefetin elestirilerini
nankorliik, hatta hiyanetlik olarak degerlendirebilmislerdir. Nitekim bunun pek
¢ok ornegini Menderes ile CHP milletvekillerinin meclis ve basindaki konusma
ve beyanatlarinda bulmak miimkiindjir.

Muhalefetten, “Disisleri Bakani’nin adayr Yunanistan’a vermek diisiincesinde
oldugu” iddiasi yapilmistir. Taksim meselesini CHP Meclis’te tartisirken,
“adanmn bir kismini Yunanistan’a mu veriyorsunuz” seklindeki yaklasimina
“Tiirkiye’ye Kibris’in tamamryla teslim edilmedigi, dolayisiyla goriigmelerde
‘nereye kadar gidilecek?’ sorusuna bir cevabin verilmesinin yerinde olmadig1”
dile getirilmistir. Tiirkiye, adadaki Tiirklerin hicbir sekilde azinlik olarak Rum
yonetimine birakilmasina izin vermeyecegini 6nemle vurgulamustir.

Adaya verilebilecek olan yonetim seklinin uzun zaman tartisildigi, Lord
Radcliffe Raporu’nun da Menderes hiikiimeti tarafindan detayli olarak defaten
incelendigi ve miizakere edildigi Menderes’in konusmalarindan anlasiimaktadir.

Muhalefetin Kibris konusunu kullanarak i¢ politika yaptigini da sikayet
etmekte ve dig politika meselelerinin i¢ politika malzemesi olarak
kullanilmamas1 gerektigini ifade etmektedir. CHP’ye, yaptig1 12 Ada hatasini
hatirlatmakta ve CHP nin elestirilerini kabul etmemektedir (Erer, 1966: 513).

Menderes, Yunanistan ile yapilan gorlisme ve sonuglarimi degerlendirirken
Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk ile Eleftherios Venizelos drnegine miiracaat etmektedir.
Girigimlerinin mesruiyet zeminini Atatiirk ile 6zdestirirken, CHP’yi ve tutumunu
elestirmektedir.”

Kibris’taki haklarin ilk defa DP hiikiimetlerince ele alindigini, CHP’nin bu
konuda herhangi bir girisiminin bulunmadigmi soylemektedir. Kibris’taki
120,000 ve Tiirkiye’deki 25 milyon Tirk’iin gilivenligi ve varliginin higbir
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sekilde tehlikeye atilmayacag: agiklikla ifade edilmistir. Girit adasinin akibetinin
yasanmasina DP hiikiimetince izin verilmeyecegi belirtilmistir (Giliveng, 1984:
42). Gerekli onlem alinmaz ise Girit’te gerceklesenlerin Kibris’ta da
yasanabilecegine Rauf R. Denktag da dikkat cekmistir (Denktas, 2005: 9-17).

Kibris’ta ingiliz politikalar1 geregi Tiirkiye’ye gd¢miis Tiirklerin, Ingiliz
hakimiyetinden ziyade Tiirk idaresinde yasamak istemelerinden dolay1 adadan
ayrildiklar1 séylenmistir. Ingilizlerin politikalarinin zaman zaman tam olarak
anlagilamadigr  goriilmektedir. Kibris adasinin  dost olmayan idarelere
verilmesinin tehlikesinin farkindadirlar. Tirkiye’nin giivenligi ve ticari
hayatinda 6nemli yeri olan Kibris’a sahip ¢ikilmast gerekliligi bilinmektedir.
Kibris’in Tiirkiye’ye verilmeyeceginin de farkindadirlar. Uretilen politikalar bu
gercek dikkate almarak yapilmistir. Taksim’i Tiirkiye’nin adaya yerlesmesi
olarak degerlendirmektedirler. Tiirkiye’nin hayale kapilmadan, “gergekei
politikalarla taksim icin ¢alismalidir” saviyla, Radcliff Raporu basta olmak iizere
Kibris ile ilgili planlar {izerine goriismeler gerceklestirilmistir. Tiirkiye iliml ve
uzlagmaci bir tutum sergilerken, Yunanistan ve Kibrisli Rumlar, 1955 yilinda
onerilen 1. MacMillan Plani, 1. ve II. Harding Planlari, 1956°da Radcliff Plani,
1958°de II. Macmillan Planlarmi kabul etmeyerek, ‘enosis’ igin ¢atigmalarina
devam etmislerdir (Cerrahoglu, 1998: 11; Manisali, 2004: 28-32).

Kibris meselesinin ¢dziimiinde, Yunanistan’in Bati devletleri nezdindeki
‘firsatg1 ve asir1’ tavirlarina kargilik, Tiirkiye’nin uluslararast iligkilerde ‘itinali
ve dikkatli’ bir politika takip edilmesi hassasiyetinde oldugu anlasilmaktadir.
Ingiltere’de iktidar partisinin degismesiyle Ingilizlerin tutumunun degisebilecegi
elestirilerine, ‘Tiirkiye’nin savunmakta oldugu hususlarda bir degisiklik
yapilmadan yeni hiikimete de Tirkiye’nin diisiince ve yaklagimlar
anlatilacaktir’ denilerek, izlenen yolun devlet politikasi oldugu belirtilmistir.
Ingiltere’nin,  self-determinasyon  sisteminin  uygulanmasini  sartlara
baglamasinin, adadaki egemenliklerini bir sekilde devam ettirmek istemeleri
olarak yorumlanmustir. Menderes hiikiimetlerinin diinya ile yapilan dis siyasette
Tiirkiye’nin soziine giivenilen ve herkesin saygi duydugu, uluslararasi prensipler
dahilinde hareket eden, saygideger bir devlet olarak davranmasi gerektigi,
kazanimlarin kdotiiye gitmemesi igin gerekenleri yapmasi konusunda hassas
oldugu beyan edilmektedir. Menderes, Tiirkiye’nin dis siyasetinde, Kibris
konusuyla koseye sikistirilmasimin miimkiin olmadig1 bilincinde olsa da, Kibris
nedeniyle wuluslararasi1 miinasebetlerin de zora sokulmamasi gerektigini
vurgulamaktadir. Kibris ile de baglantili olan 6-7 Eylil olaylar1 iizerine
tartigmalar da yasanmustir.

Menderes, Yunanlarin ve Rumlarin Kibris’1t Yunanistan’in bir par¢ast yapmak
icin tedhis hareketlerini artirarak devam ettiklerini, ancak Ingilizlerin karsi
koydugunu, Tiirkiye’nin meseleyi yakindan takip ettigini, Tiirkiye nin goriisiiniin
Londra’da toplanmis olan konferansta diinyaya duyuruldugunu belirtmektedir.
Gergekten Kibris’ta artan g¢atigmalarin sonuglandirilmast amaciyla Tiirkiye,
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Ingiltere ve Yunanistan arasinda 1958 ve 1959 yillarinda pek gok goriismeler
yapitlmistir. Ziirih ve Londra Konferanslari ile ilkeler arasinda uzlagma
saglanmig ve bu goriismeler ve anlagsmalar ‘Kibris Cumhuriyeti’nin temelini
atrmszt(l)r (Cerrahoglu, 1998: 11; Manisali, 2004: 28-32; Ozdemir, 1997: 50-
200).

Menderes, adada kalic1 ¢6ziim i¢in fedakarliklarm yapildigimi belirtmektedir.
Adada taksim’e gidilmesi Menderes’in fedakarligidir. Eger taksim’e gidilmezse,
Rumlar ile esit sartlarda yapilacak olan bir anlasmanin da Tiirkler tarafindan
kabul edilebilecegi, bunun da ayni sekilde Tiirkler agisindan en son fedakarlik
olarak gosterildigi anlagilmaktadir.

Menderes, Kibris’taki gelismelerin  GbAU’ndeki gelismelerle baglantili
olduguna ABD ve Sovyetler Birligi arasindaki giic miicadelesinin uzantisina
dikkat ¢ekmektedir. ABD, Bat1 Bloku’nun ve NATO’nun lideri olarak Tiirkiye
ve Yunanistan arasinda ihtilaflarin biiyiimesini istemez iken, Rusya NATO nun
zayiflamasi icin ¢alismaktadir. Ingiltere ise, diinya iizerindeki somiirgelerini
elinden c¢ikarmaya calisirken, adadaki tsleri muhafaza edilmek kosuluyla
Kibris’tan ¢ekilmeye karar vermistir (Henze, 2000: 16; Manisali, 2004: 25-26).

Bagbakan Menderes, Ingiltere’nin “miistemlekelerinin ekonomik yiikiinden
kurtulmak isterken, adadaki hakimiyetlerini devam ettirmek istediginin” kismen
de olsa farkindadir. ingilizler Kibris’m yiikiinden kurtulurken, ada ile bir
baglantinin varligimi istemektedirler. Menderes hiikiimeti keyfiyetin tam
anlamiyla farkinda degildir (Erdemir, 2002: 107-121).

Bu arada, donemin diinya giiglerinin bolge {izerindeki ileriye doéniik
diisiincelerinden faydalanmaya calisan Yunanistan, adada ilk kez Makarios ile
baslatilan tedhis hareketleri ile yetinmeyip, self-determinasyon meselesini 1954
yilinda Birlesmis Milletler’e getirmisti. Yunanistan, ada niifusunun ¢ogunlugunu
olusturan Rumlar'm “Kibris gelecegini tayin etme hakkina sahip olmalidir”
gorligiinii  kabul ettirmeye c¢alismuslar, ancak Birlesmis Milletler Siyasi
Komisyonu bu 6neriyi reddetmistir (Cerrahoglu, 1998: 11). Tiirkiye, Yunanlarla
yakin ge¢miste yasanmis olan koétii tecriibeler sebebiyle ihtiyatli davranmakla
birlikte, en azindan Balkanlar'da dostlugun devamliligt ve tesisi i¢in 9 Agustos
1954 yilinda Balkan Pakti’n1 imzaladigindan dolay1 Yunanistan’in ayaklar1 yere
basan akliselim politikalar takip edecegi diisiincesindedir.

Yunanistan aday1 silahlandirmakta ve diinya bunu seyretmektedir. Menderes
bunu diinyaya duyurmaya ¢aligmaktadir. Gii¢lerini Yunanistan'dan alan adadaki
Rum liderlerinin ‘kat1 ve pesin fikirli’ yaklasimlar1 Tiirk hiikiimeti tarafindan
gozardi edilmemis ve ilan edilmeye calisilmistir. Kibris Bagpiskoposu
Makarios’un ¢esitli zamanlarda aciklamalar1 bulunmakta ve aday1 Yunanistan’a
baglamaya ¢alismaktadir.?' flerleyen dénemde Kibris Bagpiskoposu Makarios I1I
ve Girne Kilisesi Papazinin, Ingiliz yetkililerce Kibris’ta huzursuzluk ve EOKA
teroristleriyle birlikte ¢alismalar1 sebebiyle ve Kibris’ta bir anlasma zemininden
kagma ve engelleme ile ilgili ¢aligmalarindan dolay1 9 Mart 1956°da tutuklanarak
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Seychelles adasina siiriilmeleri, Rumlar’in ada {izerindeki hirsli ve uzlagsmadan
uzak tavirlarini ortaya koymaktadir (Ozdemir, 1997: 102).

Ingiltere, papazlart milli cikarlar1 gerektiinde tutuklamis, gerektiginde
birakmustir. Tiirkiye gelismelerden hoslanmasa da iliskileri bozmadan
meselelerini ¢ozmeye ¢aligmistir. Yunanistan’in papazlar ile isbirliginde oldugu
ilan edilmektedir.

Anlagmalarin kamuoyuna agiklanmalarinda nezaket olgiilerine dikkat edilmis
ve bu en fedakarane olan Tiirkiye tarafindan gerceklestirilmistir. Tirkiye
gergekei bir politika ile taksimi tartigmisg, taksimin niifusa gore degil miilkiiyete
gore yapilmasint istemistir.

Kibris tam olarak higbir kuvvetin eline ge¢cmemeli seklinde bir yaklagim
genelde biitiin taraflarca istenmektedir. Menderes’in bazi agiklamalarinin
Ingiltere’nin savundugu goriislere yakinligi dikkati cekmektedir (Giiveng, 1984:
54). Tiirk cikarlarina uygun Ingiliz fikir ve diisiinceleri Tiirk hiikiimetince ileriye
siiriilmekte ve savunulabilmektedir. Elestirilen bu politikalarin kolaycilikla ve
kabul edilebilirlikle baglantis1 olmalidir. Tiirkiye yeterince fedakarlik yaptigini
diisinmektedir. Bunu yaparken bolge ve Tiirkiye gilivenligini dikkate aldigini
belirtmektedir.

Iktidar-muhalefet ~arasindaki tartismalar, Bagbakan’in halka yaptig1
konusmalara yansimigtir. Menderes’in halka hitaben yaptig1 konusmalarda, daha
duygulu ve coskulu ifadeler kullanmaktadir. Kibris Tiirk halkinin korunacagiyla
ilgili agiklamalar yapilmaktadir.

Kibris Cumbhuriyeti kurulurken Basbakan Adnan Menderes’in ilgili
calismalari, aciklamalar1 ve konusmalarinin analizi ilk defa kapsamli bir sekilde
gerceklestirilmistir.  Kibris konusunda benzer arastirmalarin  yapilarak
nesredilmesi Kibris’in anlagilmasini ve ¢6ziim Onerilerinin - kavranmasini
kolaylagtiracaktir.

Notlar

! Devletlerin dis politikalarin1 olusturan fiziki ve ¢evre sartlarinin rolleri ve teorik
tartigmalari i¢in bkz. Sonmezoglu, 2005: 509-610.

2 Kibris adasmin cografi, beseri ve ekonomik ozellikleri hakkinda genis bilgi igin bkz.
(Ozey, 2004: 209-220). Kibris’in cografyasi ve tarihi nemi hakkinda bkz. Celik, 2005;
Gedikli, 2003: 17-33.

* ingilizlerin Kibris politikasi ve ‘Kibris Sorununun ortaya ¢ikarilmasi ve
sonuglandirilmast siirecindeki Ingiliz politikalarmin degerlendirilmesi ve analizi igin bkz,
Erdemir, 2002: 107-121.

*Yanligliklarin zabit katiplerinin gerekli yabanci dili ve yazim sekillerini bilmemelerinden
kaynaklanmis olmalidir. Yanlis yazimlar katiplerin yetersiz egitim ve bilgisizligi sadece
bu donemle sinirlt kalmayip aym1 zamanda Osmanli son dénem kayitlarinda da sik sik
rastlanmaktadir. Diger taraftan batililigmanin ve batiya hayranligin bir yansimasi ve
bunun politikacilarin hayranliklarinin  konugmalarinda tezahiirii olarak goriilmelidir.
Nitekim dilde yozlagsma ve yabanci kelimelerin kullanilarak, toplumun genelinden kendini
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farkli gérme egilimi diin oldugu gibi bugiin de devam eden bir davranig bi¢imi olarak
varlig1 goriilmektedir (Erdemir, 2001: 4-6).

> “Giineydogu Asya Ulkeleri® ifadesinin tarihi, cografi, siyasi ve kiiltiirel bakimdan
‘Ortadogu’ kelimesinden daha dogru olacagi kanaatindeyiz.

® Amerikan belgelerinde Yunanistan Kraligesi Frederika’min Cabot Lodgen 3 Kasim
1958°de ziyaret ettigi ve ABD’nin eger Yunanistan’a desteklerini vermeyecekler ise en
azindan tarafsizliklarini ortaya koymalarini talep ettigini belirtmektedir. Konuyla ilgili
goriismeler ve konusulan konular i¢in bkz: 3 Kasim 1958 tarihli Foreign Relations of the
United States (FRUS), 1958-1960, Vol.X, Part 1:17 Cyprus; FRUS, 1958-1960, Vol.X,
Part 1:17 Cyprus, 286). 10 Kasim 1958 tarihiyle ABD’nin Atina Biiyiikelgisi
(Riddleberger) merkezine bildirdigi bir belgede Karamanlis ve Averoff’un Bonn sehrine
ucmadan evvel kendisinden Kibris konusunda ABD’nin goriisiinii  sorduklarini
belirtmektedir (FRUS, 1958-1960, Vol.X, Part 1:17 Cyprus, 287).

7 Yunanistan 1950'i yillarda oldugu gibi 1980'li ve 19901 yillarda da Kibris’
karistirmaya ve Tiirkiye’yi Kibris araciligiyla kendi ¢ikarlart dogrultusunda sikistirmaya
devam etmistir. PKK terdr orgiitiine Kibris’ta ve Yunanistan’da lojistik destek, askeri
egitim, silah ve mithimmat desteginde bulunmustur. Yunanistan, Tiirkiye’ye yonelik
organize terdr eylemlerine ¢ok farkli yonlerden yardim etmistir. Yunan askeri ve siyasi
yetkililerinin Beka vadisinde ve Suriye’de konuslanan teroristlere destek verdikleri
fotografli belgelerle tespit edilmistir (Erdemir, 2006: 113-136). PKK terdristlerinin bast
A. Ocalan igin, Giiney 'Kibris Cumhuriyeti' pasaportu Mavros Lazaros adiyla Lefkosa’da
diizenlemislerdir. Biitiin bu belgeler, Yunanistan’in terdrizmi agik bir sekilde 1950°li
yillarda EOKA teréristlerine vermis oldugu destekle ortaya koymakla birlikte gliniimiizde
de ayni sekilde hala desteklemekte oldugunu gosteren delillerdir. Tiirkiye’yi yonetenlerin
Yunanistan’in olumsuz girisimleri ve terér faaliyetlerine destek verdiginin tescili ve
gerekli islemlerin yaptirilmasi hususunda daha aktif insiyatif alabilirlerdi. Belki bu
Tiirkiye acisindan bir gerekliliktir. Tiirkiye nin ¢ikarlarini korumak ve saglamak amaciyla
uluslararasi kuruluslar nezdinde Yunanistan’in durumu tescil edilebilir ve Tiirkiye lehine
degerlendirilebilir. Tiirkiye’nin savundugu hususlarda terdérizmin etkileri ve Tiirkiye’ye
karg1 terérii kimlerin destekledigi ortaya ¢ikarilirsa bu Tiirkiye agisindan avantaj
olabilecektir.

8 Kibris Bagpiskoposu Makarios, 20 Ekim 1950 tarihinde “Kutsal bildigim degerler
lizerine yemin ederim ki milli bagimsizligimiz i¢in ¢alisacagim ve hi¢ bir zaman Kibris’1
anakara Yunanistan ile birlestirme politikasindan ayrilmayacagim" seklinde yemin ederek
gelecekte yapacaklarini kutsal bagit altina almistir. Nihayet 13 Aralik 1959 yilinda da
"Sekiz yiiz yildir adanin yonetimi ilk defa Yunan eline ge¢mistir" diyerek ada iizerinde
varilan anlagsmay1 bile adanin Yunanlarin eline gegmesi olarak degerlendirmistir. Yine
Makarios’un 14 Mart 1971 yilinda yapmis oldugu bir konusmasindan, "Kibris Yunan’dir.
Tarihin dogusundan beridir Yunan’d: ve Yunan olarak devam edecektir. Pargalanmadan
elimize gecirecegiz ve parcalanmadan koruyacagiz ve yine pargalanmamis olarak
Yunanistan’a verecegiz" diyerek Kibris ile ilgili yaptiklarini ve yapilmasi gerekenleri
acikca ortaya koymustur. Ada’da Cumhurbagkani olarak secilen Makarios I1I bu gorevine
gelmeden once ve geldikten sonra Kibris ile ilgili temel hedeflerinin enosis oldugunu her
zaman her ortamda gostermistir Konuyla ilgili detayli belgeler igin bkz. (Faulds, 1988: 5;
Kiirsat & Altan ve Egeli, 1978: 117-135).

® Uluslararast iligkilerin ve dis politikanin i¢ politikada kullanimyla ilgili teorik ve pratik
ornekler i¢in bkz. Sonmezoglu, 2005: 235-250.
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1% ingiliz yetkililer, EOKA terdristleriyle birlikte ¢aligarak, Kibris’ta huzursuzluk
¢ikarmalar1 ve Kibris’ta bir anlasma zemininden kagma ve engelleme ile ilgili ¢alismalart
dolayisiyla Kibris Baspiskoposu Makarios ve Girne Kilisesi Papazin1 9 Mart 1956’da
tutuklayarak Seychelles adasina stirmiislerdi (Macmillan, 1971: 223).

"ingiltere Bagbakani Harold Macmillan 1956 yil igin adadaki ¢6ziim igin tek gikar yolun
taksim oldugu kanaatinde olup Disisleri Bakanligi elemanlarina taksim meyaninda
caligmalar yapmasi konusunda direktif vermistir (Macmillan, 1971: 224). Ingiliz Disisleri
Bakanligi elemanlarindan Lord Radcliffe’in planinda 6ne siiriilen anayasal diizen i¢inde
Tiirk ve Rumlarm temsil edildigi planin Yunanlarca kabul edilmedigini ve siddete yonelik
saldirilarin devam ettigini sdylemektedir. Yunanistan yetkililierinin ve Kibrisli Rumlarin
tek istedigi enosis veya 'hi¢ bir sey'dir. Diger taraftan enosis i¢in bir girisim ger¢eklesecek
olursa bu gelismenin Tiirkiye ile Yunanistan arasinda bir savas sebebi olacag1 Ingilizlerce
bilinmektedir. Ug devlet arasinda, Ingiltere, Yunanistan ve Tiirkiye, Kibris meselesinin
¢tkmasinda Snemli bir yer tutan Papazlar her seyden 6nce Kibris Rumlarini organize
etmekle kalmamis Yunanistan’dan gizlice adaya asker ve goniilliller sokarak enosis’i
gerceklestirmeye caligmislardir. Kibris’m bir “Yunan adast’ haline getirilebilmesi igin
sivil ve askeriye mensubu Ingilizler’e kars1 miicadeleye girmisler ve saldirilar1 organize
etmislerdir. Zamanla adadaki Ingilizler’in yaninda Tiirkler de silahlarin hedefine alimr
olmusglardir. Adadaki biitiin gizli ve agik terdr girisimlerinde bulunan, biitiin ¢atigmalar
organize ederek ada insanlarmi kiskirtan Papazlar1 serbest birakan, Ingiltere Basbakani
Harold Macmillan idi. Serbest birakmanin sebebi, yine adadaki terdr orgiitii EOKA ile
ilgilidir. EOKA, eger Makarios III serbest birakilirsa vahset eylemlerine ara vereceklerini
beyan etmistir. Bunun iizerine Basbakan Macmillan adadaki durumu Ingilizler lehine
cevirebilmek icin bir arastirma yaptirarak Makarios’u Ingiliz hiikiimetine zarar
vermeyecek sekilde serbest birakma yollarini aramistir. Nihayet NATO’yu da araci olarak
kullanarak kendi Parlamentosu’nun da destegini almis ve serbest birakilma islemini
gerceklestirtmistir. Bu gelisme lizerine Lord Salisbury Macmillan't protesto ederek istifa
etmistir. Adadaki Amerikan beklentisi ise Menderes'in beklentisi ve talebi aleyhine adanin
enosis’i yoniindedir. Ancak Amerikalilarin bu beklentisi Tiirklerin kars1 koymalar
neticesinde istenilen sekilde tezahiir edememis ve Batili miittefiklerin istekleri baska bir
zamana ertelenmistir (Eden, 1960: 412, 415; Macmillan, 1971: 225-30). Makarios III’lin
Ingiliz Bagbakam tarafindan serbest birakilmas1 adada gelisen sartlarin Ingiliz cikarlarina
daha uygun hale getirilmesi icindir. Ingilizler Kibris’ta askeri {islerini elden ¢ikarmadan
ada iizerindeki hakimiyetlerini devamli kilmak istemektediler. Bu meyanda degisik
planlar iizerinde ¢alisarak Yunanlar’i, Tiirkler’i ve diinya efkar1 umumiyesini tatmine
calismiglardir. Nitekim amaglarinin tezahiirii i¢in Papazlari tutuklamis ve gerektiginde
serbest birakmislardir. Gelisen yeni sartlar daha 6nceki sartlardan farklilastig1 icin Ingiliz
cikarlar1 gelisen olaylara gore degistirilmis ve giincellenmistir (Yavuzalp, 1993: 29-30;
Makarios ve taraftarlariin adadaki faaliyetleri hakkinda ayrica bkz. Cerrahoglu, 1998:
10-14; http://www.encyclopedia.com/html/M/Makarios.asp; Gibbons, 2003: 21-23;
http://en. wikipedia.org/wiki/Makarios; Fehmi, 1992: 34-35).

"2 Diger taraftan Amerika ve Ingiltere’ye de Tiirkiye nin aleyhine olabilecek politikalar
iretmemesi i¢in Tirk yetkililerince Tirkiye’ye bolgede ihtiyaglart oldugu izlenimi
verilmeye gayret edilmektedir. Nitekim bugiin Tirkiye komsulariyla iligkilerini
gelistirmeye gayret sarfederken Amerika’y1 ve onun en yakin miittefiki olan Ingiltere’yi
gbz ardi etmesi imkansiz gibidir. Halen Amerika ve Ingiltere birleserek Irak’1 isgal etmek
suretiyle zaten Tiirkiye’ye komsu olmus durumdadirlar. Diger taraftan bu durumdan
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hosnut olmayan bdlge giiglerinin yaninda global eksende kendilerine rol bigen giigler de
bolgedeki ¢ikar catigmalarina bazen goriiniir bir sekilde, bazen de gizli bir sekilde
katilmaktadirlar. Bolgedeki karmagik ve hassas dengeler, politikalarin ¢ok ince hesaplarla
uzun vadeli planlarin yapilmasini ve dikkatli bir sekilde uygulanmasini gerektirmektedir.
Erdogan hiikiimetinin zaman zaman yapmis oldugu hatali yaklasimlarin global giiglerin
girisimleriyle dengelenebildigi uluslararasi politikalarin uygulamalarinda goriilmektedir.
Bu konuda farkli yaklagimlart gérmek i¢in bkz. Kaynak ve Giirses, 2005: 11-123;
Zahariadis ve Alp, 1979: 3-22.

3 Konugmalara yanstyan tipik iktidar-muhalefet ¢atismasidir. Muhalefet partisi
mensuplart hiikiimetin her yaptigimi 'yanlis' olarak gérmekte ve yaygara yapmakta iken,
iktidardakiler 1ise muhalefetin 'sebepsiz karalama' c¢aligmalarinda olduklarindan
yakinmaktadirlar. Benzer yaklagimlar Tiirkiye politikasinda ge¢gmisten gelecege yanstyan
uygulamalar olarak varligini korumaktadir. Bu yaklagimlar, demokrasinin ve hosgdriiniin
tam anlamiyla ve biitiin kurumlariyla yerlesmesi ve uygulamaya ge¢mesiyle baglantili bir
husus olup olgunlugu gerekli kilmaktadir. Yapilmakta olan ve yapilacak olan iglerin
sisteminin ve kurallarinin yerlesmesi her ferdin de bunlari bilmesiyle demokratik ortamin
olusmas1 miimkiindiir. Tktidar icin ‘dogru’, muhalefettekiler icin ‘yanlis’ olarak
nitelendirilen bir husus, muhalefettekilerin iktidara gelmesiyle yanlis olmaktan ¢ikarilip
tekrar dogru olarak vasiflandirilabiliyorsa, yapilan yersiz ve mesnetsiz elestiriler
bitmeyerek kisir dongii siirlip gidecektir. Yersiz ve mesnetsiz tartigmalara sahit olan Tiirk
halk: da politikacilara ve savunduklari konulara inanmayacaklardir. Bu durum siyasetin
yozlagsmasina ve halkin siyaset¢iye olan giiven bunalimina neden olacaktir. Tiirkiye, siyasi
bunalima neden olan tartigmalarmn yasandig1 ve devam ettigi bir lilkedir.

' Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi’nin iktidarda oldugu II. Diinya Savasi’nin hemen akabinde,
ftalya ‘12 Ada’ olarak bilinen Ege Denizi’ndeki bazi adalari birakacagim belirttiginde,
Halk Partisi hiikiimeti bu teklifi kabul etmeyerek ‘hayir’ cevabi vermistir. 12 Ada boylece
Yunanistan’a kalmistir. 12 Ada hakkindaki ayrintili gelismeler hakkinda bkz. Bilge, 1996:
20-35; Bilge, 2000: 209-222; Hakimiyet-i Milliye Gazetesi 10 Subat 1958; Kil¢ik, 1992:
113.

'S Menderes’in Ismet Inénii hakkindaki iddialan gergek ise, Tiirk politikacilarnin kendi
menfaatleri i¢in Tiirkiye’yi ne kadar ¢ikmaza ve olumsuzluga ittikleri ortaya ¢ikmaktadir
ki durum acidir, hazindir ve diisiindiiriiciidiir. Tarihimizde memleketi igin dogru oldugunu
miitalaa ederek bir takim girisimlerde bulunan liderlerin yanlislariyla Tiirkiye’nin
ugragsmak zorunda oldugu pek ¢ok husus olmustur. Devleti ve milletinin gelecegi bir yana
birakilarak, partisini ya da kisiligini 6n plana ¢ikaranlarin tilkesine vermis oldugu zararlar
sonucunda, Tiirkiye olmasi gereken yerde degildir. Eger Menderes iddiasinda hakli ise, 27
Mayis 1960 askeri cuntanin darbesini de bu meyanda diisiinmek icabeder. Bu da Tiirkiye
ve i¢indekiler i¢in olduke¢a diisiindiiriiciidiir (Kilgik, 1992: 228).

161959-1960 yillarindaki anlagmalar ve sonraki gelismeler hakkinda bkz. Uslu, 2000: 11-
47.

17 Atatiirk ile Venizelos arasindaki dostluk iligkileri hakkinda bkz. Bilge, 1996: 11-45;
Kilgik, 1992: 39-40.

'8 Menderes’in bu ugak kazasindan kurtulmasi, 27 Mayis askeri darbesinden sonra ¢ogu
kez dile getirilmis ve kullanilmigtir. Menderes’in kurtulmasini kendisinin ‘veli’ olmasina
baglayanlar bile ¢ikmustir.

' Tiirkiye’de baz1 politikacilar da yaptiklarimin dogrulugunu muhataplarina kabul ettirmek
icin, dogru ya da yanlis Atatiirk’ten drnekler bularak, benzer ¢aba igerisine girmektedirler.
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Siyasi mesruiyet zemini yer ve zamanin ve ilgili konunun hususi 6zelliginde aranmasi
gerekirken, karsisindakilerin itiraz edemeyecegi tabularla bastirmaya c¢alismak ancak
zayif bir ¢aba ve karakter yapisinin mesrulastirmasi ugrasi olmalidir. Atatlirk’li tasvip
eden de etmeyen de kendi icraatlarina zemin hazirlamak i¢in onu 6rnek gostermektedir.
Bu sebeple toplum gelismek yerine kisir dongiiler arasinda devamli gel-gitlerle
ugragmaktadir. Atatiirk’iin Tiirk siyasetinde yerli yersiz kullanilmasi, {izerinde ¢aligilmasi
gereken bir husustur. Kisiler mesruiyetlerini ve inandiriciliklarint ortaya koymaya
calisirlarken, Atatiirk’ii yanlis ve anlamsiz bir sekilde kullanabilmektedirler.

% Kibris Cumhuriyeti’ne giden yolda, DP hiikiimetinin icraatlart ve bunun basima
yansimalar1 hakkindaki degerlendirmeler i¢in bkz. Yurdakul, 1968: 120-138.

2! Tiirkiye’nin ada tizerindeki haklarinin hukuken korunmadig ile ilgili olarak bkz. Bilge,
1996: 83-91.
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Giris

Siyasal iktidarlar bazi dig politika sorunlarint kimi zaman bir “ulusal sorun”
olarak formiile ederek, hem politikalarin1 kamuoyuna benimsetip mesruiyet
kazandirmaya, hem de disarida uygulayacag politikalar i¢in kamuoyu destegini
saglamaya ¢alisirlar. Bazi durumlarda dis politika sorunlari, kamuoyunu bolen ve
kamuoyu ile siyasal iktidar arasinda catigma yaratabilecek sorunlara yonelik
ilginin saptirilmasi amaciyla kullanilabilmektedir. Kamuoyu ile siyasal iktidar
arasindaki iletisim ve etkilesimin gorece acik oldugu toplumlarda, i¢ politika ile
dis politika alanlarinin birbirinden ne derece bagimsiz oldugu tartismaya agiktir.
Bu bakis acisindan, Tiirkiye 6zelinde i¢ ve dis politika ayirimimin bulaniklastigi
konulardan biri, 1950’lerden itibaren Kibris sorunu olmustur. Kibris sorununu
degerlendirmede ne salt dis politikada olan geligmeler, ne hiikiimetin ig
politikasi, ne de sadece kamuoyunun konuya yaklagimi tek basma agiklayicidir.
Bu diizeylerin her biri, karsilikli olarak birbirlerini etkilediklerinden, gozoniinde
bulundurulmalidir.

“Cogunlugun kanaati” seklinde algilanmasina ragmen, ¢ogu kez belli bir
azinligin benimseyip etkin bir sekilde savundugu kanaatler biitiinii olan
kamuoyu, siyasal karar alma siirecinde biiytiik bir etkiye sahiptir (Bektag, 2000:
9). Ozellikle gelismis ve etkin bir kamuoyunun varoldugu toplumlarda,
kamuoyu, dis politika karar ve uygulamalarini etkilemede 6nemli bir unsur
haline gelebilmektedir. Siyasal iktidarlar da, igeride belli bir taban destegi elde
etmek ya da uluslararasi alanda eylemlerine bir dayanak bulabilmek igin
kamuoyunun tepkisini dikkate alirlar/kullanmaya calisirlar. Bazi durumlarda ise
hiikiimet, bizzat kendisi, belli yonde bir kamuoyu yaratma c¢abasina girisir.

1950’1 yillar, Tiirkiye’de Kibris’in bir sorun olarak kamuoyunun giindemine
girdigi ve giderek bir “milli dava” olarak algilanmaya baslandig: yillar olmustur.
Bunda en 6nemli etkenlerden biri sz konusu dénemde Kibris’la ilgili olarak
kurulan derneklerin faaliyetleridir. Genel olarak bakildiginda hiz kazanan
modernlesme siireciyle birlikte, 1950°1i yillar, Tiirkiye’de kamuoyunun siyasal
karar alma siireclerinde etkili olmaya bagladigi, bu baglamda derneklesmenin hiz
kazandig1 yillardir. Modernlesmeye bagli olarak artan toplumsal hareketlilikle
birlikte ortaya ¢ikan siyasal katilim istegi, ¢esitli talep ve isteklerin iletim kanali
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olarak bazi ara kurumlarin olusturulmasina yol agmistir. Dernekler, kamuoyu ile
siyasal iktidar arasinda iletisim ve etkilesim saglamada yukaridaki anlamda
Oonemli ara kategorilerdir. Belli bir amag¢ g¢ercevesinde Orgiitlenmis dernekler,
siyasal siireci dolayli yoldan etkilemek icin kamuoyunda bir duyarlilik
yaratmaya galisirlar (Bektas, 2000: 90). Diger taraftan, derneklerin salt varliklari,
gelismis, iktidart genis bir sekilde etkileyen/denetleyen bir isleve sahip
olduklarin1 gostermez. Ozellikle 1950’ler Tiirkiyesi’'nde, toplumun siyasal
hareketlilik agisindan tam anlamiyla gelismis ve bilingli bir sivil toplum niteligi
arz ettigi soylenemez. Bununla birlikte toplumun tamamen atomize bir konumda
olmadigi da belirtilmelidir.

Dernekler, yukarida s6zii edilen iletisimi saglarken kamuoyunun goriis ve
taleplerinin siyasal iktidara iletilmesi roliiniin yan sira, hiikkiimetin kamuoyunu
mobilize etmesinin bir araci olarak da faaliyet gosterebilirler. Yani dernek
tipinde oOrgilitlenme, tamamen Kkitlenin kendi inisiyatifi ile kurdugu o6zerk
orgiitlenmeler olabildigi gibi, giidiimlii 6rgiitlenmeler seklinde de olabilmektedir.
Bu nedenle siyasal iktidar ile dernekler ve kamuoyu arasindaki iligkinin
niteliginin saptanmasi dnem tagimaktadir.

1950-1960 déneminde Kibris sorunu gercevesinde kurulan dernekleri konu
alan bu ¢aligmadaki amacimiz, bu derneklerin hiikiimet ile kamuoyu arasindaki
iletisim ve etkilesimde oynadiklari rolii analiz etmektir. Bu ger¢evede s6z konusu
derneklerin kimler tarafindan orgiitlendikleri, ne gibi faaliyetler yiiriittiikleri,
hiikiimet ile olan iliskileri ve kamuoyu olusturmadaki etkinlikleri tespit edilmeye
calisilacaktir. Ayrica, s6z konusu siyasal hareketliligin yoniiniin - siyasal
iktidardan kamuoyuna dogru mu oldugunun, yoksa tam tersinin mi gegcerli
oldugunun - tespiti i¢in derneklerin incelenmesi 6nem tagimaktadir.

Tiirkiye’de kurulan Kibris derneklerine iliskin bu ¢alismada, 1950-1960
donemi {i¢ ana donem ¢ergevesinde incelenmistir. Bu dénemlendirme Kibris
konusunda Tiirkiye’de kamuoyu ve hiikiimetin tavir degisiklikleri ve kirilma
noktalar1 dikkate alinarak yapilmistir. Bu g¢er¢evede her ii¢ donem &zelinde
Kibris konusuna hiikkiimet, kamuoyu ve Kibris derneklerinin yaklagimi
incelenmis ve bunlar arasindaki etkilesim, paralellik ve tezatliklar tespit
edilmeye calisilmistir. Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti yasalarina gore derneklere iliskin
bilgiler “kisisel bilgi” statiisiinde oldugundan, resmi makamlara yapilan
bagvurulara olumlu yanit alinamamig, bu nedenle arastirma biiyiik 6l¢iide gazete
taramasi ve anilarin yani sira ikincil kaynaklara dayanilarak yapilmistir.

Lozan’dan Milli Dava’ya (1923-1953)

24 Temmuz 1923 tarihinde imzalanan Lozan Antlasmasi’nin 20. maddesi ile
Tiirkiye Kibris’ta Ingiltere’nin egemenligini tanimistir. Bu tarihten itibaren
1940’11 yillarin sonuna dek, Tiirkiye’nin resmi diizeyde Kibris’la ilgilenmedigi
goriilmektedir. Ozellikle 1945 sonrasi yeni uluslararasi diizen igerisinde,
Tiirkiye’nin giivenligini arttirict ittifak arayislarina yonelik cabalari, Kibris
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konusundaki ilgisizliginin bir nedeni olarak goriilebilir (Armaoglu, 1963: 3).
Diinyanin ideolojik kutuplara ayrildig1 ve Soguk Savas’in basgladigi bu donemde,
Tiirkiye’nin alacagi dis politika kararlari, savas sonrasinda yasadigi yalnizlik
duygusunun yani sira, Sovyet tehdidinin siirekli vurgulandigi uluslararasi
ortamda ve onun etkiledigi i¢ ekonomik ve siyasal atmosferde, Bati’ya paralel
olacaktir (Oran, 2003: 494). Bu donemde Tiirkiye dis politika kararlarinda,
ittifak i¢i catigma ve/veya uyumsuzluk olmamasina, istikrarin bozulmamasina ve
Sovyetler Birligi’ne karst kendi igerisinde sorunsuz, catismasiz bir blok
gOrilintlisiiniin  zarar gormemesine 6zel onem vermektedir. Bu gerekgeyle,
Kibris’in, Tiirkiye’ nin taraf olmasi gereken bir konu degil, daha gok Ingiltere’nin
hiiktimranlik haklarinin gegerli oldugu bir i¢ meselesi olarak degerlendirildigi,
sorunun genel olarak Lozan’la olusturulan statiiko, Tiirk-Yunan dengesi ve
dostlugu ¢ercevesinde ele alindigi ve bu tavrin resmi diizeyde 1955’e dek devam
ettigi goriiliir.

Ayni zamanda Tirkiye’nin Kibris konusunda bu yonde bir tavir almasinda,
adanin Ingiltere’nin egemenliginde kalmasinin komiinist yayilmanin oniine
gecmede etkili olacagini diisiinmesi ve Ingiltere’nin adadan ¢ekilmeyecegine
yonelik inanci da etkili olmustur. Bunu, dénemin Disisleri Bakan1i Necmettin
Sadak, 23 Ocak 1950 tarihinde CHP tarafindan verilen soru onergesi lizerine
Meclis’te yaptig1 konusmada su sekilde dile getirmistir:

“Kibris meselesi diye bir mesele yoktur... Ciinkii Kibris bugiin
Ingiltere’nin hakimivet ve idaresi altindadir ve Ingiltere nin
Kibris’t baska bir deviete devretmek niyetinde veya temayiiliinde
olmadig1 hakkinda kanaatimiz tamdwr. Kibris'ta yapilan hareketler
ne olursa olsun ve bunlari yapanlar kim olursa olsun, Ingiltere
hiikiimeti Kibris adasini baska bir devlete terk etmiyecektir. Bu
boyle olunca genglerimiz beyhude yere heyecana kapuiyorlar,
llizumsuz yere yoruluyorlar” (Armaoglu, 1963: 19-20).
Yine, Tirkiye’nin 1923’ten beri izlemis oldugu barisg1 ve statiikocu dis politika
¢izgisinin de bdyle bir tutumda etkili oldugu diisiiniilebilir. Tiirkiye, bu dénemde
de, genel bir dig politika c¢izgisi olarak degerlendirebilecegimiz Lozan’da
belirlenen ve/veya Misak-1 Milli sinirlant igerisinde yer almayan topraklara
yonelik herhangi bir irredentist” politika izlememe kararliligin siirdiirmektedir.

Tiirkiye’nin Kibris konusundaki resmi tavir ve tutumunda Demokrat Parti’nin
iktidara gelmesinden sonra da onemli bir degisiklik olmamasi, yukarida
aciklanan nedenlerin / kosullarin belirledigi dis politika kararlarinin, hiikiimet
degisikliklerine ragmen, siirekliligi olan ve partiler-iistii bir devlet politikasi
olarak algilandigini ve uygulamanin bu sekilde siirdiirtildiigiinii gostermektedir.

Lozan sonrasi donemde Yunanistan’in da Kibris konusunda resmi diizeyde
Tiirkiye ile benzer bir tavir igerisinde olmasina ve Tiirkiye ile olan dostlugunun
bozulmamasina 6zel bir dnem vermesine ragmen, 1940’11 yillarin sonlarinda
Yunan kamuoyunda ve o&zellikle Kilise’nin ¢abalart ve AKEL’in destegiyle
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Kibris’ta enosis yanlis1 propaganda yayginlagtirilmis ve Kibrisli Rumlar enosis
talebiyle faaliyete ge¢mislerdir. Kibrish Tiirk aydinlar ise Rumlarin bu ¢abalarimi
engellemenin en etkili yolunun, Tirkiye’yi soruna bir taraf haline getirmek ve
Tirk kamuoyuna da Kibris’t bir “milli dava” olarak benimsetmek oldugu
kanisindaydilar. Bu c¢ergevede, Kibrisli Tirkler 1948 ve 1949 yillarinda
diizenledikleri mitinglerde, “bizi komiinist usaklarin kucagina atmayin” diyerek
enosis talebine karsi ¢ikmis ve eger adada statilko degisecekse, adanm eski
sahibi Tiirkiye’ye iade edilmesini talep etmisler (Manizade, 1975: 367-368;
Ismail, 1998: 33; Kizilyiirek, 2002: 224-225), diger yandan da Tiirkiye’de
bulunan, fakat Kibris’la bagmi kesmemis olan Kibrisli Tiirkler, Tirk
kamuoyunda Kibris’a yonelik bir duyarlilik olusturabilmek igin dernekler
kurmaya baglamiglardir.

Bu yonde Kibrish Tiirklerin daha 6nceki donemlerde de girisimleri olmustu.
Kibrs ile ilgili olarak Tiirkiye’de ilk dernek, 1932 yilinda “Istanbul Kibris Tiirk
Talebe Birligi’ ad:1 ile kurulmustur. Bu dernek daha ¢ok Tiirkiye’de 6grenim
goren Kibrisli gengler arasinda dayanisma saglamaya ve adada yasayan
Tiirklerin varligi konusunda Tiirk kamuoyunda farkindalik yaratmaya yonelik
faaliyetler gostermis, herhangi bir siyasi tavir igerisine girmemis ve 1938 yilinda
kapanmugtir. 1945 yilinda Nevzat Karagil’in yogun ¢abalarina ragmen bir Kibris
derneginin kurulmasi miimkiin olmamis, fakat Karagil’in 1srarli ¢aligmalar
sonucunda 16 Subat 1946 tarihinde “Kibris Okullarindan Yetisenler Cemiyeti’
(KOYC) kurulmustur. Bu dernege, Tiirk-Yunan dostlugunu zedeleyebilecegi
diisincesiyle Kibris ile ilgili siyasi bir cemiyet kurulmasmin olumlu
karsilanmamas: dolayisiyla, tepki dogurmayacak bir isim olan Kibris
Okullarindan Yetisenler Cemiyeti ismi secilmistir (Manizade, 1975: 225-228).
Bu dernegin temel amacinin, Tiirk kamuoyunda Kibris’a yonelik belirli kanaatler
olusturmanin yani sira, hiikiimeti de Kibris konusunda daha etkin bir politika
izlemeye ydneltmek oldugu sdylenebilir. 1949 yilinda Mersin, Antalya, Izmir ve
Adana’da subeler agan KOYC, “Yesilada” isminde bir dergi yaymlayarak Tiirk
aydinlarinin Kibris konusuna ilgisini ¢cekmeye ¢alismistir. Bu dergide Manizade
tarafindan kaleme alinan bir yazida, hiikiimetin Kibris konusundaki tutumu su
sekilde elestirilmektedir:

“Kibris meselesinin bahis konusu oldugu bu swrada Milli Misaki
ortaya koymak, onu adeta  bir kalkan olarak kullanmakla,
kanaatimizea sadece Kibris iizerinde emeller besleyenlerin
durumlarini takviye etmis oluruz. Biz, Milli Misaki kabul edildigi
zaman ve gartlart goz oniinde tutmak sarti ile Anavatan’ tehdit
eden tehlikelere kars: ileri karakol vazifesi gorecek olan bu gibi
yerlerin el degistirmesi icap ediyorsa, bu takdirde eski sahibi olan
Tiirkiye'ye verilmesi gerektigini miidafaa edenler arasindayiz”
(Manizade,1975: 367-368).
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Dernek, 16 Nisan 1950 tarihinde topladig1 yillik kongresinde adin1 “Kuibris Tiirk
Kiiltiir ve Yardim Cemiyeti” (KTKYC) olarak degistirmistir (Hiirriyet, 23 Nisan
1950). Dernek bazi sosyal faaliyetlerde bulunmus, 6rnegin 20 Mayis 1950, 30
Kasim 1952 ve 3 Nisan 1954 tarihlerinde, dernegin goriislerinin anlatilmasi
amaciyla “caylar” diizenlemistir (Hirriyet, 21 Mayis 1950; 1 Aralik 1952; 1
Nisan 1954). Hiikiimetin Kibris davasi olmadig1 yoniindeki sdyleminde israr
etmesi karsisinda, dernek, daha etkin bir faaliyete giriserek, 6zellikle genclik
teskilatlartyla igbirligine gitmis ve 1951 yilinda Taksim’deki Kristal
Gazinosu’nda, Kibris i¢in bir kapali salon mitingi tertiplenmesini saglamistir. Bu
mitingde temel olarak, Kibris’in bir dava oldugu ve yok demekle ortadan
kalkmayacag1 vurgulanmis, komiinist tehlikeye dikkat gekilerek Kibris’in
Yunanistan’a verilmemesinin gerekceleri siralanmistir. Ozellikle Yunanistan’in
kendi egemenligi altinda yasayan Tiirk azinliga iyi davranmadig1 gerekgesiyle,
Kibris’m, Rumlarin hicbir sorunu olmadan yasadiklar1 Tiirkiye egemenligine
girmelerinin daha iyi bir ¢6ziim olacagi belirtilmistir (Manizade, 1975; 244-250).
Ayrica bu dernek 1952 yilinda yaymlanan ve asagida deginilen Kibris
Beyannamesi’nin hazirlanmasinda nemli rol iistlenmistir. Yine 1952 yili Mayis
ayinda dernek Yesilkdy’de bir kapali salon toplantisi diizenlemis ve bu
toplantida iizerinde 100 bin Tiirkiin yasadigi Kibris’in hasretini biitiin Tiirklerin
cektigi vurgulanmistir (Hiirriyet, 19 Mayis 1952).

“Kibris Tiirk Kiiltiir Dernegi” (KTKD) Subat 1947°de KOYC’nin Ankara’da
bir sube agmasi girisiminin olumlu sonuglanamamasi iizerine, 1948’de Nefi
Koriirek baskanliginda, bagimsiz bir dernek olarak kurulmustur. Bu dernegin
Kibris konusundaki tavrini, Bagkan Nefi Koriirek 18 Ocak 1950°de Ankara’da
diizenlenen bir mitingde “Kibris’t anayurda birlestiven ve hi¢ bir zaman
degismeyecek bir mahiyet arz eden tarihi, cografi, askeri ve stratejik amiller
yiiziinden bunlart ik ve cogunluk iddiasiyle bertaraf etmenin asla miimkiin
olmadiginy” (Hiirriyet, 19 Ocak 1950) sdyleyerek ortaya koymustur. Dernegin bu
donemdeki en 6nemli faaliyetlerinden biri, 11 Ekim 1952 tarihinde Tiirkiye Milli
Genglik Tesekkiilleri ve Kibris Tirk Kurumlar1 Federasyonu ile ortak olarak
Basbakan ve Disisleri Bakanina sunulan “Kibrisin Statiisti ve Kibris Tiirklerinin
Ekalliyet Haklarinin Korunmasi Mevzuunda, Londra Seyahatlar1 Miinasebetiyle,
Bagbakanimiza ve Dis Isleri Bakanimiza Takdim Edilen Muhtiradir” baslikl
muhtiray1 hazirlamasidir. Bu muhtirada 6ncelikle Kibris adasinin tarihi, cografi,
ekonomik, askeri ve stratejik sebeplerle Anadolu’ya bagli oldugunun ve
Ingiltere’nin cekilmesi halinde Tiirkiye’ye iadesi gerektigi hususundaki Tiirk
goriigiiniin ilgili devletlere ve Britanya hiikiimetine agik¢a anlatilmasi talep
edilmekte; adaya daha liberal bir statii verilmesi halinde ise Kibris Tiirklerinin
azinlik haklarinin teminat altina alinmasimin zaruriligine dikkat ¢ekilmektedir
(Basbakanlik Cumhuriyet Arsivi, Belge No: 030.01.123.783.8).

Ankara’da ayr1 bir dernek kurulmus olmasini, Kibris Tirklerinin her
zamandan ¢ok birlige muhtag oldugu bir devirde davaya hizmet bakimindan
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uygun gormeyen KOYC, KTKD ile birlesme girisiminde bulunmus, bu
cergevede 2 Eyliil 1949 tarihinde iki dernegi birlestirmek tizere Kibris Tiirk
Kiltir ve Yardim Birligi’nin kurulmas1 kararlagtirllmis ve ana statiisii
belirlenmistir. Ancak bu ¢abalar uzun siire olumlu sonu¢ vermemis, bu birlesme
nihayet 6 Temmuz 1954 tarihinde istanbul’un, Ankara’nin bir bdlgesi haline
gelmesiyle (yeni olusumun adi Kibris Tirk Kiiltir Dernegi olmustur)
gerceklesmistir (Manizade, 1975: 255-258). Yine bazi kaynaklarda (Akgoniil,
2007: 178) merkezi Ankara’da olmak iizere 1952 yilinda bir “Kibris Kulibii”
kuruldugu belirtilmekle birlikte, bu kuliibiin kurucular1 ve faaliyetleri konusunda
herhangi bir bilgiye ulasilamamigtir.

Kibris’la ilgili olarak kurulan derneklerin en faal ve hareketlisi ise Avukat
Nevzat Karagil tarafindan 4 Agustos 1950 tarihinde merkezi Istanbul’da olmak
iizere kurulan “Kibrisi Koruma Cemiyeti” (KKC)’dir. Karagil, daha dnce Kibris
konusunda kurulmus olan derneklerin daha ¢ok sosyal ve ekonomik alanlarda
caligmalar yaptigini, halbuki Tiirk kamuoyu ve hiikiimetinin siyasi davranigini
etkilemeye/ bigimlendirmeye yonelik faaliyet gostermesi gerektigini, KKC’nin
de bu amagla kuruldugunu belirtmektedir (Karagil, 1975: 397). Dernek,
yayimladigr bir beyanname ile hem amaglarint duyurmus, hem de Kibris
konusundaki goriislerini  agiklamigtir. Beyannamede ilk olarak Kibris
meselesinin degil, bir “Kibris davasi”’nin varligt vurgulandiktan sonra,
Yunanistan’in Kibris iizerinde tarihi ve cografi, iktisadi ve jeolojik bir ilgisinin
olmadigi, bu nedenle Kibris’in Yunanistan’a ilhakini istemenin sadece
Tiirkiye’de bulunan 200 binden fazla Kibrishy: giicendirmekle kalmayacagi, 30
milyon Tirk’ii de endiseye diisiirecegi belirtilmektedir. Beyannamede, adadaki
Rumlarin tiimii komiinist olarak goriilmekte ve adanin Yunanistan’a ilhaki
yoniindeki faaliyetin, Moskova’nin direktifi ile olabilecegi, bu ugrasilarin asil
amacinin Kibris’in Rusya’ya kazandirilmasi oldugu ve bu suretle de Rumlarin
farkinda olmayarak Dogu Akdeniz’de barisin bozulmasina ve komiinist
emellerinin ger¢eklesmesine hizmet ettikleri vurgulanmaktadir. Bu nedenle
KKC, Kibris’m bir Tiirk adast olmasi dolayisiyla Tirkiye ile birlesmesine
taraftar oldugunu vurgulamakla birlikte, o gilinkii “komiinist tehlikesi”
karsisinda, adanm Ingiltere’nin elinde kalmasimi zaruri oldugunu belirtmekte,
ancak diinyanin yasadigi genel buhranin sona ermesinden sonra adanin
Tiirkiye’ye iadesinin, Tiirkiye’nin hayati varlig1 ve Yakin ve Ortadogu’da barisin
devami bakimindan gerekli oldugunu sdylemektedir (Darendelioglu, 1977: 242-
246). Dernegin amaclart ise Nevzat Karagil tarafindan su sekilde
siralanmaktadir:

“l- Kibris Tiirklerinin c¢esitli hak, hiirrivet ve menfaatlerini
korumatk,

2- Kibris Tiirklerini sol cereyanlar tesirinden uzak bulundurmark,
3- Kibrislhilar arasinda siki fikir dayamigmast ve iilkii birligi
yaratmak,
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4- Kibris ile anavatan Tiirkiye arasinda sosyal, kiiltiirel ve
ekonomik miinasebetlerin inkisafina ¢aliymak” (Hirriyet, 12
Agustos 1950).
Bu amagclar dogrultusunda hizli bir ¢aligmaya giren KKC, basin toplantilar
diizenleyerek ve ¢esitli dernek ve kuruluslarla temaslar kurarak onlara Kibris ile
ilgili olarak politika alaninda ne gibi faaliyetler yapilmasi gerektigini telkine
calismig, Atina ve Lefkosa’da de basin toplantilar1 diizenlemistir. Karagil bu
caligmalarin hedefinin Tiirkiye Disisleri Bakanligimi Kibris meselesinde daha
aktif bir miicadeleye sokmak oldugunu belirtmektedir (Karagil, 1975: 397).
Dernegin bu yondeki faaliyetlerinden biri, 12 Ekim 1950 tarihinde Disisleri
Bakan1 Fuat Kopriili’ye gonderdigi muhtiradir. Bu muhtirada Kibris adasinin
gelecegini tayin etme ve Ingilizlerle bu konuda miizakerelere girisme zamaninin
geldigi belirtilmis, Kibris’mn Yunanistan’a ilhakinin 6niine gegmek i¢in adanin
ileride Tiirkiye’den baska bir devlete verilmeyeceginin, Ingiltere’ye yazil olarak
taahhiit ettirilmesi gerektiginin alt1 ¢izilmistir (Karagil, 1975: 397-398). Bununla
birlikte dernegin 6mrii uzun olmamis, 31 Aralik 1950 tarihinde yaptigi Genel
Kurul toplantisinda “faaliyette bulunmasina hiikiimetin miisaade etmemesi”
tizerine kendisini feshetmis ve su tebligi yayimlamistir:
“Vatani ve milli gayelerle kuruldugu malim bulunan ‘Kibrisi
Koruma Cemiyeti’ Bakanlar Kurulunun Cemiyetin faaliyetlerine
miisaade etmiyen 4.11.1950 tarihli karart geregince, 10 Ocak 1951
tarihinden itibaren faaliyetine maalesef son vermek mecburiyetinde
kalmig bulunmaktadir.
Kibrisi Koruma Cemiyetini hiikiimetin daha ziyade Yunan milletiyle
dostluk miildhazalarina istinat ederek verdigini kuvvetle tahmin
ettigimiz bu kararina uyarak teessiirle feshederken, vatan pargasi
Kibris’t  koruma idealini benligimizin ve kalbimizin en derin
késelerinde daima yasatacagimizi ve bu milli davamizda biiyiik Tiirk
milletince tavizde bulunulmayacagina inandigimizi tekrar tebariiz
etmek isteriz.
Cemiyetimizi tarihe mal ettigimiz su anda hakiki dostluklarin
milletlere intikalinin zaruretini belirtir ve bu vesileyle Yunanistanda
Yunan Kralimin fahri baskanhginda hala faaliyette bulunan ‘Kibris’i
Yunanistan’a [lhak Cemiyeti’nin mevcudiyetini hatirlatmak isteriz.
Inancimizi ve imanimizi bu tarihi giinde tekrar belirtelim: Kibris
Tiirktiir ve Tiirk kalacaktir!” (Hiirriyet, 2 Ocak 1951)
Yukarida sayilan derneklerin faaliyetlerinin, 1947 yilindan itibaren Tiirk
kamuoyunda Kibris konusunda belirli kipirdanmalara neden oldugu goriiliir.
Bununla birlikte, ilk yillardaki ilginin kitlesel olmadigi, daha ¢ok bazi basin
kuruluslarinin yayinlar1 (6zellikle Hiirriyet gazetesi) ile gengligin diizenledigi
miting ve toplantilarla sinirli kaldigi belirtilmelidir. Yine de, Tirk kamuoyunda
Kibris’a yonelik ilginin olusturulmast ve bu ilginin 1950°den itibaren
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artmasindaki en O©nemli etkenlerden birinin Kibris konusunda kurulan
derneklerin caligmalar1 oldugu sdylenmelidir. Derneklerin kamuoyunun ilgisini
Kibris’a ¢ekmede basvurduklari en temel argiiman, bu konunun tim Tiirkligi
ilgilendiren bir “milli dava” oldugudur. Bunun yaninda s6z konusu dernekler,
Kibris sorununu komiinist tehlike ile baglantilandirarak dénemin anti-komiinist
havasindan da faydalanmaya caligmislardir. Hatta bu baglantinin, bu dénemde
Tiirk kamuoyunun Kibris’a yonelik tepkisini belirleyen en 6nemli faktdr oldugu
sdylenebilir. Ornegin Ankara’da yiiksekdgrenim gengliginin 25 Aralik 1948’de
yaptigi miting, “Kibris Tirklerinin komiinist atesin oraya ulasmasindan
korunmalar1 konusunda Tiirk hiikiimetinin Birlesmis Milletler teskilatina
bagvurmasini saglamak” amaciyla tertiplenmisti (Armaoglu, 1963: 10). Yine,
Istanbul Universitesi Talebe Birligi’nin 4 Ocak 1950 giinii Marmara Lokali’nde
diizenledigi Kibris konulu kapali salon toplantisinda, Dr. Dervis Manizade
adanin Tiirk hakimiyeti i¢in dnemini anlatarak, Rumlarin “kizil entrikacilara”
alet olduklarini, Kibris davasinin ise 85 bin Tiirkiin degil, 20 milyon Tiirkiin
davasi oldugunu séylemistir (Hiirriyet, 5 Ocak 1950).

Ancak, kamuoyunda artan bu ilgi, hiikkiimetin Kibris konusundaki sessizligini
bozmakla birlikte, resmi tavrinda bir degisiklik yaratmamis, aksine, bu tepkiler
yatigtirilmaya calisilmistir. Bunu en iyi bi¢imiyle Disigleri Bakani Kopriilii’niin
20 Nisan 1951 tarihindeki demecinde gormek miimkiindiir:

“Ulkemize nisbetle cografi ehemmiyeti, oradaki soydaglarimizin

mithim bir kiitle teskil eylemesi ve tarihi baglarimiz dolayisile,

Kibrisin durumunun bizi ¢ok yakindan aldkadar etmesi gayet

tabiidir. Adanin bugiinkii hukuki vaziyetinin degismesi i¢in bir

sebep gormemekteyiz. Fakat bu vaziyette herhangi bir degisiklik

ciddi surette bahis mevzuu olursa, bunun bizsiz ve haklarimiza

aykirt bir sekilde yapimasina imkan birakamayiz. Bu bakimdan

oradaki soydaslarimizin miisterih olmalart ldzimdir” (Hiirriyet, 21

Nisan 1951).
1952 yilinda ise, Tiirk hiikiimetinin g¢abalarini, Yunanistan’la isbirligi ve bir
Balkan ittifaki kurma yolunda yogunlastirmasindan dolay1 Kibris konusunda tam
bir sessizlik igerisinde olusu, buna karsilik Yunanistan’in sorunu sik sik
giindeme getirmesi ve “kendi kaderini tayin hakki” c¢ergevesinde BM’ye
gotlireceginin igaretlerini vermeye baglamasi, Tirk kamuoyunun Kibris’a
yonelik ilgisini daha da arttirmigtir. Kibris Tiirk Kiltiir [ve Yardim?] Birligi
[Dernegi?] ve KTKYC’nin de aralarinda bulundugu 15 kurulustan olusan
Tirkiye Milli Genglik Komitesi’nin 12 Temmuz 1952’de Genel Kurul karar ile
yaymladigi Kibris Beyannamesi’nde Tiirk gencliginin Kibris konusundaki
goriisleri ifade edilmis, Kibris’in her seyden once bir Tiirk topragi oldugu
vurgulanmig ve bunun gerekgeleri siralanmig, komiinist unsurlarmn tahriki ile
vuku buldugunu diisiindiikleri Yunan davranis ve tutumlarinin da Tiirk millet ve
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hiikiimetinin sessizliginden cesaret aldig1 belirtilmistir. Beyanname su sekilde
devam etmektedir:
“.. hi¢cbir mesul Tiirk Hiikiimeti, Yunan dostlugunun hatirt icin
Anadolunun ayrilmaz birer pargasi olan bu ozbeoz Tiirk
topraklarimin  birbiri pesinden Yunanistan’a ihsan edilmesine
miisaade edemez. Hi¢cbir mes’ul Tiirk Hiikimeti, yiiz bin kisilik
Kibris Tiirk kiitlesini dort aswrlik Tiirk diismanliginin insafina terk
edemez. Tiirk Gengliginin, gerekirse Tiirk-Yunan dostlugunu dahi
feda ederek Kibris icin ¢arpismak kararinda oldugunu, mes ul
Tiirk Hiikiimeti hesaba katmak zorundadir... Yunanli dostlarimiz
da pekald bilirler ki, Tiirk umumi efkarinin temayiilleri demokrat
Tiirk  Hiikiimeti  iizerinde  kuvvetle — miiessirdir”  (Kibris
Beyannamesi, 1952: 7-8; ayrica bkz. 1-7)
1953 yilinda da hiikiimet ayni tavri siirdiirmiis ve hatta Tiirk-Yunan iligkilerinin
zedelenmemesi igin Istanbul’un fethi kutlamalarmi olduk¢a kisitlamistir. Buna
karsilik, Tiirkiye Milli Talebe Federasyonu (TMTF) gergevesinde toplanan Tiirk
gencligi 2 Haziran 1953 tarihinde yayinladigi bir beyanname ile Kibris
meselesinin Tirkiye’nin “milli davasi” oldugunu tekrar vurgulamistir. Boylece,
en azindan genglik derneklerinin desteginin saglanmasi ile birlikte, derneklerin
Tiirk kamuoyunda sorunun bir “milli dava” olarak benimsetilmesi yoniindeki
faaliyetlerinin ilk meyvelerini vermeye basladig1 soylenebilir.

Milli Dava Olarak Kibris (1954-1955)

Kibrishh  Tirk aydmlar, yukarida goriildiigii {izere, ¢esitli derneklerde
orgiitlenerek kamuoyunun ve hiikiimetin dikkatini Kibris sorununa g¢ekmeye
calismiglar ve c¢esitli ¢oziim Onerileri giindeme getirmislerdir. Bu ¢abalarin
1950’11 yillarin basindan itibaren olumlu sonuglanmaya basladigi, kamuoyunda
Kibris konusunda bir duyarlilik olusturuldugu ve dzellikle gengligin ve basinin
bir kisminin desteginin elde edildigi goriiliir. Yine, digerleri yaninda, Soguk
Savag dolayisiyla Sovyetler Birligi smirlari igerisinde yasayan Tiirklere yonelik
faaliyetlerde bulunamayan Tiirkgii-Turanct ¢evrelerin de, Bati blogunun bir i¢
meselesi olarak goriilmesi dolayisiyla faaliyet gosterebilecekleri mesru bir alan
olarak Kibrishi Tiirkler ile ilgilenmeye baslamasi da (Kizilytirek, 2002: 225-226),
bu konunun bir “milli dava” haline getirilmesinde etkili olmustur. Yine bu
donemde Tirkiye’nin yasadigt hizli modernlesme dolayisiyla, kentlesme, kitle
iletisim araglarmin yayginhk kazanmasi, okuryazarlik oraninin artisi gibi etkin
bir kamuoyu yaratma imkanini saglayan gelismeler, Kibris’in, kamuoyunda bir
“milli dava” olarak algilanmasina ve benimsenmesine uygun ortami saglamistir.
Diger taraftan baslangigta kendisini sorunun bir tarafi olarak gérmeyen hiikiimet,
Kibris’a yonelik ilgisini gitgide arttirmis ve 1955’ten itibaren sorunun dogrudan
bir tarafi olarak davranmaya baglamistir. Hiikiimetin bu tutum degisikliginde en
onemli etkenlerden biri, kamuoyunun yogun ilgisidir. Ayrica ekonomik, siyasal
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ve toplumsal huzursuzluk ve bunalimlarm arttigi bir ortamda (Ahmad, 2002:
141-153), hiikiimetin Kibris sorununa yonelik ilgisinin artisinda, bunu halkin
tim kesimlerinin ihtilafsiz bir bigimde etrafinda kenetlenecegi bir “milli dava”
olarak degerlendirerek, kamuoyunun ilgisini farkli yonlere ¢ekme araci olarak
kullanmak istemesinin etkili oldugu sdylenebilir. Bunun yaninda Yunanistan’in
1954°ten itibaren kendisini sorunun bir tarafi olarak addetmesi, sorunu BM’ye
gotirmeye baglamasi, Kibris’ta Rum tarafinin etkinligini arttirmasi  ve
EOKA’nin tedhis eylemlerine girismesi ve nihayetinde Ingiltere’nin Tiirkiye’yi
Londra Konferansi’na davet etmesi de hiikiimetin tutum degisikliginde etkili
olmustur. Boylelikle sorunun bir tarafi haline gelen hiikiimet, konuya iligskin
politikalar gelistirmek zorunluluguyla karsi karsiya kaldiginda, daha onceki
yillarda dizginlemeye calistigi kamuoyu ilgisini/tepkisini, Kibris konusunda
politikalar olusturmak ve/veya belirlenen politikalara destek saglayict bir
potansiyel olarak degerlendirme arayis1 igerisine girmistir. Dolayisiyla
hiikiimetin tavir degisikliginin en énemli nedeninin, artik taraf olmaya bagladigi
sorunda, ileride muhtemel herhangi bir miizakere siirecinde pazarlik ¢itasini
miimkiin oldugu kadar yiiksek tutabilmek igin bir “kamuoyu baskisi”’nin varligini
ileri siirebilmek oldugu soylenebilir. Hikiimet resmi diizeyde Kibris’ta
statiikonun devamina yonelik goriisiini  stirdiirmekle birlikte, kamuoyunun
beklentisini tatmin etmeye ydnelik bazi agiklamalarda bulunmaya baslamis ve
kamuoyunu olusturan dernek faaliyetlerine resmi diizeyde olmasa da, listii kapali
onay vermistir. Bununla birlikte kamuoyunu tamamen serbest birakmamus,
iizerinde kontrol saglamaya caligmistir. Nitekim hiikiimet, kamuoyu tepkisi
kontroliinden ¢ikmaya basladigi noktada, bunun yonlendiricisi olan dernegi
kapatmaktan da geri durmayacaktir.

1954 yilinda Yunanistan’in, BM’ye basvurmasinin, kamuoyunda yarattigi
tepki sonucunda Bagbakan Menderes 28 Agustos 1954 giinii TMTF’ye bagh
olarak kurulan Kibris Komitesi’nin diizenledigi toplantida okunmak {izere
yolladig1 mesajda “Kibris asla Yunanlilarin olmayacaktir. Hiikiimet olarak
gerekli biitiin tertibat alinmistir. Onun i¢in Tiirk milletinin Kibris davasinda
itidal ile hareket etmesi ¢ok yerinde olur” demistir (Hiirriyet, 29 Agustos 1954).
Bu mesaj, kamuoyuna itidal tavsiye etmekle birlikte hiikiimetin, yavas yavas
sorunu sahiplenmeye baslayarak kamuoyunun duymak istedigi ifadeleri telaffuz
ettigini ve konuyla daha yakindan ilgilendigini ve Kibris konusunda uzun
zamandir devam eden ¢ekimser tavrinin degismeye basladigini gostermektedir.
Bununla birlikte, Hiikiimet, 9 Eyliil 1954 tarihinde Izmir’de yapilmas1 planlanan
mitinge izin verilmemesi Orneginde de goriildiigii gibi, kamuoyunda Kibris
konusundaki artan tepkileri dizginlemekten de geri durmamistir (Armaoglu,
1963: 65-67).

Bu dénemde artan kamuoyu tepkisi, hiikiimetin Kibris konusunda harekete
gegmesinde en Onemli etkenlerden biridir. Kamuoyunun konuya olan ilgisini
olusturma, siirdiirme, canli tutma ve kitlesellestirmeye yonelik faaliyet gosteren
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derneklerin sdylemlerinde “milli dava” vurgusunun devam ettigi goriilmektedir.
Bunun en bariz 6rnegi, KTKYC’nin 7 Subat 1954 tarihinde yapilan genel kurul
toplantisinda bir konugsma yapan dernek baskani Dog. Dr. Dervis Manizade’nin
su sozleridir: “Kibris davasi yalmz Kibrishlarin davasi olmaktan c¢oktan
¢ctkmistir. Bu dava biitiin Tiirkiye 'nin, biitiin Tiirkliigiin davasidy” (Hirriyet, 8
Subat 1954). Ayrica bu toplantida Kibris davasinin yurdun her tarafina yayildig:
belirtilmis ve bunu devam ettirebilmek i¢in Kibrisli olmayanlarin da dernege iiye
olabilmelerini saglayacak tiiziik degisikligi yapilmistir. Benzer bir tiiziik
degisikligi KTKD tarafindan da 4 Nisan 1954 tarihinde yapilmistir (Hiirriyet, 5
Nisan 1954).

Bu donemde Tiirkiye’de yasayan Kibrishi Tiirklerce kurulan derneklerin,
ogrenci dernekleriyle, dzellikle de TMTF ile olan isbirligini yogunlastirdigi,
birgok toplantinin ortaklaga olarak yapildigi goriilir. TMTF’nin Kibris
konusundaki etkinliklerde derneklere dogrudan maddi yardimda bulunup
bulunmadigr bilinmemekle birlikte, sagladigi 6nemli Olciide kitle destegi,
faaliyetlerin siirdiiriilmesine yonelik insan giicii ile kurumsal destegin bu
derneklerin faaliyet ve goriislerinin kamuoyu nezdinde mesrulugunu arttirdigi
sOylenebilir. TMTF ile ortaklik iginde yapilan toplantilarda derneklerin ileri
gelenleri genis bir kitleye ulasma ve Kibris konusundaki goriislerini iletme,
belirli bir kanaat dogrultusunda kamuoyu olusturma imkanina sahip olmuslardir.
Omegin, TMTF tarafindan Istanbul’da 21 Nisan 1954’te diizenlenen Kibris
Giinii'nde KTKYC adina Dog. Dr. Dervis Manizade genis bir kitleye yaptigi
konusmada, 6zetle, Yunanlilarin azinliklari, idareleri ile eritip mahvettikleri, Bati
Trakya ve Oniki Adalardaki Tiirklerin durumunun ortada oldugu, Kibris’in
Yunanistan’a verilemeyecegi, oysa ki Tiirkiye’nin idaresindeki azinliklara
yasama ve gelisme haklarinin verildigi, bu nedenle Kibris Tiirklerini Yunanistan
idaresine vermektense, Kibris Rumlarmin Istanbul Rumlar1 gibi insanca
yasayabilecekleri Tiirk idaresine verilmesinin daha ahlaki ve insani bir hareket
olacagini belirtmistir (Armaoglu, 1963: 53).

Yunanistan’in 16 Agustos 1954 tarihinde BM’ye bagvurusuna bir tepki olarak,
TMTF “Kibris’m Tiirk oldugunu bir kere daha biitiin diinyaya ilan etmek tizere”
olaganiistii bir faaliyete gegerek 23 Agustos 1954 giinii bir beyanname
yayinlamis, 24 Agustos’ta federasyon merkezinde basin mensuplartyla birlikte
bir toplant1 yapilmis ve basin ile gengligin isbirligi saglanmak iizere, “Kibris
Tirktiir Komitesi” adli bir orgiit kurulmustur (An, 2002: 36-37; Hiirriyet, 25
Agustos 1954). Baskanliga segilen Hikmet Bil, bu komitenin, hiikiimeti konuyla
ilgilenmeye zorlamak, davanin halka indirilmesini saglamak gibi amaclarla
Kibris konusunda siirekli ¢caligmalar yapacak, Rumlarin AHEPA’sina benzer bir
Orgiit ihtiyacina cevap vermek iizere kuruldugunu belirtmektedir (Bil, 1976: 83).

Komite, ilk olarak 25 Agustos 1954’te Tiirk kamuoyuna bir bildiri yaymlamis
ve “Tirk varhigi noktasindan ele alinmayan hicbir hal yolunun kabul
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cikacagini duyurmustur (An, 2002: 37-38; Hiirriyet, 26 Agustos 1954). Komite
ayrica Kibris’in neden Tiirk oldugunu kanitlayan bir brosiir hazirlamistir.
Brosiirde, Kibris’in, tarihin hicbir devrinde Yunan olmadigi, cografi olarak da
Anadolu’nun bir pargasi oldugu belirtilmis, stratejik agidan da Tiirkiye’nin
parcast oldugu ifade edilerek Anadolu’nun savunulmasindaki payma vurgu
yapilmig ve mesafe olarak Tiirkiye’ye olan yakinligmma ve Yunanistan’a olan
uzakligina dikkat ¢ekilmistir (Bil, 1976: 84-85).

Yurdun ¢esitli yerlerinde faaliyete gegmis olan Kibris Tiirktiir Komitelerinden
maddi yardimlar gelmeye basladigimi, brosiiriin Ingilizce baskisinin da yapilip
diinyanin her tarafina postalandigini belirten Bil, bundan sonraki faaliyetlerini de
su sozlerle aktarmaktadir:

“Brosiirden sonra komitemiz bir de pankart hazirladi. Bu pankart

yesil Kibrist bir ay-yildiz iginde gésteriyordu. On binlerce

pankarti biiyiik sehirlerimize ve hatta kéy kahvelerimize kadar sevk

ettik. Istiyorduk ki Kibris'in Tiirk oldugunu gézlere hitap yoluyla

da anlatalim... Istanbul’'un  hemen biitin  diikkanlarinin

vitrinlerinde bu pankart uzun siire kaldi. Simdi bu pankartlardan

ka¢ defa yeniden bastirdigimizi  hatirlamiyorum bile. Hele

‘rozetlerimiz’ peynir ekmek gibi satilyordu... Biz c¢alistik¢a

kamuoyu olusuyordu. Artik Kibris meselesi yalniz Hiirriyet'in

degil, tim Tiirk basimmn bashklarina oturmustu. Ote yandan

hiikiimetin daha fazla susmast davamiza yabanct kalmast da

zorlaswyordu ... Tiirk halkinin bu coskusu Tiirk siyasi tarihinin

hi¢ kuskusuz bir doniim noktasiydi. Oldum olas: Tiirk tarihinde

Tiirk dis politikasina ya padisah ya da hiikiimetler yon

vermiglerdi, bir bagska deyisle bu olay hep yukaridan asagiya

gelmisti. Tarihimizde ilk defadwr ki halk hiikiimetine yon veriyor

ve onu bir davaya sahip c¢ikmaga itiyordu” (Bil, 1976; 84-86;

vurgu bizim).
Bunun yaninda Bil, hiikiimetin bir hazirligi olmadigindan, BM temsilcisi Selim
Sarper’in Tiirk tarafinin tezi olarak BM’de bu brosiirii, kelimesi kelimesine
okudugunu belirtmektedir (Bil, 1976: 98). Bu durum ayrica derneklerin,
hiikiimetin Kibris konusunda politika tiretme siirecindeki etkinliginin de bir
kaniti olarak degerlendirilebilir. Ancak buradan, hiikiimetin politikasinda
belirleyici tek etkenin, dernek goriis ve faaliyetleri ile olusturulan kamuoyu
oldugu sonucu ¢ikarilmamalidir.

Kibris Komitesi 1 Ekim 1954°te “Kibris Tiirktiir Cemiyeti” (KTC) adiyla ve
hemen hemen ayni kurucularla ayri bir dernek haline gelmistir. Daha dnceleri
derneklerin siyasi konularla ugrasamayacagini belirten Menderes Hiikiimetinin,
amaci, “Kibrisin Tiirk oldugunu diinya umumi efkdrina tanmitmak, Kibris
tizerindeki Tiirk hak ve menfaatlerini miidafaa etmek ve bu davada Tiirk umumi
efkarmmi bu mevzuda techiz etmek” (Hiirriyet, 1 Ekim 1954) olan bu dernegin
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kurulusuna izin vermesi, Tiirk Hiikiimetinin davranigindaki bir degisiklige isaret
olarak kabul edilebilir. Ayrica Bagbakan Menderes’in 28 Agustos 1954 tarihinde
Kibris Tiirktiir Komitesi {iyelerini resmen kabul etmesi, goriiglerini dinleyerek
faaliyetleri hakkinda bilgi almast ve Komite baskan1 Hikmet Bil’e,
derneklesmeleri yoniinde telkinde bulunmasi da, hiikiimetin bu derneklerin
faaliyetleri ile ilgilenmeye basladiginin gostergesidir. Kamuoyu olusturmada
derneklerin etkisinin farkinda olan hiikiimetin bu ilgisinin temelinde, Kibris
konusunda varolan kamuoyu ilgisinin, gerektiginde yonlendirebilecek, kontrol
altinda tutabilecek ve goriis ve eylemler agisindan standardize edilmis kurumsal
bir ¢ergeve icerisine sokma isteginin yattigt sdylenebilir. Hiikiimetin bu dernege
olan destegi ve faaliyetlerini onaylayici tutumu da Bil’in su sozleriyle ortaya
¢ikmaktadir:

“Her giin yurdun bir késesinde subemiz acgiliyor ve faaliyete

geciyordu... Artik hiikiimet miting taleplerimize miisaade ediyordu.

Taksim — meydaminda  toplaniyorduk.  Izmir’de,  Bursa’da,

Eskisehir'de, Anamur’da biiyiik toplantilar yapiyorduk” (Bil,

1976: 89).
Bunun yaninda son yillarda ortaya ¢ikan bazi arsiv kayitlarindan, hiikiimetin bu
dernege maddi yardimda da bulundugu anlasilmaktadir. 6-7 Eyliil olaylar ile
ilgili olarak tutuklanan KTC {iyelerinin arasina yerlestirilen bir muhbire, KTC
tiyelerinden Aydin Konuralp, hiikiimetin kendilerine ilk olarak 30.000 lira ve
ayrica 200.000 lira yardim yaptigimi sdylemistir (Gliven, 2005b: 305). Ayrica
birgok Demokrat Partili yonetici ve iiyenin dernegin igerisinde faal rol oynadig:
da bilinmektedir. Buradan hiikiimetin, kamuoyunda etkisi agik olan bu dernek ile
organik bir bag kurarak onu kontrol altinda tutmak istedigi sonucuna ulagmak
miimkiindiir (Akgoniil, 2007: 178-179).

Boylece hiikiimetin destegini de arkasina alan KTC, Kibris sorununun BM’de
14-15 Aralik 1954 tarihlerinde goriismeye baslamasindan bir giin 6nce bu
konudaki goriislerini su sekilde ifade etmistir:

“..Tirk umumi efkdrimin hissiyatina terciiman olduguna
kuvvetle inanan Cemiyetimiz icin Kibris meselesi bugiin Birlesmis
Milletlerde reddedildigi anda kapanmig sayilmayacaktir. Bildkis
biz  Tiirkler i¢in asil Kibris meselesi bugiinden itibaren
baslayacaktir. Ciinkii, biitiin imkanlarimizla ¢alismak, Kibrisin
Tiirk oldugu ve Tiirk olacag: hakikatini tekrar tekrar diinyaya ve
gelmekte olan nesillere duyurmak mecburiyetindeyiz” (Hiirriyet,
14 Aralik 1954; vurgu bizim).
1955 yilinda, 6zellikle kamuoyundan gelen tepkilerin artist ve 30 Haziran’da
Ingiltere’nin Tiirkiye’yi Londra Konferansina resmen davet etmesi ile birlikte
hiikiimet kendisini sorunun dogrudan bir tarafi olarak konumlandiracaktir. Tam
da bu donemde Rumlarin 28 Agustos giiniinii Kibrish Tiirklerin katliam giinii
ilan ettikleri sOylentisi dolayisiyla kamuoyunun bir infial halinde olusu,
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uluslararasi ortamin Tiirkiye’yi Kibris konusunda net bir tavir almaya ve politika
gelistirmeye zorladig1 noktada, hiikiimetin politika {iiretme noktasindaki
boslugunu dolduran en d6nemli etken olmustur. Bu etki Menderes’in 24 Agustos
tarihli nutkunda agik¢a goriilmektedir. Bu konusmasinda Menderes ozetle, 28
Agustos hakkindaki sdylentiler dolayisiyla Kibris’taki irktaglarin higbir zaman
yalniz birakilmayacagini, Yunanistan’in ‘“kendi kaderini tayin” kuralinin
uygulanmasina yaptig1 israr1 6zgiirlik miicadelesi olarak gostermek istedigini,
aslinda bu yaptiginin bu kurali irredentist amaglari dogrultusunda kullanmak
oldugunu belirterek, Kibris’m, hiikiimetin giindeminde arttk dnemli bir yer
tutacaginin igaretini su ifadelerle vermistir:

“Kibris Anadolu’nun bir devamindan ibarettir ve onun emniyetinin

esas noktalarindan  birisidir. Bu itibarla onun bugiinkii

durumunda bir tebeddiil bahis meviuu olursa, bunun teknik

esaslarla degil, ¢cok daha miihim ve esasli olan diger hakikatlere ve

mesnedlere gore halledilmesi ve Tiirkiyeye raci olmas lazim gelir.

Londraya gidecek olan heyetimiz, statiikonun muhafazasin

asgari sart olarak miidafaa edecektir. Statiikonun muhafazasi

her tiirlii ihtildflart men edecek bir haldir” (Ayin Tarihi, Agustos

1955, 170-173; vurgu bizim).
Diger taraftan, Menderes’in bu nutku da, diyalektik bir bi¢imde kamuoyunun
konuya ilgi ve tepkisini pekistirmistir. Hiikiimetin bu dénemde Kibris’a iligkin
ilgisindeki artisin bir diger gostergesi de Kibris konusunun ilk defa olarak bir
hiikiimet programinda yer almasidir. 9 Aralik 1955 tarihinde kabul edilen 4.
Menderes Hiikiimeti programinda, igerige girilmeden, Kibris ile ilgili olarak su
ifadeler yer almaktaydi:

“Dis siydsetimizden bahsederken milletimizin iizerine biiyiik bir

hassasiyetle durmakta oldugu Kibris meselesinden bahsetmemeye

imkan yoktur. Bu mesele hakkindaki goriislerimizi oldugu gibi

muhafaza etmekte oldugumuzu her hangi bir yanhshga mahal

birakmamak iizere, burada acgik¢a ifdde etmek isteriz” (Alpkaya,

2003: 163).
1955 yili, kamuoyunun Kibris konusuna olan ilgisinin, en yogun olarak
gozlemlendigi yil olmustur. Ilginin kitlesellesmesinde ise en biiyiik roliin
KTC’ye ait oldugu sdylenebilir. Ozellikle 1955 yilmnin Subat aymna dek 53 sube
acan KTC, Anadolu’daki faaliyetlerini yogunlastirmis ve Kibris konusundaki
ilgiyi canli tutmaya calismistir. KTC, tepkilerin doruga ¢iktig1 ve kamuoyunun
hassaslastigi1 Agustos aymin son haftasinda 15 (Hiirriyet, 2 Eyliil 1955), Eyliil
aymin ilk haftasinda ise 45 yeni sube daha agarak yurt genelindeki toplam sube
sayisini 135’e ¢ikarmistir (Armaoglu, 1963: 158). KTC’nin kamuoyuna yo6nelik
faaliyetlerinin, kamuoyunun heyecanini koriiklemeye yonelik ve harekete
gecmeyi tesvik edici tiirden oldugu da gdzden kacirimamalidir. Ornegin 3
Temmuz 1955 giinii Izmir’de biiyiik bir izleyici kitlesi ile gerceklestirilen bir
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toplantida Genel Baskan Hikmet Bil, yaptig1 konusmada “Kibris igin bir kitlenin
kanmi akacaktir ama bu asla Tiirk kani olmayacaktir. Bu kan bir zamanlar su
Lzmir topraklarin kirleten Yunan milletinin kant olacaktr” (Hiirriyet, 4 Temmuz
1955) demistir. Ayrica Bil, 28 Agustos katliami soylentileriyle ilgili olarak “Bu
harekete verilecek cevabin ¢ok kisa olmasi lizim! Istanbul’da ¢cok Rum var...”
(Akgoniil, 2007: 189) demistir.

1 Nisan 1955 giiniit EOKA’nin tedhis eylemlerine baslamasi ise, kamuoyunda
zincirleme bir tepkiye yol agmus, derneklerin bu dénemdeki faaliyetleri de bu
tepkiyi daha da arttirmistir. Ornegin KTC Genel Bagkan1 Hikmet Bil, 2 Nisan’da
yaptigi bir agiklamada sunlar sdyliiyordu:

“Moskova’nin idare ettigi Kibris meselesi Birlesmis Milletler
ontinde Yunanlilar tarafindan hiisranla kapandiktan sonra artik
tesebbiisii tam manasiyle kizillar ele almis ve nihayet son
hadiselerle Kibris ta ilk bomba patlatilmistir.
Kilisenin ve Atina’min da katildig1 bu kanli komiinist oyunuf,] kizil
diinyanmin  malimu usullerinden biridir. Bugiine kadar, Kibris
davasim biiyiik ve olgun milletlere has bir sogukkanlilikla takip
etmis bulunan Tiirk milleti, su anda Orta Dogu’nun emniyeti
tizerinde konusulurken bu komiinist oyununa da elbette lazim gelen
olgunlukla bakmaswni bilecektir.
Ancak bu arada kiiciik komsumuz Yunanistan’a bunu da
hatirlatmak isteriz ki, simariklikta ileri giden c¢ocuklar sayet
nasihatle uslanmazlarsa haklar kotektir. Oysa ki, Yunanistan Tiirk
koteginin de yabancisi degildir” (Hiirriyet, 3 Nisan 1955).
Bu sekilde, Soguk Savas donemi goz oniine alindiginda, daha onceki yillarda
oldugu gibi, konu yine komiinist tehlike baglaminda degerlendirilmekte ve
bdylece kitlenin daha biiyiik tepki gosterecegi diisiiniilmektedir.

Bu donemde kuvvetlenen kamuoyu tepkisinin en onemli 6rnegi, 21 Nisan
1955 giinii Istanbul ve Ankara’da diizenlenen Kibris giinii toplantilaridir.
Istanbul’da Taksim’deki Kristal Salon’da yapilan toplantida biiyiik bir kitle
biraraya gelmis, hatta salona giremeyen binlerce kisi disarida kalmis; toplantidan
sonra kalabalik ellerinde KTC’nin “Kibris Tiirktiir” ibaresi yazili afisleriyle
sokaga dagilarak “Kibris Tiirktiir, Tiirk kalacaktr”, sloganlariyla gosterilerde
bulunmus, polis tim c¢abalarina ragmen bu gosterileri engelleyememis, kitle
ancak iizerine su sikilarak dagitilabilmistir (Hiirriyet, 22 Nisan 1955).

KTC, TMTF ve Tirk Kibris Igin Anavatan Komitesi, 23 Haziranda
yaymnladiklar1 beyannamede “ilhakci rumlarin bu igreng tecaviizlerini takbih ile
Anavatandaki 24  milyon Tiirkiin daima Kibrisli  kardeslerile beraber
olduklarini, kalplerinin onlar icin ¢arptigum, Tiirk Kibrisin ergeg¢ Tiirkiyeye
katilacagini”  belirtmislerdir (Hiirriyet, 24 Haziran 1955). Bu agiklama
kamuoyunda da etkisini hemen gostermis ve 24 Haziran giini TMTF ve
KTC’nin Istanbul’daki subelerine 500’den fazla vatandas bagvurarak, “Kibris’a
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giderek Yunanlilara yerinde cevap vermeyi” istemistir (Hirriyet, 25 Haziran
1955). 28 Agustos’ta Kibris’taki Tiirklere yonelik bir katliam olacagi sdylentileri
iizerine bu tepkinin tam bir infial halini aldig1 sirada da Istanbul’da Devlet
Demiryollar1 Vagon Atélyesi Iscileri Sendikasi’nmn 3000 iiyesi, her cumartesi
glini aldiklart bir ekmek bedelini KTC’ne bagislamaya karar vermisler, bir
mensucat fabrikasinin 200 isgisi de 30 Agustos giinli aldiklar giindelikleri bu
Cemiyet’e bagislamislardir (Hiirriyet, 2 Eyliil 1955). Bir diger ¢alismamizda
inceledigimiz Basbakanlik’a gonderilen mektup ve telgraflarin yogunlugu da bu
siralardaki yogun kamuoyu tepkisini kanitlar niteliktedir. KTC de diizenledigi
toplantilarla kamuoyundaki bu tepkiyi canli tutmaya ¢alismistir. Bununla birlikte
Eyliil aymna dogru kamuoyundaki tepkilerin olaganiistii bicimde artmas1 KTC’yi
endiseye sevk etmis ve Kibris’a savagsmak igin gitmek isteyen binlerce vatandasa
siikunet tavsiye edilmistir (Hiirriyet, 1 Eyliil 1955). Zaten KTC daha 6nce yaptig1
bir aciklamada da oncelikli hedefinin adada statiikonun devaminin saglanmasi
oldugunu, ancak bu statiikoda bir degisiklik olursa adanin Tiirkiye’ye iade
edilmesi gerektigini belirterek hiikiimetle paralel bir noktada oldugunu
gostermistir (Hiirriyet, 30 Temmuz 1955).

1955 yilindaki kamuoyu tepkisinin en yiiksek bi¢imini ise 6-7 Eyliil olaylari
olusturur. Kibris konusunun Agustos ayinda kamuoyunun giindeminde siirekli
yer almasi, Londra Konferansi’'nin o siralarda siiriiyor olusu ve dernek
faaliyetleri ile siirekli gliindemde tutulan anti-Yunan hava igerisinde, 6 Eyliil
giinii Atatiirk’{in Selanik’teki evinin bombalanmasi haberi iizerine, Istanbul,
Izmir ve Ankara’da olaylar patlak vermis, baslangigta yurttagin spontane siyasal
tepkisi gibi goriinen olaylar, kontrolden ¢ikmig ve 6zelde Tiirkiye Rumlarina,
genelde ise gayrimiislim vatandaslara yonelik Orgiitli siddet hareketleri
goriiniimii almistir. Olaylarin ortaya ¢ikis1 ve akisinda KTC’nin 6nemli bir roli
bulunmaktadir. Bomba haberinin ardindan KTC genel idare kurulu hemen
toplanmis ve Tiirk kamuoyuna hitaben hazirladigi bildiride, bunu “bardagi
tasiran son damla” olarak kabul ettigini ve tagsmis olan sabirlarin1 bundan sonra
dizginleme imkani olmadigini ilan etmistir (Armaoglu, 1963: 159). Bu olaylarin
ortaya ¢ikig ve yiiriitiilmesinde KTC’nin biiyiik pay1 oldugu son yillarda ortaya
¢ikan yeni arsiv kayitlari ile de desteklenmektedir. 13 Agustos 1955 tarihinde Dr.
Fazil Kii¢lik, KTC Baskan1 Hikmet Bil’e gonderdigi bir mektupla, Rumlarin 28
Agustos’ta Tiirklere kars1 bir katliama girigebileceklerini haber vermis ve buna
karsilik “gerekli eylemlerin” anavatanda tertiplenmesini talep etmistir. Bu
mektup tizerine Bil, tiim KTC subelerine acele ve gizli bir mektup gondererek
subelerin, digarida yanki uyandiracak bigimde “uygun gorecekleri” eylemlere
girismelerini  istemistir (Giiven, 2005a: 420). Bunun yanisira Londra
Konferansi’nin basladig1 sirada KTC Genel Sekreteri Kamil Onal, Istanbul’daki
Birlik Basimevi’ne acil bir emir vererek {izerinde KTC amblemi bulunan 15-20
bin kadar afisin bastirilmasini istemis ve 4 Eyliil Pazar giinii Istanbul’daki KTC
subeleri Kamil Onal’dan aldiklar1 talimat iizerine afiglerin dagitilmasini

294



Siyasal Katilim A¢isindan Tiirkiye 'de Kibris Dernekleri: 1950-1960

saglamislardir. Taksim Meydani’nda Tiirk aleyhtar1 Rumca gazeteler bazit KTC
iiyelerince yakilmis, basin da buna genis yer aywmistir (Giiven 2005a: 421).
Yine bircok KTC iiye ve yoneticisinin olaylarin akisinda da onemli rol
iistlendikleri soylenebilir. Ornegin bazi KTC yoneticileri 6 Eyliil giinii
motosikletlerle Yenimahalle (Sariyer) ile Yenikdy arasinda gidip gelerek
oralardaki vatandaglar1 siddet eylemlerine davet etmisler (Giiven, 2005¢: 63),
yine KTC Kadikdy Subesi 2. Bagkan1 Serafim Saglamel elinde bir gayrimiislim
listesi bulundugu halde tutuklanmigtir (Giiven, 2005¢). 6-7 Eyliil’den sonra ilan
edilen Orfi Idare tarafindan kurulan 6zel mahkemelerce, olaylarin planlanmasi ve
kitlenin yonlendirilmesinde aktif rol iistlendikleri gerekgesiyle tutuklanan 3000
kisi arasinda KTC idareci ve iiyelerinin orani goérece yiiksektir (Gliven, 2005¢:
63; Hiirriyet, 9 Eyliill 1955). Ayrica bunlar arasinda Demokrat Parti ilge
bagkanlar1 da bulunmaktadir (Hiirriyet, 9 Eyliil 1955).

KTC, Eminénii 1. Sulh Ceza Mahkemesinin 7 Eylil 1955 giin ve 955/144
sayili karar1 ile “Yunanistan’'da Atatiirk’in dogdugu eve bomba atilmasi
sebebiyle halk efkdrinda duyulan infialdan bilistifade 6/9/955 aksami sehir
icinde vatandaglarin taskinca hareketlerine sebebiyet verdiklerinden” dolay1
kapatilmistir (Giiven, 2005d: 257; Hiirriyet, 8 Eyliil 1955).

Hiikkiimetin, baslangigta Londra Konferansi’'nda elini gii¢clendirecegini
diisiindiigii kamuoyu tepkisinin 6-7 Eyliil’de kontrolden ¢ikarak biiyiik olaylara
doniismesi, aksi bir etki yaratmis ve hiikiimeti uluslararasi ortamda zor durumda
birakmistir. Olaylar o6ncesinde kamuoyunun etkinligini istii kapali olarak
destekleyen hiikiimet, bu tavrindan kesin bir doniisle kamuoyunu bastirma
yoniinde sert dnlemler almistir.

Taksimden Bagimsizhga: 1956-1960

1955 yilinda yapilan Londra Konferansi ile Ingiltere’nin adadan g¢ekileceginin
acikca ortaya ¢ikmasma ragmen, adada statiikonun korunmasinda israr eden
ancak, adada tedhisciligin sona ermesi ve Kibrisli Tiirklerin esitliginin
saglanarak haklarmin giivence altina alinmasi sartiyla muhtariyete de karsi
¢ikmayan Hiikiimet, Ingiltere’nin 1956 yilinda Makarios’la gdriismeye
baslamasiyla Kibris konusunda endiseye kapilmis ve ilk defa 1955
Temmuzu’'nda Forum dergisi tarafindan ortaya atilan taksim tezini resmi olarak
1956 yili sonlarinda benimsemistir. Hiikiimetin bu tezi benimsemesini saglayan
bir baska neden de Ingiltere’nin hazirlamis oldugu Radcliffe Plani’nda taksimin
en son ¢oziim yolu olarak Ongoriilmesidir (Armaoglu, 1963: 203, 279). Bu
acidan daha oOnceleri statiikoda bir degisiklik olmasi halinde adanin Tiirkiye’ye
iadesini nihai ¢6ziim olarak ileri siiren hiikiimetin simdi taksim tezini kabul
ediyor olmasi, dnemli bir politika degisikligi olarak degerlendirilmelidir. Bu
politika degisikligi hakkinda; diinyanin bu karisik doneminde Kibris’in
Tiirkiye’ye verilmesini istemenin, hem Tiirkiye hem de diinya baris1 agisindan
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cesitli sorunlar ortaya cikaracagini belirten Menderes (Armaoglu, 1963: 287-
288) sunlari sdylityordu:
“Bir meselenin baslangici ile inkisaf safhalari arasinda tam bir
ayniyetin mevcudiyetini aramak beyhudedir. Meseld gene bidayette
statiikonun muhafazasm istiyorduk. Simdi bu hddiselerden evvelki
statiikonun devamina artik taraftar olamayiz. O giinden bugiine
képriilerin altindan ¢ok sular gecti. Bir¢ok hddiseler oldu ki, artik o
giinlere donmege ve statiikonun muhafazast taraftari bulunmaga
imkan kalmad. ” (akt. Armaoglu, 1963: 309).
Hilkiimetin “sartli muhtariyet” goriisiinii benimsemis oldugu 1956 yilinin
baglarinda bu goriise karsi ¢ikan KTKD Bagskani Nevzat Karagil, Kibris’ta
tedhisciligin durdurulmasimin tek caresinin adayr Bagdat Pakti’na dahil etmek
oldugunu sdylemistir. Ayrica adadaki niifus dengesizligini gidermek igin
Tirkiye’deki Kibrislilarin adaya dénmesini teklif eden Karagil, hiikiimetten bu
konuda kolaylik gdstermesini talep etmistir (Hiirriyet, 17 Mart 1956). Adanin
Tiirkiye’ye iadesi talebinde 1srarli olan KTKD, Menderes’in Ingiliz
Miistemlekeler Bakan1 Lennox-Boyd ile goriisecegine iliskin haberlerin basinda
yer almasi {izerine bu konudaki durusunu hiikiimete tekrar hatirlatmistir. Karagil
diizenledigi basin toplantisinda Yunan tezini ¢iiriiten ve adanin Tirkligini
gosteren “delilleri” siralamugtir:
1-“Kibris, cografya itibariyle Anadoluya baghdir ve ondan
kopmus bir par¢adir.
2-Kibris, fetih hakki itibariyle de, Tiirktiir. Tiirkler adayr son
olarak 1570-71 yilinda fethetmisler ve bu fetihle 50 bin sehit
vermigslerdir.
3-Kibris, hukukan da Tiirklerindir. Anlasmalar ve devletler hukuku
kaidelerine gore Tiirkiye 'nin Kibris’la alakasi ¢ok fazladr.
4-Kibris, ihtiya¢ maddelerini Tiirkiye'den temin etmek hasebiyle,
iktisaden de Anadoluya baghdir.
5-Kibris, askeri ve stratejik bakimdan Yunanistan'a degil,
Tiirkiyeye baghdir. Ada Anadolu’dan 70, Yunanistan’'dan ise
1100 kilometre uzakhktadr.
6-Kibris'in Yunanistan’a ilhakt Birlegmis Milletler anayasasina
aykwridir. Ciinkii bu anayasa sémiirgeciligin aleyhindedir. Tarih
gostermistir ki Yunanistan bir emperyalizm pesindedir.
7-Kibris 'ta simdiki Rum ¢ogunlugu adanin Yunanistan’a ilhakini
icap ettirecek kafi bir sebep teskil etmez. Tarihte vukubulan
géglerle bayragi altinda yasamak isteyen Tiirkler Anadoluya
gecmistir.  Bugiin  Tiirkiye’de 300 bin  Kibrish  Tiirk
bulunmaktadr. Buna karsilik Yunanistan'dan Kibris’a bir akin
olmugtur. Tiirkiye'de bulunan Kibrish Tiirkler de, adanin umumi
niifusuna dahil edilirse, ekseriyetin Tiirklerde oldugu anlasilir.
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8-Kibris meselesi Moskova’'nin bir tertibidir. Yunan komiinistleri

Rusya’dan aldiklari isaretle harekete gecip Kibris iizerinde hak

iddia etmiglerdir.” (Hirriyet, 16 Aralik 1956).
Kibris sorununun hassas bir asamaya geldigi 1957 yilinda hiikiimet kamuoyunun
tepkilerini dizginlemeye calismistir. Ornegin 21 Nisan 1957 tarihinde genclik
orgiitlerince Kibris Giinii etkinlikleri diizenlenmesine miisaade etmemis, o
giinlerde Ankara’da Ingiliz-Tiirk goriismelerinin siirmesi nedeniyle Kibris
sorununun gelisme sathasinda bulundugunu belirterek, genclik Orgiitlerinden
resmi bir aciklama yapilana kadar miting ve toplantt i¢in “ugragmamalarini”
istemistir (Hiirriyet, 25-26 Nisan 1957). Bundan da anlasilacag: iizere, hiikiimet
hassas bir devrede, kamuoyunun kendi goriislerini desteklemeyecek ¢ikislarda
bulunmasini engellemek istemekteydi. Hem hiikiimetin bu tavri, hem de
Makarios’u serbest birakmaya karar veren Ingiltere’nin {i¢lii gériismeler yoluyla
degil de oncelikle Makarios ile anlagarak Radcliffe Planin1 uygulama yoniindeki
girisimi, kamuoyunun da 1957 Nisani’ndan itibaren taksim tezine destek
vermesine neden olmustur (Armaoglu, 1963: 352).

Kamuoyunu y6nlendirici etkisine yukarida degindigimiz KTKD nin bu roliinii
burada da tespit etmek miimkiindiir. NATO’ nun Bonn toplantisinda Kibris’in
NATO’ya bagli bagimsiz bir devlet olmasinin dnerilmesi tizerine KTKD Bagkant
Mehmet Ertugruloglu bu fikre siddetle karst ¢ikarak, bunun hem igin mahiyetine
aykirt ve zararli oldugunu, hem de uygulanmasmimn miimkiin olmadigini
sOylemis ve “yegdne cikar yol, biiyiik fedakdrlik pahasina da olsa, Adanin
taksimidir’ demistir (Armaoglu, 1963: 361-362; vurgu bizim).

Bu arada 1957 Aralik ayinda Menderes ile genglik temsilcileri arasinda
yapilan goriigmede Kibris konusunda gencligin hiikiimetle ters diismeyeceginin
anlasilmasindan sonradir ki, hiikiimet kamuoyunun kendisini destekleyeceginden
tam olarak emin olmus ve bu destegi arkasina almak/yonlendirmek istemigtir:

- “Menderes: Genclik olarak hiikiimetin - Kibris  mevzuundaki
hareket tarzini tasvip ediyor musunuz?

- Genglik Temsilcileri: Neticeden emin olmanin huzuru igindeyiz...

- Menderes: Self-determination kabul edilmeyecektir. Ciinkii Tiirk
milleti bu derece gayri ciddi bir teklifi kabule miitehammil bir
biinyede degildir ...

- Genglik  Temsilcileri:  Siz  gengligin  Kibris  mevzuundaki
tutumundan, hareket tarzindan memnun musunuz?

- Menderes: Elbette, Gengligin siiphesiz bazi heyecanlar: olacaktir.

Fakat Tiirk gengligi daima seviyeli hareket etmesini bilen kararl

ve azimli bir gencliktir.” (Hirriyet, 14 Aralik 1957).
Bu siralarda KTKD Genel Sekreteri Nevzat Karagil, Kibris konusunda
hiikiimetle kamuoyunun ortaklasa bir bicimde savundugu “tek bir” politikanin
gerekliligine isaret etmis ve taksim tezine itiraz etmeden, hiikiimetin
politikalarinin siirekli olmamasini su sozlerle elestirmistir:

297



Emre AYKOC — Sanem YAMAK — Suat SOYLEMEZ

“Kibris mevzuunda ii¢ yil iginde ii¢ ayri tez ve goriisiin ortaya
atilmasiyle bu dava[da] milli bir politika ve programimiz olmadig
hakikati meydana ¢ikmugtir. Birlesmig Milletler Siyasi Komisyonunda
Yunan tezi lehine alinan kararlar iizerinde ciddi olarak durmamiz ve
bu yolda milli bir politika ve program hazirlamamiz icap eder.”
(Hiirriyet, 15 Aralik 1957).
Dernegin Genel Baskani Mehmet Ertugruloglu ise, 25 Aralik’ta TMTF
merkezinde yaptigt basin toplantisinda &zellikle adada siirmekte olan tedhis
hareketlerine dikkat ¢ekerek bunlarin Ingilizlerin adadaki gevsek siyasetinden
cesaret aldigmi belirtmis ve Kibris’ta Tiirklerle Rumlarin artik yan yana
yasamalarin imkansiz oldugunu sdyleyerek:
“Atesle suyun birlesmesi nasil miimkiin degilse, Kibris'ta da
Tiirklerle Rumlarin bir arada yasamalar: o derece imkansizdir.
EOKA canilerinin tedhis¢i beyannamelerine ragmen Ingilizlerin
hala bu mevzuda pasif durumda kalmalar: tek kelime ile, gafletin
kendisidir. Zincirleme olarak devam eden kanli hadiseler
karsisinda zuliim ve tedhis ancak taksim tezi ele alinmakla
nihayete erebilecektir” demistir (Hiirriyet, 26 Aralik 1957; vurgu
bizim).
Bu arada, ozellikle 6grenci orgiitleri, Kibris konusundaki faaliyetlerin tek elden
yonetilebilmesi i¢in, yoneticileri 25 Ocak 1957’de beraat etmis olan KTC’nin
yeniden agilmasi i¢in faaliyete ge¢mislerdir. 22 Nisan 1957 tarihli Hiirriyet
gazetesine gore, KTC’nin yeni bir idare heyeti ve ¢alisma programiyla yurdun
her tarafinda faaliyete gegmesine miisaade edilmis olup, bu hususta dahiliye
vekilliginden bir aciklama beklenmektedir (Hiirriyet, 22 Nisan 1957). Bunun
iizerine ilgililer faaliyete gecmis ve KTC’nin Istanbul subesine ait esyalarmn
iadesi i¢in gerekli calismalara baglamislardir (Hiirriyet, 1 Mayis 1957). Dernegin
tekrar kurulmasina izin ¢ikmamasi tizerine, 16 Temmuz’da Vilayet’e tekrar bir
bagvuru yapilmis ve “buna Cemiyetin yeniden kurulup faaliyette bulunmasinda
bir mahzur goriilmedigini bildiren mahkeme karar1 da eklenmistir” (Hiirriyet, 17
Temmuz 1957). Ancak 1957 yilinda bu girisimlerden bir sonu¢ alinamamustir.

1958 yilinda Ingiltere’nin diplomatik ¢dziimlere agirlik vermeye baslamasiyla
birlikte hiikiimet taksim tezini, bunu artik tam anlamiyla benimsedigine inandig1
kamuoyu ile birlikte dirayetli bir bigimde savunacak ve uluslararasi planda
Kibris konusundaki tutumunu gii¢lendirmek i¢in kamuoyu destegini arkasina
alacak ve bunu canli tutmaya calisacaktir. Bu c¢ercevede 1958 yili, Kibris
konusunda hiikiimetle kamuoyunun ortak hareket ettigi bir yil olacaktir
(Armaoglu, 1963: 400).

Ingiltere’nin 19 Haziran’da agiklayacagini ilan ettigi yeni Kibris planinimn
hazirlik ¢aligmalarini etkilemek ve bu plan1 miimkiin oldugunca taksim lehine
olmasimi saglamak tiizere, TMTF tarafindan yurt ¢apinda “Ya Taksim! Ya
Oliim!” parolastyla genis katilimli mitingler diizenlenmeye baslanmistir.
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Hiikiimet de yukarida belirttigimiz {izere, bu mitinglere 6-7 Eyliil olaylarindan
sonra ilk defa olarak izin vermistir. Hiikiimet bu mitingleri, hem kamuoyunun bu
tepkisini uluslararasi alanda bir baski unsuru olarak kullanmak, hem de taksim
tezinin iilke icerisinde daha genis bir kabul gormesini saglamak amaciyla
desteklemistir. Fakat bu “isbirligi” ortami1 uzun siirmeyecektir. Ingiltere 19
Haziran 1958’de sundugu Macmillan Plani’ni Yunanistan’in itirazlari tizerine
gbzden gecirmis ve 15 Agustos tarihinde Tiirkiye agisindan daha geri bir nokta
olan yeni plami taraflara sunmustur. Hiikiimetin bu plana itiraz etmemesi ise
kamuoyu ile bir siiredir siirmekte olan uyuma son vermistir. Kamuoyu taksim
tezinde 1srarini siirdiiriirken, hiikiimet bu yilin sonlarma dogru bagimsiz bir
Kibris fikrini benimser hale gelecektir.

Bu donemde de KTKD, yaptig1 agiklamalarla kamuoyunu belli noktalarda
yonlendirmektedir. Ornegin Dernek Baskani Ertugruloglu 10 Nisan’da yaptigi
basin toplantisinda, Kibris’ta Rumlarin kendi mahallelerindeki cami, tiirbe ve
Tiirk anitlarinin duvarlarini pislediklerini, tagladiklarini ve bu ylizden Ramazan
devaminca bu camilerde ibadet etmenin imkansiz hale geldigini sdylemis, artik
adada Tiirklerin Rumlardan ayr1 belediyeler kurma yoluna gittiklerini ifade
etmigtir (Hiirriyet, 11 Nisan 1958). Bu ifadelerden, adada Rum ve Tirklerin bir
arada yasamasi miimkiin olmadigindan taksimden bagka bir ¢6ziimiin kabul
edilemeyecegi yoniindeki kanaati giliglendirmeye c¢alistigi anlasilmaktadir.
Taksim konusundaki kararliligin1 baska basin agiklamalartyla da (Hiirriyet, 12
Kasim 1958) gosteren dernek, “bagimsiz Kibris” fikrine de siddetle karsi
cikmugtir:

“...Kibrisa ‘istiklal’ verilmesi talihin cidden garip bir cilvesidir.
Istiklalin Kibrisin Yunanistan’a vadeli ilhaki oldugu resmen
beyan edilmistir... Anavatana iltihak yolunda sayisiz sehit veren ve
bundan sonra da Dbiiyiik fedakarliklart goze alan Kibris
Tiirklerinin, kadere boyun egeceklerini sanmak biiyiik hata olur.
Vakit heniiz erken iken, bu gercegi, haberin kaynagi olan
milletlerarast ¢evrelere hatirlatmakta fayda goriiyoruz” (Hirriyet,
25 Aralik 1958).
KTC’nin agilmasi konusundaki israrlt ¢abalarin sonu¢ vermemesi iizerine (bu
konuda bkz. Hiirriyet, 16 Ocak 1958; 3 Nisan 1958), bu girisimlere son verilmis
ve TMTF biinyesinde bir “Kibris Komitesi” kurulmustur. 3 Nisan’da TMTF’de
yapilan toplant1 sonucunda alinan karar su sekilde agiklanmustir:
“Kibris  Tiirktiir ~ Cemiyetinin  a¢ilmasi igin tesebbiislerden
vazgectik. Bu Cemiyet esasen fonksiyonunu ifa etmis ve dagilmis
vaziyettedir. Bugiinden itibaren T.M.T.F. na bagh Kibris Komitesi
adi altinda muhtar bir komisyon kurarak gengligin bu mevzudaki
calismalarini memleket ve diinya umumi efkdrina duyurmak igin
faaliyete ge¢mis bulunuyoruz. Federasyona bagl Kibris Komitesi
bundan sonra, Kibris mevzuundaki biitiin faaliyet ve ¢alismalar
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tek elden idare ve organize edecektir... [TMTF Ikinci Baskan:

Celal Hordan ise sunlarit soylemistir:] ‘Bu komite tiyeleri tamamen

tiniversite ve yiiksel tahsil genglerinden tesekkiil edecektir... Kibris

Komitesi faaliyetini yurt icinden ziyade, yurt disina yoneltecek,

calismalarini Birlesik Amerika ve Ingiltere gibi Yunanlilarin kesif

bulundugu memleketlerde teksif edecektir’” (Hiirriyet, 4 Nisan

1958)
1959 yilinin baginda hiikiimetin bagimsiz Kibris fikrine kesin bir dille kars
¢tkmamasi ve Ziirih’te siirdiiriilen goriismelere iligkin herhangi bir agiklamada
bulunmamasi, kamuoyunu endiseye siiriiklemigtir. Bununla birlikte kamuoyunun
¢ok da biiyiik bir tepki gostermedigi, Ziirih ve Londra Anlagmalar1 sonucunda
Kibris’ta varillan uzlagsmay1 kabullendigi sOylenebilir. Bunda, anlasmalarda
Tiirkiye’ye garantor statiisii verilmesinin ve adaya Tiirk askerinin ¢ikacak
olmasinin etkili oldugu sdylenebilir (Armaoglu, 1963: 525).

KTKD ise anlagsmalarla kurulan diizeni gecici olarak gormiis, dernek Genel
Sekreteri N. Karagil, nihai ¢6ziim yolu olarak gordiigii Kibris’in anavatanla
birlesmesi konusundaki umudunu korudugunu su sozleriyle ifade etmistir:

“343 yil hakimiyetimiz altinda kalan yavru vatan, sartlar ne olursa

olsun bir giin anavatanla muhakkak birlesecektir. Kibris Misaki

Milli hudutlar: i¢inde bizim bir vatan par¢camizdan baska birgey

degildir” (Hirriyet, 14 Subat 1959).
Kibris gegici hiikiimetine bazi “azili” EOKA iiyelerinin atanmasinin Kibrish
Tiirkler izerinde olusturdugu soka dikkat ¢eken Karagil, Kibris Tiirk toplumuna
yonelik bazi iyilestirmeler yapilmasi agisindan yardim edilmesi gerektigini su
sozleriyle ifade etmistir:

“Adada iktisadi yardim sahasinda bizim yapacagimiz pek ¢ok isler

ve imkdnlar vardir. Ilk once Ziraat Bankasi Kibris’'ta bir sube

agmalidir. Ayni zamanda genis bir iktisadi kalkinma programi

hazirlanmalr ve vakit gecirmeden bir buzhane, modern bir un

fabrikasi, sarap ve sabun fabrikalart kurulmalidir. Bunun i¢in de

en azindan 3-5 milyon Ingiliz liralik bir krediye dcil ihtiyag

vardir” (Hiirriyet, 6 Nisan 1959).
Ayrica Karagil, 12 Ada ve Ege’deki diger adalardan Rumlarin Kibris’a
yerlesmek iizere goc ettiklerini, bunun karsisinda da Tiirkiye’de mubhtelif
vazifelerde bulunmus, kiiltiirlii, miinevver ve tecriibe sahibi emekli Kibrish
hekim, avukat, 6gretmen, ziraatg1 ve diger meslek erbabimnin, emekli maasin
Kibris’tan almak tizere, goniillii olarak tekrar Kibris’a gitmelerinin bir zaruret
haline gelmis oldugunu belirtmistir (Hiirriyet, 6 Nisan 1959).

Bagimsiz Kibris Cumhuriyeti'nin kurulmasindan sonra KTKD Istanbul
Bolgesi Bagkani Prof. Dervis Manizade 23 Agustos 1960 tarihinde yaptigi basin
toplantisinda dernegin gorisiini ve gelecege iliskin umutlarint su sekilde ifade
etmigtir:
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“Kibris Tiirkleri Adaya Tiirk askerinin gelmesiyle Adanin artik

Tiirk olduguna, Enosis’in tarihe gémiildiigiine inanmistir. Buna

bizler kadar Rumlar da inanmistir. EOKA 'nin faaliyete baslamasi

artik  hichir sey ifade etmiyecektir. Bu vatansever Kibris

Tiirklerinin  kurdugu teskildtin mukabelesine sebep olacaktir.

Olmazsa Tiirk askeri harekete gegecektir. Anlasma ona bu hakki

veriyor.

Bizim asil miicadelemiz hayalperest Rum unsuru ile siyasi ve

iktisadi alanda olacaktir. Bunun icin Kibris Tiirklerinin tam birlik

ve baghlk halinde bulunmalari, anavatandan yeter derecede

maddi ve mdnevi yardim alabilmeleri, anavatandaki Tiirklerle

Kibris Tiirkleri arasinda resmi veya hususi biitiin kiiltiirel ve

ekonomik tesekkiillerin devaml isbirliginde bulunmalar: sarttir

(Hiirriyet, 24 Agustos 1960).
Yukarida Kibris konusundaki siyasi goriislerini ve kamuoyunu etkileme
yoniindeki faaliyetlerini inceledigimiz KTKD, Kibris ile ilgili olarak bazi sosyal
ve kiiltiirel faaliyetlerde de bulunmustur. Ornegin, Agustos 1956’da Kibris taki
Tiirk okullarinda okutulmak iizere 10 sandik dolusu ders kitabi gonderilmis
(Hiirriyet, 16 Agustos 1956); 1957 yilinin Kasim ayinda bir “Yesilada Gecesi”
diizenlenmis (Hiirriyet, 24 Kasim 1957); Aralik aymda ise adadaki Tiirk
okullarmin tamir ve bakimlart igin biiyllk esya piyangosu hazirlanmistir
(Hiirriyet, 23 Aralik 1957). Dernek ayrica Tiirkiye’de okuyan Kibrish 6grenciler
icin burs ve yurt bulmanin yani sira (Hiirriyet, 2 Ocak 1958; 16 Ocak 1958),
gerek halkin ve gerekse hiikiimetin yardimiyla 2,5 milyon lira temin etmis ve
bunu Magusa’da Namik Kemal Lisesi’nin, ayrica 2 ortaokul binasi ile
Letkosa’da Atatiirk Enstitiisii ve milli kiitiiphanenin kurulmas: i¢in harcamustir.
(Hiirriyet, 16 Ocak 1958). Bunun yaninda Dernek zor durumda bulunan Kibrish
Tiirklerine para ve yiyecek yardiminda bulunmus, ayrica Kibris’a yapilan
yardimlarin toplanmasi ve dagitilmasinda da koordinatorliik gérevi iistlenmistir
(Hiirriyet, 25 Temmuz 1958; 31 Temmuz 1958).

Sonug¢

Tiirkiye’de 1950’li yillardan itibaren, sadece i¢ politikaya iliskin sorunlarda
degil, dis politika konularinda da aktif hale gelen bir kamuoyu olusmustur.
Kamuoyunun en ilgisiz kesimlerini dahi dis politika ile ilgilenmeye tesvik eden
konu stiphesiz Kibris sorunudur. Kibris’mn Tiirk kamuoyunca bir “milli dava”
olarak benimsenmesinde ve ilginin canli tutulmasinda en énemli rollerden biri de
Kibris konusunda kurulan derneklere aittir. Ilk baslarda, Tiirkiye’de
yasayan/okuyan Kibrisli Tiirklerce kurulan bu derneklerin temel amaci, Tirk
hiikiimeti ve kamuoyunda Kibris’a iligkin bir duyarlilik yaratmak ve nihai olarak
Kibris’in Tiirkiye’ye baglanmasi yoniindeki arzularinin kabuliini saglamaktir.
Bu ¢ergevede dernekler, Kibris konusunun sadece Kibrislt Tiirkleri ilgilendiren
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bir sorun olmadigini, aksine tiim Tiirkleri ilgilendiren bir “milli dava” oldugunu
kamuoyuna benimsetmeye calismiglar, bunu yaparken de Soguk Savas’in
ideolojik acidan en siddetli bicimde siirdiigii bir donemde Tiirk kamuoyunda
yaratilmis olan anti-komiinist havadan da yararlanarak konuyu “komiinist
tehlike” baglaminda ele almislar ve kamuoyu tepkisini daha da
kuvvetlendirmeye ¢aligmislardir.

Dernekler yukarida belirtilen amaglari dogrultusunda, Oncelikle hiikiimeti
dogrudan etkileme c¢abasina girismigler, ancak hiikiimetin tavrinda degisiklik
yaratmada basarisiz olduklart oranda, kamuoyu nezdindeki faaliyetlerini daha da
arttirmiglar ve hiikiimeti dolayli yoldan etkilemeye ¢aligsmislardir. Derneklerin
kamuoyuna yonelik bu faaliyetleri ilk baslarda simirli sonuglar yaratmis olsa da,
Ozellikle uluslararas1 alanda yasanan gelismelerin Tirk kamuoyunda yarattig1
tepkiselligin yanm1 sira Ogrenci derneklerinin de konuya ciddi bigimde
egilmesiyle, Kibris konusu 1950’li yillarin ortalarindan itibaren bir “milli dava”
olarak benimsenmeye baglanmigtir. Bununla birlikte kamuoyundaki bu ilgi
sadece dernek faaliyetlerinin bir sonucu olarak goriilmemeli, uluslararasi
gelismelerin etkisi de gozardi edilmemelidir. Bu g¢er¢evede 1950°1i yillarm ilk
yarisindaki kamuoyu ilgisi spontane/tepkisel bir bigimde ortaya g¢ikarken,
1950’lerin ikinci yarisinda kamuoyu daha “bilingli” olarak hareket etmekte ve
derneklerin kamuoyu iizerindeki siyasal yonlendiriciligi de gorece fazla
olmaktadir. Sonu¢ olarak dernekler, Kibris sorununun Tiirk kamuoyuna bir
“milli dava” olarak benimsetilmesi amacina ulagsmiglardir.

Kamuoyunda artan ilgi ve tepki, yine uluslararas: alandaki gelismelerin de
tetiklemesiyle hiikiimetin sessiz kalmasini gii¢lestirmis ve Londra Konferansi ile
soruna dogrudan bir taraf haline gelen hiikiimet, kamuoyunun bu ilgisini
politikalarina bir destek olarak degerlendirmeye ¢aligmistir. Bu ¢ergevede iktidar
partisi ile organik bir bagi oldugu asikar olan KTC’nin kurulmasi ve
faaliyetlerinin (maddi-manevi) desteklenmesi yoluyla, hiikiimet, kamuoyunu
denetlemeye ve kamuoyunun duyarliligini kendi tezleri igin bir dayanak noktasi
olarak kullanma ¢abasina girisecektir. Bu noktada belirtilmesi gerekir ki,
Tiirkiyelilerce kurulan KTC, genelde hiikiimetin glidiimiinde ve onunla paralel
bir ¢izgide faaliyet géstermis, ancak, olaylarin kontrolden ¢iktig1 noktada ise
hiikiimet tarafindan kapatilmaktan kurtulamamistir. Buna karsilik Kibrislilarca
kurulan dernekler, bir siyasa tiretme merkezi olmusglar, Kibris sorununun ¢oziimii
konusunda farklt Oneriler getirmisler, bazen hiikiimetle paralel goriisleri
savunsalar da, hiikiimetin Kibris konusundaki politikalarmi elestirmekten ve
farkli bir noktada durmaktan da kacinmamislardir. Bu baglamda Kibrislilarca
kurulan derneklerin siyasal anlamda daha Ozerk bir noktada bulunduklar
sOylenebilir. Ancak bu dernekler hi¢bir zaman Tiirkiye’de “Kibris davasi”nin tek
elden yiiriitiilmesi agisindan bir “cati”/“lokomotif” olarak kabul gérmemis,
aksine yukarida goriildiigii gibi, KTC, tekrar tekrar agilmaya ¢aligilmis, bunun
basarilamadigi noktada ise bu amagla yeni bir komite olusturulmustur. Bunun
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nedeni, Kibrishi Tiirklerce kurulan derneklerin dar bir toplumsal kesime hitap
ettiginin ve bu nedenle de daha genis bir ¢ergevede (tiim ulusu baglayan “milli
dava” konusunda) faaliyet gosterilebilmesi i¢in uygun bir zemin olmadiklarinin
diigiiniilmesi olabilir. Fakat belirtilmelidir ki, KTC bile, Kibrislilarca kurulan
derneklerin ¢alismalart sonucunda olugsan bir kamuoyu ortaminda hayat
bulabilmistir. Diger taraftan hiikiimet, sendikalar ve 6grenci orgiitleri ile organik
bir bagi bulunan KTC’nin, Kibris’in bir “milli dava” olarak daha genis bir kesim
tarafindan benimsenmesinde, Kibris’a yonelik ilginin kitlesellesmesinde ve
stirekli canli tutulmasinda daha biiyiik bir rol oynadigi sdylenebilir.

1950-1955 yillarinin genel bir degerlendirmesi yapilirsa, bu donemde Kibris
konusundaki derneklerin kamuoyunun bu konudaki kanaatini biiyliik Sl¢lide
bigimlendirdigi ve hiikiimeti de kamuoyu vasitasiyla baski altinda tuttugu
sOylenebilir. Baglarda sadece kamuoyu tepkisinin ¢ok yiikseldigi anlarda bunlar
yatistirmaya yonelik agiklamalar yapan, ancak Kibris’ta statiikonun korunmasi
yoniindeki genel tavrini siirdiiren hiikiimet, kamuoyu tepkisi yaninda uluslararasi
gelismelerce zorlandig1 ve bunlara yénelik bir hazirliginin bulunmadigi noktada,
kamuoyu beklentilerine uygun bir siyasal ¢izgiye gelmistir.

Ozellikle 1955’ten itibaren, kamuoyundaki tepkiyi kendisine bir destek olarak
degerlendiren ve bunu yodnlendirmeye ¢alisan hiikiimet, olaylart kontrol
edemedigi noktada kamuoyunun etkinligini dizginleme yoluna gitmistir.
Gergekten de, 1950’11 yillarmn ikinci yarisinda hiikiimet, Kibris konusunda kendi
siyasal durusunu destekleyen kanaatlerin ifade edilmesine destek verir ve hatta
bunlar1 tesvik ederken, kamuoyu ile hiikiimet arasinda gorlis farkliliginin
bulundugu durumlarda ise mitinglerin yasaklanmasi 6rneginde goriildiigii gibi
kamuoyunu bastirmaya ¢aligmustir.

Bagta adada “statiikonun korunmasi”, daha sonraki siiregte kamuoyunun da
baskistyla “statiiko degisecekse Kibris’in Tiirkiye’ye iadesi”, bunun gergekei bir
talep olmadigimnin anlagilmasi iizerine “taksim”, en sonunda da “bagimsizlik”
tezini benimseyen hiikiimetin aksine dernekler ve kamuoyu, daha istikrarl bir
tavir sergileyerek Kibris’in “Tiirkliigiini” ve Tiirkiye’ye iadesini her zaman nihai
hedef olarak muhafaza etmis, taksim tezini kolaylikla benimsemeyip, daha sonra
bunu verilebilecek en son taviz olarak ve adanin Yunanistan’a ilhaki olarak
algiladiklar1 bagimsizlik ¢6ziimiine yeg tutarak desteklemis, ancak sonugta
varilan bagimsizlik ¢6ziimiinii ise gegici olarak gormiislerdir. 1958 ve 1959
yillarinda derneklerin ve genelde kamuoyunun Kibris konusunda etkili
olamadigin1 sdyleyebiliriz. Hiikiimet, kamuoyu etkinliginin hareket alanin
kisitlayacag: diistincesiyle, bu donemde yapilan gortismeleri ve kendi tutumunu
kamuoyundan gizli tutarak kendisini buradan gelecek bir etkiye kapatmus,
politikalarin {iretilmesinde kamuoyunu dikkate almamis, aksine kamuoyunu
kendisine uymak durumunda birakmistir. Herhangi bir etkinlik saglayamadiginin
farkinda olan dernekler de, Kibris’ta ortaya ¢ikan yeni durumu —bagimsizlik-
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“simdilik”  kabullenip, faaliyetlerini Kibrislh = Tirklerin  durumlarinin
iyilestirilmesi noktasinda yogunlagtirmiglardir.

" Editor Notu: irredentist: Bir zamanlar kendi idareleri altinda bulunan fakat artik yabancilarin
elinde olan topraklara donmeyi amaglayan topluluk iiyesi.
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Kibris Tiirk Miicadele Tarihinde 1958-1963
Siireci ve Basin-Yayin Organlarina
Yansimalari

Ulvi KESER"

Giris

Stratejik acidan Dogu Akdeniz’in diigiim noktasini teskil eden Kibris adasi,
Anadolu ve Suriye kiyilarina olan yakinligi, Ege Denizi’nin giris ve ¢ikisina
etkisi ve Misir ile Siiveys Kanali’na olan yakinligiyla 6nemli bir adadir. Dogu
Akdeniz’de jeopolitik 6nemine bagli olarak Avrupa, Asya ve Afrika kitalari
arasinda kilit noktadadir. Kibris Tiirk gazeteleri 6zellikle 1955 yilina kadar ada
sathinda Braktorya isimli bir Rum dagitim sirketi vasitasiyla okuyucularina
ulasirken Grivas yonetimindeki EOKA’nin faaliyete gegmesiyle beraber Tiirk
gazetelerinin dagitimma yasaklama getirilir. Boylece Tiirk gazeteleri Lefkosa
disina ¢ikamaz, okuyuculariyla bulusamaz, baski sayilart diiser ve Kibris Tiirk
insaninin EOKA karsisinda verdigi miicadeleye gazeteler de bu sartlar altinda
devam ederler. Bu donemde Kibrisli Tiirklerin durumunu diinya kamuoyuna
duyuran gazeteler arasinda Halkin Sesi, Bozkurt, Hiirséz, Nacak, Cumhuriyet,
Akin, Devrim, Zafer, Savag ve Nizam gazeteleri basta gelmektedir. Bu ¢aligma
Kibrisli Rumlarin Grivas yonetimindeki EOKA orgiitii vasitasiyla adadaki
Kibrisli Tiirkleri ortadan kaldirmayi amaglayan Akritas Planimi uygulamaya
koyduklar1 1958-1963 doénemindeki olaylara kesitsel bir bakis sunmay1
amaglanmaktadir. Calismanin hazirlanmasi sathasinda ozellikle Kibris Tiirk
basinindan istifade edilmis, Nacak ve Cumhuriyet gazetelerinin olaylara bakis
acilar1 6n plana ¢ikartilmistir.

Kibris Adasinda 1958 Oncesi Durum

1931 yilinda Rumlarimn baglattiklar1 isyan girisimin hemen ardindan Yunanistan
27 Subat 1947°de aldigi bir kararla “Yunanistan’m Kibris’la birlesmesi”
gerektigini kabul eder ve bunu biitiin diinyaya ilan eder. Bu arada Michael
Mouskos’un 1948’de Kition Piskoposu olarak adaya donmesiyle yeni bir dsnem
baslar.! Daha sonra Kibris Rum toplumu lideri ve Bagpiskoposu olan
Makarios’un ¢abastyla Enosis faaliyetleri de hizli bir ivme kazanir. 21 Kasim
1949 tarihinde Birlesmis Milletlere miiracaat eden Yunanlilar “Anavatan
Yunanistan’la birlesmek icin self-determinasyon hakkinin halkimiza taninmasini
istiyoruz.” diyerek® adada 15 Ocak 1950 tarihinde plebisit yaparlar’ ve se¢imden
ilhak sonucu ¢ikar. Plebisit ve akabinde Kibris Rumlarinin ayaklanma
girisimlerinin meydana getirdigi gerginlikler Kibris meselesinin fiili olarak 1950
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yilindan itibaren ortaya ¢ikmasina sebep olur.* Ayrica Yunanistan 16 Agustos
1954 tarihinde “halklarin esit haklar1 ve self-determinasyon ilkesinin Birlesmis
Milletlerin himayesi altinda Kibris halkina uygulanmasi™ istegiyle Birlesmis
Milletlere miiracaat eder,” ancak bu teklif reddedilir.’® Ancak ozellikle
Makarios’un adadaki kiskirtict tutumu hizlanarak devam etmektedir ve bu
durum ada sathinda biiyiik rahatsizliklara yol agmaktadir.” Boylece Yunanistan
ile Kibris Rum tarafi isi silah yolu ile halledebilecegi diisiincesine kapilir ve bu
diisiince ile bir yeraltt orgiitii kurma yoluna gider’ ve daha once ‘Oldiirmeyi
bilmeyen’® PEON genglik teskilatin1 kuran Grivas’ boylece ‘Sldiirmek’' iizere
EOKA’y1 ortaya ¢ikartir.'' Hemen akabinde 1 Nisan 1955 gecesi Kibris'ta yer
yerinden oynar,'? bombalar patlar, makineli tiifekler 6liim sagar, isyerleri, asker
kislalar, Ingilizlere ait yerler havaya ugurulur.”’ Ayni giin icerisinde adanin dért
bir tarafinda patlatilan bombalar ve estirilen terdr havasi gelecekte karsilagilacak
sikintili giinlerin de habercisi gibidir. Olup bitenleri heniiz kavrayamayan
Ingilizler ise ne yapacaklarim bilmez bir durumdadirlar.'* Ancak Tiirk tarafinda
bu faaliyetlerle ilgili kipirdanmalar da baslamistir.”> Artarak siddetlenen bu
olaylar karsisinda Kibrish Tiirkler de tamamen nefsi miidafaaya yonelik olarak
Karagete, Volkan, 9 Eyliil, Tirk Mukavemet Teskilat1 gibi organizasyonlarin
icine girerek kendilerini savunmaya ¢alisirlar. 1957 yilina gelindiginde EOKA
faaliyetlerine ara verdigini agiklayacaktir; ancak bu da uzun siireli bir ¢6ziim
olmaz ve ada kan golii olmaya devam eder.'® Aday1 kan géliine ¢eviren EOKA
teskilatt yaninda Kibrish Rumlar arasindaki siyasi g¢ekigmeler de adayi
yasanmaz hale getirmektedir.'’

Ote yandan adadaki gergin ortami yumusatmak amaciyla ortaya atilan ancak
Kibrisli Rumlar ve Yunanlilar tarafindan derhal reddedilen ¢oziimlerden birisi
ise adaya Tiirk askeri gondermek ve Kibris’ta bir Tiirk askeri {issii tesis
etmektir.'® Kibris’taki kaos ortamui Ziirih ve Londra anlasmalarina kadar devam
eder ve Kibris Cumhuriyeti ile ilgili goriismeler sonrasinda Kibrisli Rumlar ve
Kibrish Tiirkler arasinda Tiirkiye, Yunanistan ve Ingiltere’nin garantdrliigiinde
Kibris Cumhuriyeti tesis edilir.

Kibris Tiirk Basim1 ve Miicadele Tarihi

Kibris Tiirk basini mercek altina alindigi zaman goriilecektir ki adada
yaymlanan Tiirk gazeteleri yayimcilarinin ve yaymevi sahiplerinin kisisel
ihtiraslar1 ve gazetecilik heveslerini karsilamak maksadiyla
yaymlanmamaktadir. 1891 yilinda yayin hayatina baslayan Zaman gazetesinden
itibaren Kibris Tiirk gazeteleri ve izledikleri yayin politikalari incelendiginde tek
bir gayeye hizmet etmek iizere hazirlandiklar1 agikga goriilebilir. Bu gaye de
Kibris Tiirk’iinlin sesini ve varligini biitiin diinyaya duyurmak, onlarin haklarini
ve ¢ikarlarini savunmak, adanin Yunanistan’a ilhak edilmesine karsi ¢ikmak ve
Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk’iin ifadesiyle ‘Tiirkliigiin sesinin solmasini’ 6nlemektir.
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Bu sartlarda Kibris Tiirk basini i¢in sdylenebilecek en kisa ve dogru tanim ise
Kibris Tiirk basininin bir miicadele basini oldugudur.

1891 yilinda yayin hayatina baslayan Zaman gazetesinin ilk sayisinda
gazetenin varolus gerekceleri Ingiliz somiirgeciligiyle savasmak, Kibris
sorununda Rum goriislerinin propagandasint yapan ¢ok sayidaki Rum
gazetesiyle miicadele etmek, Enosis hareketine kargi durmak, Kibris Tiirk
goriiglerini  diinyaya duyurmak, Tirk¢e’nin Kibris adasinda yasamasini
saglamak, adadaki Tirk toplumuna toplumsal, siyasal, ahlaki ve egitimsel
acilardan yardimci olmak seklinde siralanir.’ Bu anlamda 6zellikle 1 Nisan
1955 sonrasindaki siiregte Kibris Tiirk toplumunda yaymnlanan gazetelerin
oncelikle misyonlar1 Kibrisli Tiirklerin sesi, gozii kulagi olmak, Enosis
iddialarina ve propagandasina karsi koymak ve adada Kibrisli Tiirklerin
varligini yasatmak olur. Bu noktada Kibris Tiirk basinini1 bir miicadele basini
olarak gérmek yerinde olacaktir. Ornegin 1960 sonrasinda yaym hayatina giren
haftalik Akin gazetesi daha ilk sayisinda olaylarin iizerine gidecegini ve Kibrish
Tiirklerin sesi ve kulag1 olacagmi agiklar.”® Ote yandan Kibris adasinda 14 Mart
1942 tarihinden itibaren yayinlanmakta olan ve imtiyaz sahipligini Dr. Fazil
Kiigiik’iin yaptig1 Halkin Sesi gazetesi de yayin ilkeleri arasinda belirttigi lizere
Kibris Tiirk toplumunun haklarimi savunmak, toplumun dertlerini dinlemek,
somiirge idaresi ve Rum isteklerine kars1 koymak, anavatan Tiirkiye sevgisini ve
ona olan baghiligin1 devam ettirmek maksadiyla ¢alismalarina devam eder ve
ozellikle 1955 sonrasinda Kibris Cumbhuriyetinin kuruldugu dénemden 20
Temmuz 1974 dénemine adada olup bitenleri diinyaya yansitmaya gayret eder.
Bu donemde Kibris’ta yayimlanan Tiirk gazetelerinin neredeyse tamaminin
mangetlerinde Kibris olaylar1 yer almaktadir. Ornegin Bozkurt gazetesinde
‘Leymosun’da Kanli Carpismalar Oldu’, ‘Kiigiik Kaymakli’da Gerginlik
Artiyor’, ‘Anavatandaki Kibris Mitingleri Devam Ediyor’, ‘EOKA Tiirklere
Karsi Biiyik Katliamlara Hazirlaniyor’®'; ayrica Halkin Sesi gazetesinde
‘Kardeslerimiz Can ve Mal Namuslarini1 Korumak I¢in Hicret Ediyorlar’, ‘Baf’ta
Bir Tirk Memur Dairesinde Vuruldu’, ‘Rumlarin Tiirklere Tecaviizleri Biitiin
Siddetiyle Devam Ediyor’, ‘Avukat R. Denktas Istiklal Miicadelemizde 26
Milyonun Arkamizda Oldugunu Soyledi’* seklinde mansetler hemen goze
carpar. Bozkurt gazetesinin 13 Temmuz 1958 tarihli manseti ve baslig1 siyah bir
karartmayla ¢ikar. Gazetenin basliklar1 ise ‘EOKA Cinayetleri Devam Ediyor.
Pusuya Diisiiriilen Otobiise Acilan Ateste Bes Tiirk Oldiiriildii® seklindedir.*
Bozkurt ayrica oOzellikle Kibris Tiirk toplumunu ilgilendiren i¢ siyaset
konularinda tarafsizligini tamamiyla muhafaza ederek, kamuoyunu biiyiik
6l¢iide ilgilendiren i¢c meselelerde dahi tarafsizligini ortaya koyar ve olaylarin
sadece haber yoniinii 6n plana ¢ikartir. Kibris Tiirk basin tarihinde bu dénemde
yer alan en ilging gazete ise Erenkdy, Selguklu, Bozdag, Alevkaya ve Mansura
koylerini Rumlara karst savunmakta olan Kibrishi Tirklerin daktilo etmek
suretiyle ¢ikardiklar1 ve adi gecen kdylerin bas harflerinden olusan ESBAM
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gazetesidir. Biitiin yokluklara, ¢ekilen sikintilara ve Rum ablukasina ragmen
adada olup bitenleri duyurabilmek, moral ve motivasyonu giiclii tutabilmek
amaciyla yayimnlanan gazetede Kibris olaylarmin ardindaki gercekler,
uluslararas1 anlasmalar, askeri bilgiler, saglik kosesi ve siirler yer alir. Ayni
sekilde Limasol’da yayinlanan Limasol’un Sesi gazetesi de neredeyse biitiin
sayillarim1 ve hemen hemen biitiin sayfalarini gegmiste Kibris’ta yasanan
olaylara, ozellikle ‘Ikinci Plevne Miidafaas® olarak belirttigi Limasol
bolgesinde yasanan ¢atismalara ve hayatini kaybeden Kibrish Tiirklere ayirir.

Kibris’ta 1955-1963 doneminde yayim yapan toplam 10 Kibris Tiirk gazetesi
esasinda tamamiyla Kibris adasina yogunlastigindan ada disindaki Tiirklere ve
onlarin tepkilerine yer vermemekte ve kisith imkanlar nedeniyle duyarsiz
kalmaktadir.** Ada disinda yasayan Kibrish Tiirklerin bu konudaki tepkileri,
genellikle kendi goriislerine ve caligmalarina yer verilmemesi, kendilerinin
fikirlerinin sorulmamasi, Ingilizce yaymlanan Halkin Sesi gazetesinin
Ingiltere’ye gonderilmemesi, ayrica Intercommunal Strife adli brosiirlerden
temin edememeleri, Ingiltere’de Yunan ve Rum propagandasina karsi
yaptiklarinin duyurulmamasi gibi konulardir. Bu konuda sik sik yakinanlardan
birisi de Kibris Tirktiir Cemiyeti Bagkan1 A. Necati Sager’dir. Sager bu konuyla
ilgili olarak gerek Tiirk Cemaat Meclisi Bagkani Rauf R. Denktas’a, gerekse
KTKF Sekreteri Dr. Burhan Nalbantoglu’na degisik donemlerde miiracaat eder.
Ornegin 8 Kasim 1958 tarihinde Dr. Burhan Nalbantoglu’na gonderilen yazida
Scarborought’a gonderilen 25.000 brosiirden Kibris Tiirk toplumunu ilgilendiren
haberlerin ayiklanarak Kibris Tiirk gazetelerine yazilarin goénderilmesinin
memnuniyet verici oldugu; ancak o giine kadar yapilan hicbir faaliyetin Tiirk
gazetelerinde yaymlanmadigi, Londra’daki cemiyetin en son Scarborought’ta ve
Londra’daki Muhafazakar Parti toplantisinda yaklasik 4.000 delegeye Kibris’la
ilgili brostirler dagittig: belirtilir.

Nacak Gazetesinin Yayinlari

Bu donemde Kibris’ta en 6nemli doniim noktasi ise, Nacak gazetesinin yayin
hayatina baslamasidir. Nacak gazetesinden once Kibris Tirk Kurumlari
Federasyonu ve Kibrislt Tiirklerin faaliyetleri konusunda toplumu aydinlatmak
ve haberdar etmek i¢in kullanilan yol ise genellikle KTKF tarafindan yayinlanan
faaliyet raporlar1 veya bilgi biiltenleridir. Ornegin Nacak gazetesinin ilk
sayisinin ¢ikmasindan hemen o6nce Nisan 1959 tarihinde yayinlanan aylik
biiltende Rauf R. Denktag’m ‘Tutunmak ve Yiikselmek Azmindeyiz’ baslikli bir
yazist yer almaktadir.> S6z konusu yazida Rauf R. Denktas tarafindan Kibris
Tiirk toplumunun iktisadi alanda da soz sahibi olabilmesi, devamli alic1 ve
tilketici olmak yerine {irettigini satan ve iireten bir toplum haline gelebilmesi,
Zirih anlagsmasi sonrasinda kazanilan haklarla perakendecilikten &teye
gidemeyen ticaret hayatinin kalkinmasi ve Tirk’iin Tirk’ii korumasi gerektigi
belirtilir.* Tlging bir nokta ise Kibris’ta Nacak gazetesi yaym hayatina
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baslamadan hemen 6nce ingiltere’de yasayan Kibrisli Tiirklerin de seslerini
duyurabilmek amaciyla bir gazete ¢ikarma girisimine baslamalaridir.”’” ‘Hersey
Vatan I¢in’ ifadesini kendilerine parola olarak alan gazete yetkilileri gazeteyi
once aylik, ilerleyen donemde de haftalik olarak g¢ikartmayi planlamakta ve
‘Tirkliige ve Kibris’taki cemaatimize her sahada hizmet igin’ bu girigimi
baglatmaktadir.”® Nacak gazetesinin sahibi kagit iizerinde Kibris Tiirk Kurumlar
Federasyonu, imtiyaz sahibi ise Rauf R. Denktas olarak goriilmektedir;”’
“Tiirk Mukavemet Tegkilati bir gazete ¢ikarmaya karar verdi. Riza
Vuruskan gazetenin adim eski bir Tiirk silahi oldugu igin Nacak
koydu. Aslinda tirpanla nacak arasinda bir siire tereddiit ettik. Dis
goriiniis olarak Denktas sahibi, ben de Yazi Isleri Miidiirii olarak
goriilecektik. Gazetenin ilk sayisimi 29 Mayis 1959 tarihinde
ctkarttik...”
Gazete, Halkin Sesi Matbaasi’nda basilir ve son sayisinin yayimlandigi 22
Aralik 1963 giinline kadar haftalik olarak basilir. Gazetenin fiyat:1 15 Mils olarak
belirlenmistir. Gazetenin ilk sayfasinda Nacak ifadesinin hemen yaninda
‘Haftalik Siyasi Gazetedir’ ibaresi yer almakta, bunun hemen yaninda gazetenin
abonelik sartlari, gazetenin imtiyaz sahibi ve adresi gibi bilgiler bulunmaktadir.
Gazetenin sol kosesinde ise Nacak iizerine bir basak amblemi yer almaktadir.
Ayni slitunun sag kosesinde ise lizerinde ‘Bayraklari bayrak yapan istiindeki
kandir. Toprak eger ugrunda dlen varsa vatandir’ yazili bayrak, asker, mesale ve
sirmadan olusan bir amblem bulunmaktadir. Gazete ilk sayisinda yayin ilkelerini
‘Kibris Tiirk koyliisiinii topyekiin kalkindirma miicadelesine girismek, Tiirk
is¢isinin haklarint savunmak, milli davamiza set ¢ekenlere karsi durmak, milli
bilinci ayakta tutmak, ada Tiirklerini bu biling altinda toplamak ve Enosis’e
karst1 miicadele etmek’ olarak agiklar. Gazetenin asil amaci ulusal biling
etrafinda Kibrish Tiirklerin toplanmalarii saglamak ve Enosis’e karst
¢ikmaktir.® Bu baglamda gazete ilk sayisindan son sayisina kadar Kibris Rum
basmiyla miicadele eder; ancak gazetenin karsi ¢iktigt sadece Rum basimi
degildir ve bunlar arasinda Cumhuriyet gazetesi de bulunmaktadir. Gazetede
ayrica Rauf R. Denktas, Fuat Veziroglu, T. Bayraktaroglu, Salih Celebioglu, H.
Tacal, Orbay Mehmet Necati Taskin, H. M. Irkad, ilter Veziroglu, Erol N.
Erduran, Orbay Deliceirmak, Cavit Ramadan, Mutallip Vudali, M. Siikrii de
yazilar yazmaktadir. Gazete yayin hayatina basladigi 29 Mayis 1959 tarihinden
itibaren 1963 yilina kadar gegen siiregte, Kibris Tiirk toplumunu ‘Tiirk’ten
Tirk’e Kampanyasi, Vatandas Tiirkge Konus Kampanyasi, Yerli Mali Kullan
Kampanyas1’ gibi kampanyalarla bilin¢lendirmeye c¢alisirken, ayrica tarimdan
ziraata, sanayiden kiiltiire, tarihten ekonomiye kadar pek ¢ok alanda da
yetistirmeye ¢alisir.’! Gazetenin yaymn politikasi ve kapanincaya kadar devam
ettirdigi siyasi ¢izgi boylece ¢ok net olarak ortaya cikar. ilk etapta toplumun
biitiin katmanlarmi kucaklayarak Kibris Tiirk halkini sadece ekonomik olarak
degil, siyasi ve kiiltiirel agidan da gelistirecek ve Rumlara baglh kisitlayict
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unsurlart ortadan kaldiracak tedbirleri anavatan Tiirkiye’nin de destegiyle
bunlar1 gerceklestirmek s6z konusudur. Gazetenin Cumhuriyet ile catigmasi da
bu noktada baslamaktadir. Cumhuriyet gazetesi her ne olursa olsun adada
kurulan cumhuriyetin devamindan yanadir ve ekonomik kalkinmanmn da,
kiiltiirel ve siyasi kalkinmanin da ancak demokrasi iginde miimkiin olabilecegini
belirtmektedir. Bu baglamda Cumhuriyet, Taksim ve Enosis fikirlerine de sert
tepki gostermektedir. Ancak Nacak gazetesine gore iki toplumu huzur ve siikuna
kavusturmak igin yapilacak is esit haklara sahip iki ayr1 toplum olarak
yasamalarini saglamaktir. Aksi bir durum ise ‘Biiyiik Sahra Coliine kar
yagmasini beklemek kadar bos bir hayal olur.”*?

Kibrish Tiirkleri “fert olarak degil de cemaat olarak bir vahdet yaratmasi igin”
Enosis’e kars1 tek yumruk olmaya g¢agiran gazete, halka ayrilik ve bencillik
degil, birlik ve beraberlik asilanmasim hedefler.””> Daha sonra biitiin ada sathina
yayilacak olan Tiirk’ten Tiirk’e Kampanyasi da bu donemde hayata gegirilir.**
Genel olarak bakildiginda gazetenin politikast Kibrishi Tiirkleri ulusal biling
etrafinda derleyip toparlamak ve bu ulusal biling ¢ergevesinde Rumlarin, Megali
Idea gergevesinde Kibris adasini Yunanistan’a ilhak amacimi giiden Enosis
arzularina kars1 koymaktir. Nacak gazetesi ise Kibrish Tiirkleri uyandirmak ve
milli hislerine de terciiman olmak diisiincesindedir.”> Nacak bu durumu ayrica
“Carpisma giinlerinde saklanacak delik arayanlar, miicadele giinlerimizde ticari
tetkik seyahatine cikanlar, sikiyonetim giinlerinde, sokaga c¢ikma yasagi
kondugu giinlerde a¢ ve issiz kalan halki diistinmeyenler, Tiirk’ten Tiirk’e
Kampanyas1 devam ederken acentelik koparmak i¢in ecnebi memleketlere sahte
sirket isimleri verenler, 1958’in miicadelesini hor gorenler, Tiirk halkina yapilan
haksizliklara g6z yumarak her seyi toz pembe gostermek isteyenler, etraflaria
topladiklar1 3-5 komiinist bozuntusu ile halkin midesini bulandirma yolunu
secenler, cemaat hizmetinde olanlara vicdanlari sizlamadan hirsiz damgasi
vururken mahkemelerde hirsizliktan hiikiim giyenler biitiin bunlar1 unutarak
bugiin dile gelmisler, biilbiil gibi otiiyorlar... Cikardiklar1 gazete ile tenkit
ediyoruz, soz hirriyetimizi kullaniyoruz zihniyetiyle hareket ediyorlar...”
sozleriyle elestirir.*

Nacak gazetesinin 31 Temmuz 1959 tarihli sayisinda ise ‘Tarimci’ imzali ve
‘Koyliimiiziin Kalkinmas: Sarttir’ baslikli bir haber yaymlanir. Buna gore Tiirk
koyliisiiniin - korunmasi igin yapilmas1 gerekenler, ilkokullarin sayilarinin
artirilarak yeteri kadar ogretmen tahsis etmek, okullarm kitap ihtiyaglarini
kargilamak, sehir hayatinin imkanlarindan koyliilerin de istifade etmesini
saglamak, kdy insanlarinin teknik konulardaki sorunlarina yardimeci olacak
birimler kurmak, kdylerde birlik ve diizeni bozmaya g¢alisanlara karst uyanik
olmak ve bu sekilde davrananlari cezalandirmak, Tiirk’ten Tiirk’e kampanyasini
koti niyetlerle kullanmaya galisanlara karsi uyanik olmak ve g¢ift¢i ¢ocuklarimi
ziraat ve tarim konusunda yetistirerek egitmek baslica gorevler olarak gosterilir.
Gazetenin 14 Agustos 1959 tarihli sayisinda ‘Tehlike Canlar’ baslikli bir
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makale yayinlayan Rauf R. Denktas ise 11 Agustos 1959 aksami KEM isimli
yasadis1 Rum oOrgiitii adina dagitilan Grivas imzali bildirileri 6n plana cikartir ve
“Rum cemaatinin en dnde gelenleri ‘Bu beyanatlar bizi ilgilendirmez. Bunlar
miifrit bir azinhigin ¢ilginligidir’ deseler bile biz bu tath sézlere kanmayacagiz.
Kibris’ta tehlike canlari g¢aliyor. Bunun farkindayiz. Biitiin tutumumuz bu
tehlikenin mevcudiyetini ve biiyiikligini takdir ederek ayarlanmistir...
Maceraperestler vakarla yolunda yiiriiyen, soziiniin eri Tiirk cemaatini hige
sayan hareketlerden vazgegsinler” der.Cumhuriyet Bayramlari da Kibrish
Tiirkler tarafindan coskuyla kutlanmaktadir. Nacak gazetesi de adada yayinlanan
diger Tiirk gazeteleri gibi milli giinlerle ilgili olarak bilinglendirme gayretlerine
devam etmektedir.”” Bu arada Dr. Fazil Kiigiik, Rauf R. Denktas, Osman Orek
ve Fazil Plimer’den olusan Kibris Tiirk heyeti Haziran 1960 déneminde
Ankara’ya giderler ve Milli Birlik Komitesi Bagkani Cemal Giirsel’le de
goriistirler. Bu ziyarette Giirsel, “Davanizi simsiki tutmaktayim. Bundan higbir
endisenizin olmamasini isterim. Zirih ve Londra anlagmalarinin harfiyen
tatbikinde sonuna kadar 1srar edecegiz” agiklamasinda bulunur.®® Ote yandan
Nacak gazetesinin 8 Temmuz 1960 tarihli sayis1 neredeyse tamamiyla Kibris
Tiirk koylisiine ayrilmistir ve Atatirk’in tarim, kdy ve koyliyle ilgili
diisiincelerine yer verilmistir.** Ayni donemde EOKA lideri Grivas da 16
Agustos 1960 tarihinde Tiirkiye, Ingiltere ve Yunanistan’in garantdrliigiinde
kurulan Kibris Cumhuriyeti’nin  Cumhurbagkant olan ancak ‘Kibris
Cumbhuriyeti’nin bagimsiz bir devlet olmasim hicbir zaman istemeyen’*
Makarios iizerindeki baskilarini artirarak devam eder. Grivas, yillar boyu
kendisiyle su¢ ortaklig1 yapmis olan Baspiskopos Makarios’a ‘Ya simdi veya...”
diye tehditler savurarak anlasmalar1 ve anayasayi hiikiimsiiz ilan etmesini ve
adada yasayan Kibrish Tiirkleri susturmasini ister.*!

Cumhuriyet Gazetesinin Yayinlari
Bu arada Dr. Fazil Kiigiik de yaptig1 bir agiklamada ‘Toplumu pargalamak
isteyen kimi kisilerin planlarinin eline gegtiginden’ bahseder ve halki bu gibi
kisilere kars1 uyanik olmaya cagirir.** Nacak gazetesinin 5 Agustos 1960 tarihli
sayisinda ise yine Istiklal gazetesi ile ilgili ‘Yeni bir siyaset ¢izmek tesebbiisii’
bashkli bir haber yaymlamr;*
“Istiklal gazetesinin sabik kalemsorlerinden Ahmet Muzaffer
Giirkan; Dr. Thsan Ali, Dervis Ahmet Ragit, Dr. Denizer, Ertugrul
Sahin ve Dr. Fikret Alkan’in istiraklaryla siyasi bir parti
kuracagim agiklamistir. Dr. Ihsan Ali ile her bakimdan hemfikir ve
kendisini tasdik ederim diyen Giirkan, Rumlarla kardes gibi
gecinme siyasetini takip edecegini de ac¢ikladi. Uyamik Tiirk
cemaati! Bu ifsaat kulagina kiipe olsun. Sana yeni bir siyaset
¢izecek olanlara bir daha bak ve onlara gereken cevabini ver. Dr.
Thsan Ali, Tiirkiye’ye girmesi men edilmis, Tiirkiye'ye vizesiz
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girmeye tesebbiis ettikten sonra Tiirkiye 'den hudut disi edilmis bir
zattir...”
Bu haber esasinda gelecekte Nacak ve Cumhuriyet gazeteleri arasindaki
catigmalarin da ilk habercisi gibidir. 12 Agustos 1960 tarihli gazetenin birinci
sayfadan verdigi bir baska haber ise ‘Dikkatli ve uyanik davranmazsak 7/3
memur nispeti tatbik edildigi halde yine de Tiirkler zararli ¢ikacak’ alt baglhigini
tasimaktadir. Bu habere gore ‘memurin meselelerinin en kritik bir safhada
oldugunu g6z 6niine alarak bu mesele ile mesgul olan sahislardan azami dikkat
ve uyaniklik bekledigimizi ve Rumlarin herhangi bir oyununa gelmememize
dikkat etmelerini tavsiye ederiz. Bu vazifeyi halletmek iizere gorev alan gahislara
kafi derecede itimadimiz olmasina ragmen iyi kalplilik, samimiyet ve hiisniiniyet
gosterisi yapmaya kalkisarak karsi unsurun politikasina kurban gelmemelerini
tavsiye etmekten de yine kendimizi alamiyoruz...” denilir.** Ayrica gazete
Rumlar tarafindan, tedhis doneminde Tiirklerin terk ettikleri evlerin yikilmakta
oldugunu, Lakadamya’da®™ bu sekilde terk edilen Salahi Hasan’in evinin de
Rumlar tarafindan yagmalandigini yazar.*® ilging olan bir nokta ise ayn1 dénem
icerisinde Makarios aleyhtar1 olan gruplarin kurulma asamasinda olan Kibris
Cumhuriyeti karsiti bir politika ve plan igerisinde olmalaridir. Bunu
gerceklestirebilmek igin bazi Rum gruplar bayraklar1 yariya indirirken 6zellikle
Lefkosa’nin farkli noktalarinda bombalama olaylarina destek verilecegi de
belirtilir.*” Bu arada Nacak gazetesi daha sonraki donemde yayinlanan
sayilarinda Kibrishi Tirkleri kurulan yeni Kibris Cumbhuriyeti ve devlet
daireleriyle ilgili resmi faaliyetler konusunda aydimlatmaya cahsir.”* EOKA
lideri Grivas’in Makarios ilizerindeki baskilarini artirmaya basladigi ve tam da
Kibris Cumhuriyeti devletinin kuruldugu giin, 16 Agustos 1960 giinii Kibris’ta
yeni bir Tiirk gazetesi daha yaymn hayatina baglar ve yaym hayatina 22 Aralik
1963 giinline kadar devam eder. Gazetenin imtiyaz sahibi Tiirk Nesriyat Sirketi
Cumhuriyet Ltd. adina Avukat Ayhan Hikmet ve Avukat Muzaffer Giirkan’dir.
Bagligin hemen altinda ise Atatiirk’in ‘Yurtta Sulh, Cihanda Sulh’ sozii yer
almaktadir ve Halkin Sesi, Nacak, Bozkurt, daha sonraki donemde ¢ikacak olan
Zafer ve Akin gazetelerinden farkli olarak ‘tabloid’ olarak adlandirilan kiigiik
boyda ‘Haftalik bagimsiz, siyasi gazete™® olarak ¢ikar. Gazetenin temel amaci
basin-yayin organlarinda diisiince ozgiirligiinii yayginlastirmak ve kurulan
Kibris Cumhuriyetini yasatmaktir. Hukuk egitimi almis her iki avukat da
gazetenin kurulmasiyla beraber adada bir demokrasi miicadelesi verdiklerini
aciklarlar ve Kibris’ta demokrasinin koklesip yerlesmesi i¢in miicadele
ettiklerini bildirirler. Bu donemde Kibris Tirk basimi ise Halkin Sesi, Bozkurt,
Hiirs6z, Nacak, Cumhuriyet, Akin, Devrim, Zafer, Savas ve Nizam basta olmak
izere toplam 10 gazeteden olugmaktadir. Ancak gazeteler arasindaki olaylara
bakis agilarindaki farkliliklar, siyasi goriis ayriliklar1 ve donemin geregi olarak
sert siyasi ¢cekismeler bu gazeteleri zaman zaman birbirlerine karsi ciddi rakipler
olarak ¢aligmalarina sebep olur. Biitiin bunlara ragmen Kibris Tiirk gazetelerinde
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ozellikle Kibris Tiirk toplumunun verdigi miicadele konusunda ortak bir tavir
sergilendigini belirtmek gerekir. Cumhuriyet yayinlandigi ilk sayida kurulan yeni
devlete de deginerek “Kibrislilarin Cumhuriyet Bayrami Biitiin Yurttaslara Kutlu
Olsun. Bu Tarihi Giinde Mehmetgigi Kibris’ta Selamliyoruz” bagligiyla beraber
gazetenin genel ilkelerini de ortaya koyar.”® Gazete ilk sayfadaki bir baska
haberle de Tirkiye’nin adaya goénderdigi 650 kisilik Kibris Tirk Kuvvetleri
Alayt ile ilgili bilgi verir ve “Bugiiniin ikinci bir tarihi 6nemi Kibris’ta yegane
teminattmiz olan sanli ordumuzun kahraman bir birligini bagrimiza
basmamizdir. Umit ve iftihar kaynagimiz olan sanli ordumuzu Kibris’ta
kargilarken sonsuz bir gurur duymakta ve seving goz yaslari akitmaktayiz. Sunu
onemle belirtmeliyiz ki Mehmetc¢ik bu defa yirminci yiiz yila en fazla uyan bir
iilkiinlin, baris ve dostluk iilkiisliniin onciiliigiinii ve bekgiligini yapmaktadir”
yorumunu yapar.’' Gazete daha ilk sayisinda 12 Ocak tarihli Nacak’ta
kendileriyle ilgili olarak Hiirriyet Komitesi brosiirleri basarak dagittiklar:
yoniindeki haberleri reddederek Ahmet Muzaffer Giirkan ve Ayhan Mustafa
Hikmet imzastyla sert bir cevap yayimlar.”> Bu arada 16 Agustos 1960 giinii
Kibris’ta 950 kisilik Yunan Alayi ile 650 kisilik Kibris Tiirk Alay1’nin miisterek
yapacaklari resmi toreninin Kibris tarihinde yapilan en gorkemli téren olacagi
belirtilir.® Aym tarihli Bozkurt gazetesi de Tiirk askerinin adaya gelisini
‘Cumhuriyetin Kahraman Koruyuculari Hos Geldiniz’ bashgiyla verir.>
Cumhuriyet gazetesinin ikinci sayisi ise 23 Agustos 1960 giinii yaymlanir ve bu
sayida cumhuriyetin kurulmasiyla beraber adada huzur ve baris ortaminin tesis
edildiginden bahsedilerek “...Bu memlekette artik iki cemaat bir arada
yasayamaz gibi miifrit fikirlere yer yoktur” denilir.”® Gazetenin mansete
cikardig1 bu haber ise Nacak gazetesinin takip ettigi politikaya taban tabana
zittir. Haftalik yayinlanan gazetenin tiglincii sayisi ise 30 Agustos Zafer Bayrami
nedeniyle renkli hazirlanmistir ve gazete ‘Zafer Bayrami Biiytik Tiirk Milletine
Kutlu Olsun’ mansetini atar.”® Bu arada Nacak gazetesi, Temsilciler Meclisi
Tiirk iiyelerine ve Tiirk Cemaat Meclisi iiyelerine bir agik mektup yayinlayarak
“Nacak, Cumhuriyet rejiminde bagimsiz statiisiinii devam ettirecek, higbir
sahsin, hi¢bir ziimrenin, hi¢cbir miiessesenin ve higbir meclisin organi olmayacak,
sadece Tirk toplumunun mali olarak kalacak, dogru gordiigii her hareketi
alkislayacak, aksi gordiigii her seyi samimiyetle fakat korkmadan tenkit ve ikaz
edecektir...” denilir.”” Nacak gazetesinin 26 Agustos 1960 giinii manset haberi
ise ‘Tirkiye Biiyiikel¢isinin Ziyafeti ve Ahmet Muzaffer Giirkan’ bashigini
tasimaktadir;™®
“Tiirkiye 'nin Kibris Biiyiikelgisi Ekselans Emin Dirvana basin
mensuplariyla tanismak gayesiyle 25 Agustos Carsamba aksami
gazetecilere  verdigi  yemekte... Istiklal ~ gazetesinin  sabik
yazarlarindan ve Lefkosa’da yeni ¢ikmaya baslayan muhalif
Cumhuriyet gazetesi kurucusu Ahmet Muzaffer Giirkan’in
serdettigi ve asagiya aldigimiz diisiinceleri iizerinde durulmaya
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deger. Giirkan'in diigiinceleri sunlardir; Rumlarla bu kadar
miicadele etmeye, kan dékmeye liizum yoktu. Madem ki nihayette
cumhuriyete gidilecekti, taksim ve adanin biitiiniinii talep etmekte
mana yoktu. Bu memlekette iyi veya kotii her olay liderlerin
eseridir. Hatta Kibris'a gelen Tiirk askerlerinin Kibris Tiirkleri
tarafindan coskun bir tezahiiratla karsilanmasi dahi liderlerin
emriyle olmugstur. Liderlerin Kibris Tiirklerini devamli surette
heyecanli bir miicadele i¢inde bulundurmalar: dogru degildir. Her
sey siit liman olmali, adaya sonsuz bir siikun gelmeli ve Rumlarla
kardesce kaynasmalidir. Ahmet Muzaffer Giirkan ' in diisiincelerini
boylece kaydettikten sonra iki nokta iizerinde iyice egilmek liizumu
kendisini gosterir. Séyle ki; Liderler de Rumlarla dost geginilmesi
taraftaridirlar. Fakat milli benlik ve mevcudiyetimizden hi¢bir sey
kaybetmeden, haklarimizdan hi¢chir fedakdrhikta bulunmadan. Isin
garip tarafi Giirkan’in sahibi bulundugu gazetenin yayinlarinin
Rum baswun tarafindan tasvip gérmesi ve alkislanmasidwr. Ethnos
bu gazete icin soyle diyor; ‘Yeni ¢ikmakta olan Cumhuriyet
gazetesinin Rumlarla Tiirkler arasinda dostluk ve isbirligi tavsiye
etmekte takip ettigi dogru yol teselli vericidir. Yeni meslektasa
Tiirk efkarimi dogru yolda aydinlatma vazifesinde basarilar
dileriz.” Tiirk toplumu i¢in ¢cok manali bir fikir birligi bu.”

Bu haberin hemen ardindan iki gazete arasindaki ¢atigmalar giderek siddetlenir

ve Cumhuriyet de aymi sekilde Ahmet Muzaffer Giirkan imzasiyla ‘Giines

Balgikla Sivanmaz’ bashkl bir yaziyr mansete alir;>®
“Nacak gazetesinin son sayisinda Dirvana’nin 24 Agustos 1960
aksami Ledra Palas Oteli’'nde gazetecilere verdigi ziyafete temas
edilirken sahsima karsi acilan iftira kampanyasina devam
edilmektedir. Giiya ben o ziyafet esnasindaki sohbette sanli
Mehmetciklerimizi cemaatimizin bu kadar coskun tezahiiratla
karsilayyp bagrina basmasimin liderlerin  baskisiyla  oldugunu
soylemigim. Bu iftiray1 siddetle reddederim. Mangal tahtasin
bayram haftasi seklinde géstermekle, her firsatta yazdigim
yazilarda ve giirlerde Mehmetcik hakkindaki sicak duygularimi
belirten beni cemaatimizin goziinde lekelemek imkani yoktur.
Hakikat sudur: Ziyafet masasinda sag tarafimda oturan Akis
dergisi muhabiri Alper Bey, ‘Enosis iilkiistiniin artik tarihe
gectiginden soz ediyorsunuz. Su halde Nikos Sampson ve diger
EOKA’cilarin  bu kadar genis olciide karsilanmalarina ne
dersiniz?’ diye bana bir sual sormustu. Ben de cevaben eger basta
Cumhurbaskant olmak ftizere Rum idarecilerinin bu husustaki
hazirliklari,  teskilati ve baskisi  olmasaydi bu debdebeli
karsilamann asla yapilmayacagini, son segimlerde EOKA cilarin
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ezici yenilgilerinin bunu ispat ettigini soylemistim. Kibris

Cumhuriyeti ¢ercevesinde Rumlarla iyi gecinme meselesine

gelince, gerek Ankara Radyosu’nun Kibris Saati’nin ve gerekse

anavatamimizin ileri gelen gazetelerinin nesriyati ve gerekse

Kibris 'taki agwr basl diger Tiirk gazetelerinin yayinlart hep bu tezi

savunmaktadr. Biz cemaatler arasinda c¢arpismalar ¢ikmasini,

hele cemaatimiz arasinda adam doviiliip adam 6ldiiriilmesini asla

tasvip etmedik ve etmeyecegiz. Ilk sayimizda belirttigimiz gibi Tiirk

askert birligi yegane teminatimizdir.”
iki gazete arasindaki siyasi farklilik gazetelerin okuyucu kitlelerine ve biitiin
sayfalarina da yansimis durumdadir. Nacak gazetesi ‘Vatandas Tiirk¢e Konus’ ve
‘Tirk’ten Tirk’e Kampanyasi® diizenler ve biitiin reklamlar1 Kibris Tiirk
toplumuna aitken, Cumhuriyet gazetesindeki reklamlarin ¢ogunlugu Rum ve
uluslararas1 sirketlere aittir. Ornegin 1 Mayis 1961 tarihli Cumhuriyet
gazetesinde hi¢ Tiirk firmalarina ait reklam bulunmamaktadir. Nacak gazetesi en
son sayisina karsi kesin bir Enosis karsitlig1 igerisinde goriiniirken Cumbhuriyet
gazetesi ise Rumlara karsi bir politika ¢izmekten 6zenle kaginir. Gazetenin
kapanmasindan yaklasik bir yil 6nceki sayisinda Hagmet Muzaffer Giirkan
bagimsizligin kiymetinin bilinmesi gerektiginden séz ederek “Kibrishilara
yaragan kendi basina buyruk bir devlet olarak gelecege giivenle bakarak
calismak, bir kalkinma yolu tutturabilmektir. Simdi issizlik de, iktisadi kriz de
belimizi biikilyor. Zenginin daha zengin, fakirin daha fakir olmasi gonliimiize ac1
veriyor. Fakat unutmayalim ki bu gecici bir devredir. Herhalde Kibris’in
dertlerine deva bulunacag: giinler de gelecektir. Uluslar toplulugunda Kibris
leylegin fazla bulup yuvadan attig1 bir yavru degildir. Tiirkiye ve Yunanistan’la
olan kuvvetli baglarimiz bu iki devletin bizi her zaman elinden geldigi kadar
desteklemesini saglayacaktir... Cesitli devletlerle yaptigimiz ve yapacagimiz
anlagmalarin faydasini gérecegimiz muhakkaktir...Bugiin Rusya ile, yarin da
baska bir devletle anlagsmalar yapmaktan bizi kimse hi¢bir miilahaza ile men
edemeyecektir. Bagimsizligimizin nimetlerini ve dolayisiyla mutlulugunu yalniz
dis miinasebetlerimizde degil, yurdumuzda gosterecegimiz progressif ¢abalarin
faydasini tatmakla da bulacagiz” der.®® Ne yazik ki Kibris Cumhuriyetinin dmrii
de Cumhuriyet gazetesi gibi uzun soluklu olmayacaktir ve Giirkan’in iilkenin
bagimsizligl, demokrasi ve gelismeyle ilgili sozleri de giizel temenniler olmaktan
Oteye gecemeyecektir. Giirkan’in iilkedeki demokratik yapilanmayla ilgili
diistinceleri ise gazetenin hemen bir hafta sonraki sayisinda “...Tekelci
zihniyetin bir memleketi nasil demokrasi ve dolaysiyla kalkinma yolundan
alikoyabilecegi hususunda yakin tarihimizde misaller vardir. Kibris’ta da, kendi
cemaatimiz iginde 17 Mayis’tan onceki devrede toplum mukadderatina hakim
olan bazi gevrelerin bir kisim hatali icraatinin sebepleri arasinda bilgisizlik,
basiretsizlik kadar tenkid ve murakabe miiessesesinin ortadan kaldirilmasi da
vardir. O siralar en basit icraatta, mesela cemaat parasiyla bir bina yapmada
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yetkili kisiler bile agzin1 agip bir sey sdylememis, sdylediyse de fikirleri dikkate
almmamistir. Bu tutumun cemaate maddi ve manevi bakimlardan nelere mal
oldugunu zamanla daha iyi anliyoruz” sozleriyle yansitilir. Bu noktada
demokrasinin bir tilkede olusabilmesi icin sanayilesme, kentlesme, yoksulluktan
kurtulma, belirli bir egitim seviyesine ulagsma, ¢ogulcu tek bir giiciin egemen
olmasina izin vermeyecek olcilide giiglerin paylasildigi, giiciin giicii dengeledigi
Orgiitlii bir toplumla yaygin ve etkili bir kitle iletisim aginin gerekliligi
kacimlmazdir. Ote yandan séz konusu bu nesnel kosullar yaninda demokrasinin
olmazsa olmazlari ise hosgorii ve uzlagsmaya dayanan demokratik kiiltiir 6gesidir.
Belki de Kibris Tiirk cemaatinin sikintili bu yillarda en ¢ok ihtiya¢ duydugu
seylerin basinda bu uzlasma ve hosgorii duygusunun ikinci plana itilmesi
gelmektedir. Bu arada Eleftheria gazetesi ise 28 Ekim Oxi Giinli nedeniyle
yaymladig1 bir haberde s6z konusu giliniin birlik ve beraberlik icerisinde
kutlanmas1 gerektigini belirterek ‘Bu sanli yi1ldoniimiiniin bizim i¢in daha genis
bir manas1 vardir. Oxi Giinii’nii parlak torenlerle kutlamamiz bizim son Ziirih
baglarina ragmen Elenizmin boélinmez bir pargasini olusturdugumuzu, biitiin
yogunlugumuzu anavatanimiz Yunanistan’a ¢evirerek onun sefkatli ana kucagini
ozledigimizi gosterecektir’ der.”? Boylece Kibris Cumhuriyeti kurulmus
olmasia ragmen pek ¢ok Rum kurum ve kurulusu gibi basin-yayin organlari da
Enosis fikrinden vazge¢cmediklerini bir kere daha gosterirler. Ayni konuyla ilgili
olarak hemen bir giin sonraki Rumca gazetelerde de Kibris Rum Spor Kurumu
tarafindan diizenlenen bir yemekten soz edilerek burada yapilan konusmalara
deginilir ve ‘Sporcu Rum gencliginin faaliyetlerine devam ederek EOKA
yolunda ilerleyecegi’ bildirilir.”® Nacak gazetesinin bu dénemde yaymladigi
haberler arasinda Kibrisli Rumlar tarafindan EOKA’y1 canlandirmak amaciyla
hazirlanmis olan mavi-beyaz Yunan bayragi renklerinde basilmis ve ‘Biz de
kanmmizin son damlasina kadar akitacagimiza séz veriyoruz’ seklinde biten
Rumca hazirlanmis ‘Kibris Miicahitler Birligi Milli Aydinlatma Biilteni No.1’
baglikli bir duyurunun Tiirk¢esi de yaymnlanir ve Rumlarin biitiin niyetlerinin
Enosis oldugu gazetede bashk yapilir.** Nacak ise Kibris Tiirk toplumunda nabza
gore serbet vermeye ¢alisanlara sert ¢ikan Orhon Meri¢ imzali ‘Lokma’ baslikli
bir makale yer alir;®
“Oteki  semttesin, agzinda Players, bogazinda ha¢. Surf
taminmayasin, géren seni yabanci bellesin diye takmissin. Agzinda
yabanci sarkilarin hecesi. Magazalarin kapanma vaktine az kaldh.
Yabanci mamulii sigara alacaktin ya, kos sonra yetistiremezsin.
Kosup yorulursan merak etme, Koka Kolaci yakindwr. Sonra vakit
gelince yabanct sinemalara git. Filmler daha énceden gérdiigiinse
kabare kapisi seni bekler. Gir, eglen, ¢ik. Ciktiginda bakarsin
sokak ortasinda ii¢ kisi konusuyorlardwr. Kulak kabart. Duydugun
‘Deli  Tiirkler, barbarlar’ ciimlesidir. Aldirma. Tiirk semtine
geldiginde hagi ¢ikar, ay yildiz tak. Basla 6tmeye, onu yapmaliyiz
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da, bunu yapmalyiz da, de. Dert dinle, derman bulma. Ama bil ki
bu toplum yutmaz bu lokmalari. Bu adadaki Tiirkler yabancilarin
turisti midirler? Onlarin eglence yerlerinde mi eglenecekler, carsi
Pazar igini onlardan mi yapacaklar? Onlarin mamulii sigara mi
icecekler? Peki ama biz turist addedersek kendimizi, bu
topraklardaki 80.000 sehit kimlerin dedeleridir? Kubilaylar,
Uluslar kimlerin kardesleridir?”
Bu arada Cumhuriyet gazetesinin 24 Ekim 1960 tarihli sayisinda ise “Kibris’ i
demokratik gelismesi engellenemez. Komplo iddialar1 vesikalara dayanmadikg¢a
kiymet ifade etmez. Politikacilara halkin sevgisi rehber olmalidir” mansetlerinin
altinda konuyla ilgili kisa bir yaz1 ¢ikar.®® Gazetenin on iigiincii sayisinda ise
1957 yilindan baglayarak 1960 yilinin ortalarina kadar gegen siiregte Kibris Tiirk
toplumunun karanlik bir devreden gectigi belirtilerek Kibris Tiirk toplumunun
bu donemde cok aci cektigi ve sikintilara katlandigi ifade edilir. Ayrica
Eleftheria gazetesi ise verdigi haberde EOKA lideri Grivas tarafindan adada
baslatilan miicadelenin tam bir basariyla sonuglandigini; ancak bu basarinin
siyasi alanda yeterince degerlendirilemedigini kaydederek Grivas’a olan
bagliliklarin1 bir kere daha tekrarlar ve Kibrisli Rumlarin ‘milli hedeflerine
yonelik zaferden’ kesinlikle emin olarak Bagkan Digenis’in adaya ¢ikiginin
altinct yilm kutladiklarmi ifade eder.”” Gazetenin 14 Kasim 1960 tarihli
sayisinda ise “Cemaatler arasi ¢arpismalardan medet umanlara” sert bir sekilde
tepki gosterilerek Nacak gazetesine yonelik olarak “Soven negriyata son
verilmelidir” uyarisi yapilir. Cumhuriyet gazetesinin on altinci sayisinda ise
mangette Kibris Tiirk ve Rum toplumlar1 arasinda ¢ikacak bir tartisma
konusunda Tiirkiye Biiyiikelgisi Emin Dirvana’nin yaptigi konusma vardir.
Biiyiikel¢i Emin Dirvana’nin ‘giiven telkin edici’ bu konugmasiyla ilgili olarak
Hiirriyet gazetesi muhabirinin sordugu “Kibris’taki Rumca gazetelerin nesriyati
iki cemaat arasinda huzursuzluk yaratir mi?” sorusuna Biiyiikelgi Dirvana
‘Hayir’ cevabim verir.®® Gazete aym sayisinda Aytotoro kéyiinde 21 Kasim
giinii Tiirk koyliilerin {izerine bomba atilmasiyla ilgili bir haber yaptiktan sonra
“Halkimiz O Giinlere Dénmek Istemiyor” bashkli bir makale yaymlar.’
Cumhuriyet gazetesinden ii¢ giin 6nce yayinlanan Nacak ise ‘Cumbhuriyet
Gazetesi Rum Basini ile Ayni Safta’ baslikli bir haber yaymlar.”” Gazeteye gore
Cumhuriyet gazetesi Kibris Tirk toplumunu degil, Kibrisli Rumlari
desteklemektedir ve Kibrish Tiirklerle Rumlarin bir arada yasamalarini biitiin
imkansizligina ragmen savunmaya devam etmektedir. Ayni duygular1 paylasan
bir baska kisi ise Biiylikel¢i Emin Dirvana’dir ve Dirvana adada Kibris Tiirk ve
Rum toplumlarma esit mesafede bulunarak gdrevini hakkiyla yaptig
kanaatindedir.”" Bu arada Biiyiikelgi Dirvana’min yaptigi “Kibris Cumhuriyeti
sorumlu makamlarinin harici herhangi bir miidahale olmadan iki cemaat
arasinda bdyle yapict bir igbirliginin gelismesi igin elzem olan emniyet, iman ve
kargilikli itimat hissinin biitlin adada tesis ve idamesinde azimli ve buna
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muktedir olduklarina giivenim vardir” agiklamasina KTKF istihbarat raporunda
‘Giiveni vardir!” notu disiiliir.”> Bu da aym giivenin KTKF’nda olmadigin
gostermektedir. Hagmet Muzaffer Giirkan ise yaymladigi ‘Cikar Yol* baglikli
makalesinde Tiirk ve Yunan hiikiimetlerinin de Kibris’ta cumhuriyet idaresinin
yiirlimesini istedikleri, Ziirih ve Londra’da yapilan anlagsmalar neticesinde tespit
edilen prensiplerin tatbik imkan1 bulabilmesi i¢in her iki iilke hiikiimetlerinin de
yardimci olduklari belirtilir. H. Muzaffer Giirkan’a gore ortaya ¢ikan bu yapici
durum Kibrisli politikacilarin omuzlarina da ciddi sorumluluklar yiiklemis
durumdadir. Giirkan’in bu makalesinde dikkat ¢ektigi en Snemli nokta ise
2000’li yillarda Kibris Rum Kesimi’nin AB miiracaati sirasinda ortaya ¢ikan ve
¢oziilmeyi bekleyen bir konuyla ilgilidir. Buna goére ‘Garanti Anlagmasi’nin
birinci maddesindeki “Kibris Cumhuriyeti, herhangi bir devlet ile tamamen veya
kismen herhangi bir siyasi veya iktisadi birlige katilmamay: taahhiit eder. Bu
itibarla herhangi bir devletle birlesmeyi veya adanin taksimini, dogrudan
dogruya veya dolayistyla tesvik edecek her nevi hareketi yasak ilan eder” diyen
hiikiim Kibrisli politikacilarin takip edebilecegi tek ¢ikar yolu gdstermektedir.’
Kuzey Kibris Tiirk Cumhuriyeti ve Kibrish Tiirklerin onay1 ve rizasi olmadan
Kibris Rum Kesimi tarafindan Avrupa Birligi’ne yapilan miiracaatin tek yanl
olarak kabul edilmesi bugiin Kibris sorunu kapsaminda en 6nemli kilit noktasini
teskil etmektedir. Cumhuriyet gazetesinin en sert tepki gosterdigi olaylardan
birisi ise 27/28 Ocak 1958 olaylarmin yildéniimlerinde yapilan anma torenleridir
ve gazete bu durumu “Ortada yalmz kan dokenler degil, silahsiz miidafaasiz
genglerimizi zirhli tanklarin altinda kanlarini doktiirmeye tesvik edenler ve
sonra schitlerimizin baginda sahte gozyasi dokerek, sizi bu ise komiinistler
tesvik etti diye halka vicdansizca nutuk ¢ekenler var” sozleriyle protesto eder.”
Cumhuriyet gazetesinin 2 Ocak 1961 tarihli yirmi birinci sayis1 bdylece 1961
yilinin da ilk gazetesi olur. Bu sayida atilan ilk mangset ise “Ekselans Emin
Dirvana, Filelefteros Muhabirine Demistir ki, Iki Cemaat Arasindaki
Miinasebetlerin Diizenlenmesi Igin Miisterek Heyet Kurulmasi Fikrini
Tereddiitsiiz Alkislarim. Kibris Ornek Bir Refah Ulkesi Olabilir’ olur.™
Cumhuriyet gazetesi her ne kadar Kibris Tiirk toplumunun haklarini savunmak
ve adada yasananlart kamuoyuna duyurmak amaciyla yayin hayatina baslasa da
yaymlandigi dénem igerisinde Makarios’un, EOKA’nin, Grivas'm” ve
Yunanistan’m Megali Idea gercevesindeki Enosis diisiincelerini bir tiirlii
kavrayamaz ve hi¢bir zaman gerceklesemeyecek olan Kibrisli Tiirk - Kibrish
Rum kardesliginden bahsederek olaylara tek tarafli ve ¢ok dar bir pencereden
bakmayi tercih eder. Bu goriintiisii gazetenin Kibris Tiirk toplumu tarafindan da
zaman zaman tepki gormesine neden olur. Esasinda bu, Cumhuriyet gazetesi ile
Biiyiikelgi Emin Dirvana’nin olaylara bakis agisindan en azindan goriintiide ve
diisiince boyutunda tenkit edilecek bir durum degildir. Kibris adasinda iki esit
toplumun bulundugu ve birbirlerinin haklarina saygi gosteren bir hukuksal
cerceve igerisinde, Tiirkiye, Ingiltere ve Yunanistan’in garantorliigii altinda
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gelecege giivenle bakan geng bir cumhuriyet olarak Kibris Cumbhuriyetinin
yasayabilmesi i¢cin gerek gazete, gerek Dirvana ciddi ¢abalar gostermisler; ancak
bu ¢aba ve gayretlerin Kibris Rum toplumu tarafindan kabul gérmemesi hem
Cumhuriyet gazetesini, hem de Dirvana’y1 zor duruma sokmustur.”® Ornegin
Bozkurt gazetesinde 6 Haziran 1961 giinii Cemaat Meclisi’nin bir tebliginin
yayimmlanmasi Biiylikel¢i Dirvana’nin tepkisini ¢ekecek ve yeni bir problem
yaratacaktir. Hasmet Muzaffer Giirkan da yaymladigi ‘Cikar Yol’ baslikli
makalesinde Tiirk ve Yunan hiikiimetlerinin de Kibris’ta cumhuriyet idaresinin
yiiriimesini istediklerini, Ziirih ve Londra’da yapilan anlagsmalar neticesinde
tespit edilen prensiplerin tatbik imkani bulabilmesi i¢in her iki iilke
hiikiimetlerinin de yardimci olduklarini belirtir. Hagmet Muzaffer Giirkan’a gore
ortaya ¢ikan bu yapict durum Kibrishi politikacilarin omuzlarina da ciddi
sorumluluklar yiliklemis durumdadir. Giirkan’in bu makalesinde dikkat ¢ektigi
en Oonemli nokta ise 2000’li yillarda Kibris Rum Kesimi’nin AB miiracaati
sirasinda ortaya ¢ikan ve ¢oziilmeyi bekleyen bir konuyla ilgilidir. Buna gore
“Garanti Anlagsmasi’nin birinci maddesindeki ‘Kibris Cumhuriyeti, herhangi bir
devlet ile tamamen veya kismen herhangi bir siyasi veya iktisadi birlige
katilmamay1 taahhiit eder. Bu itibarla herhangi bir devletle birlesmeyi veya
adanin taksimini, dogrudan dogruya veya dolayisiyla tesvik edecek her nevi
hareketi yasak ilan eder’ diyen hiikiim Kibrish politikacilarin takip edebilecegi
tek cikar yolu gostermektedir” Kuzey Kibris Tiirk Cumhuriyeti ve Kibrish
Tiirklerin onay1 ve rizasi olmadan Kibris Rum Kesimi tarafindan Avrupa
Birligi’ne yapilan miiracaatin tek yanli olarak kabul edilmesi bugiin Kibris
sorunu kapsaminda en 6nemli kilit noktasini teskil etmektedir. Bu arada Kibris’a
Rusya’dan seker ithali konusunu mansete tagiyan ve bunu c¢ok biiyiik bir basari
olarak gosteren Cumhuriyet gazetesine en biiyiik tepki Nacak gazetesi ve
KTKF’ndan gelir.”” Nacak gazetesinin 3 Mart 1961 tarihli sayisinda gazete
mangete Makarios aleyhine adanin dort bir yaninda Rumca ve Tiirkge olarak
dagitilan ve ‘Makarios’a ¢ok agir ve ¢irkin kelimelerle hiicum eden’ bildirileri
tasir. Gazete Tirkge bildiriyi ilk sayfadan vermekle beraber bazi kelimeleri
ahlaka aykir1 oldugu gerekgesiyle sansiir etmek zorunda kalir.”® Gazetenin bir
hafta sonraki sayisinda da ayni konuyla ilgili olarak ‘Kibris Nereye Gidiyor?
Rumlar Hakiki Gayemiz Enosis’tir Diyorlar. Cok Enteresan ve Manali Brosiirler
Dagitiliyor’ mangeti atilir.”” Bu arada Tirk Cemaat Meclisi Baskanligi
tarafindan gazeteci Omer Sami Cosar’a Basin Miisavirligi gorevi teklif edilir.™
Cumhuriyet gazetesinin 3 Nisan 1961 tarihli sayisinda ise Kibris
Cumhuriyeti’nin kurulma asamasinda tespit edilen ve zaman igerisinde Kibrislt
Rumlarm uygulamaktan vazgegctikleri %70’¢ %30 uygulamasinin yarattigi
sikintilar yer alir. Mecliste konuyla ilgili sert tartigmalar yasanirken yaklagik
3.000 kadar Kibrisli Tiirk de bu konuyla ilgili olarak bir protesto gosterisi
yaparlar ve Dr. Fazil Kiigiik’iin malikanesine kadar gelirler. Ote yandan
EOKA’nin yaym organi ‘Mahi’ isimli dergi ise Makarios’a olan tepkisini
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arttirarak devam ettirmektedir. Londra ve Ziirih anlagmalar1 sonrasinda Enosis
hayallerinin artik neredeyse imkansiz hale geldigini yazan dergi ‘sahsi ¢ikarlar
ugruna hareket eden Makarios’u samimiyetsizlikle’ de suglar.*' Cumhuriyet
gazetesinin 15 Mayis 1961 tarihli sayisinda Girne’de 12 Mayis giinii Peter Gray
isimli gen¢ bir Ingiliz miihendisin vahsice katledildigi, ayrica Lefkosa’nin
Ortakdy bolgesindeki bir un fabrikasinda isgilerin greve basladiklart yoniinde
haberler yer alir. Cumhuriyet bu bomba hadisesini hazirlayanlar1 memleket
¢ikarlarinin diigmani olarak gdriir ve lanetler. Peter Gray isimli geng bir Ingiliz
mimar Kibris’a ¢aligmak iizere geldigi on besinci giin, Girne gibi bir turizm
merkezinde, aligverise ¢iktig1 bir sirada yaninda esi oldugu halde giipegiindiiz
vurularak 6ldiiriilityor. Sebep? Kimi bir isim benzerligi var diyor. Kimi bagka
sey. Cumbhuriyet, bu cinayetin, Kibris Cumhuriyeti Maliye Bakaninin bazi mal
goriismeleri yapmak tizere Londra’da bulundugu bir sirada iglenmesinin akla
bagka ihtimaller getirdigini yazmakta ve sormaktadir: “Acaba gorevi Kibris
Cumhuriyetini yikmak olan silahli bir grup mu vardir?” Gazete Girne’de
meydana gelen olayla ilgili olarak Mahi gazetesinin sahibi ve basyazar1 Nikos
Sampson ile araba tamircisi Neoptolemos Jorjiu’nun tutuklandigimmi da yazar.
Ancak her iki zanli da iki giin sonra delil yetersizliginden serbest birakilirlar.
Ingilizlerin Nikos Sampson ve arkadasini tutuklama sebebi ise Ingiliz gizli
servisinde ¢alisan birisine benzetildigi ve arabasmin da olay aninda o civarda
goriilmesidir. Mahi gazetesi ise yaptig1 bir haberde Peter Gray ve arkadaginin
pasaportunun demirperde iilkelerine ait vizeler tasidigmi, bu kisinin de Ingiliz
askeri istihbarat teskilat: iiyesi oldugunu ileri siirer."” Peter Gray’in Girne’de
oldiiriilmesi olaymnm ingiliz gizli servisi oldugu konusundaki haber
yalanlanmaz. Cumhuriyet gazetesi de bu durumla ilgili olarak su ifadelere yer
verir: “Vatandaslarimizin memlekette yer almakta olan ve ancak Kibris’ta
siyasetlerini entrikalarla yiiriitebileceklerine inanan somiirgecilerin ¢abalarina
hizmet eden olaylar karsisinda uyanik bulunmalart ve bu entrikalara alet
olmaktan kag¢inmalari gerektigine inanmaktayiz. Somiirgeciler sunu bilmelidirler
ki bu gibi sinsi faaliyetlerinin i¢ yiizii, uyanik Kibris vatandaglarinin géziinden
kagmaktadir.” Olayla ilgili yapilan sorusturma daha sonra kapatilir ve gorevli
hakim Evangilidis, Gray’in bilinmeyen kimseler tarafindan oldiirildiigiini
aciklar.”> 7 Haziran giiniinin milli bir giin olmasiyla ilgili tartismalara
Cumbhuriyet gazetesinin dahil olmasi da gecikmez ve gazete bu donemden
itibaren bu konuyla ilgili pek ¢ok makale yayimlar ve ‘Kibris’ta yayimlanan
Tiirkge gazetelere’ sert tepki gosterir.* Cumhuriyet bu durumun Tiirkiye’de de
tasvip edilmedigini ileri siirer. Bu donemde KTKF ise kdy gezilerine devam
etmekte ve bu faaliyetleri Nacak gazetesi araciligiyla halka duyurmaktadir.®
Ayni sayida yer alan ‘Hangisine Inanalim?’ baghikli yazida da Hasmet M.
Giirkan, “Kibris Cumhuriyetinin yasayamayacagi, Kibris’taki iki cemaat
arasinda karsilikli saygi esasina dayanan dostlugun kurulamayacagi haftalik
Nacak gazetesinin fanatiklik derecesine varan bir 1srarla savundugu
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konulardir... yapict higbir fikri gekemeyen ve herkesce bilinen fikir yobazlarini,
mideci yazarlan siitunlarinda barindiran bazi gazeteler ikide bir de gazetemize
en agza alinmaz kiifiirlerle ve kullanila kullanila aginmig bir takim itiraflarla
saldirmaktadirlar. Bu gibi gazeteler yar1 ¢iplak kadin resimlerini yayimlamaktan
tutunuz da filan sinema yildizinin hangi yemeklerden hoslandigina varincaya
kadar her nesneyi nesretmeyi unutmazlar. Fakat is cemaatimizin bugiinkii acikli
durumunu aksettirmeye, aksak olarak yiiriitiilen cemaat davalarini ele almaya,
is¢i ve ciftci dertlerini dile getirmeye geldi mi bu gazeteler dut yemis biilbiil gibi
susmay tercih ederler...” der.*® Bu agir sozlerle itham edilen Nacak ve Halkin
Sesi gibi gazetelerin Kibris Tiirk toplumunun sikintilarii géz ardi ettigini
soylemek miimkiin olmamakla beraber bu sozler o donem Kibris Tiirk
toplumunun ve Kibris Tiirk basinin ulusal sorunlar yerine nasil birbirleriyle
miicadele ettikleri konusunda ibret verici 6rnekler teskil eder. Bu arada KTKF
tarafindan gerceklestirilen kdy ziyaretleri sonrasinda Kibris Tiirk toplumunun
Tirkiye ile baglarmi saglamlastirmak ve diinya ile irtibati saglamak {izere
Tiirklerin yasadig1 34 kdye Tiirkge gazete gonderilmesinin ardindan Tiirk’ten
Tiirk’e Kampanyas: da hayata gecirilir. Bu kampanyayla Kibrisli Tiirklerde
ulusal biling uyandirilmaya, birbirleriyle olan iligkilerinde daha duyarli olmaya
ve birbirlerine her agidan destek olmaya yonelik gayretler 6n plana ¢ikartilmaya
calisilir. Nacak tarafindan yiiriitiilen kampanyalar arasinda yerli mali kullanma
ve ulusal ekonomiyi canlandirma girisimleri de vardir.®” Ancak ayni giinlerde
Cumhuriyet gazetesi “toplumun menfaatlerini kendi kii¢iik menfaatleri veya
aleti olduklar1 miistemlekecilerin siyaseti ugruna kurban edenlerin yarattiklar
anormalliklerden” bahsederek “toplumun davalarina ihanet eden kisilerin
giristikleri toplum parastyla servet yapmak, Tiirkiye’de ve Londra’da mal-miilk
sahibi olmak, Isvicre ve Ingiltere bankalarinda para biriktirmek kampanyalarini
bir miiddet daha devam ettirebilmek icin her tiirlii baski, tedhis ve tazyik
hareketlerini devam ettirmektedirler” diyerek Nacak gazetesini ve KTKF
yetkililerini agir bir dille suclamaya devam eder.® Ote yandan Kibris Tiirk
toplumundaki gibi bazi faaliyetlerin igerisine EOKA da girer ve Kibrish
Rumlarin kesinlikle Ingiliz mali almamalar, Tiirklerle alisveris yapmamalari
konusunda Kibrisli Rumlara uyarilarda bulunulur.** Bu arada Cumhuriyet
gazetesinin 19 Haziran 1961 tarihli sayisinda Tiirk’ten Tiirk’e Kampanyasi ile
ilgili haberlere yer verilmekte ve “Diinlin zorbalart Tiirk’ten Tiirk’e
kampanyasim bize tatbik ettirdiler. Tiirk’ii Tiirk’e kirdirdilar” denmektedir.”
Gazetenin bu yaklagimi olaylara bakis acis1 bakimindan Nacak gazetesiyle ne
kadar farkli politikalar takip ettiklerinin de bir gostergesidir. Nacak bu
kampanyalar1 ne kadar desteklerse, Cumhuriyet de o kadar karsi ¢ikmaktadir.
Bununla beraber Nacak gazetesi, KTKF ve TMT’nin gozetiminde yapilan
girisimlerle Kibrish Tiirkler arasindaki dayanigma ve birlik ruhu gozle goriiliir
bir dlciide artig gosterir ve herkes elinden hangi is gelirse onu yapabilmek i¢in
seferber olur. Bu baglamda Tiirklerin yasadiklar1 bdlgelerde iyilestirme,
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kalkindirma, restorasyon ve tamir c¢alismalar1 da kendisini gosterir. Nacak
tarafindan Kibrisli Tiirkleri egitme ve ulusal biling kazandirma yoniindeki
gayretler bunlarla da sinirli kalmayacaktir. Tarimla ugrasan ciftcilere her konuda
destek olmak, onlarin tarimsal faaliyetlerden azami verim saglamalarini temin
etmek tizere de girisimler yapilmaktadir.”" Kibrish Tiirkler arasinda sikintilarin
giderilmesi yoniindeki faaliyetler sosyal hayatin her alaninda artarak devam
etmektedir.”> Ancak 1960 Kibris Cumhuriyeti'nin kurulmasiyla beraber
Tiirk’ten Tiirk’e kampanyasi da yavas yavas etkisini kaybetmeye baslar ve
kendiliginden ortadan kalkar.”® Federasyonun hayata gegirdigi kampanyalardan
birisi de ‘Vatandas Tiirk¢e Konus’ kampanyasidir. Bu kampanyayla hedeflenen
ise Ozellikle karma kdylerde veya Kibrishh Tirklerin azinlikta kaldiklar
bolgelerde Tiirkge’nin ve Tiirk kiiltiiriiniin tekrar ayaga kaldirilmasidir. Degisik
sebeplere bagli olarak zaman igerisinde bazi Tiirk kdylerinde Rumeca’nin hakim
olmast ve Tiirk koyliilerin Tiirkce’yi bilmemeleri {izerine baslatilan bu
kampanya daha sonra biitin aday1 kapsayacak sekilde devam eder.”* Ancak
durum gbriindiigiinden ¢ok daha ciddidir.”® Bu arada Kibris Tiirk Genglik
Teskilat’® da faaliyetleriyle ve dagittigi bildirilerle bu kaynasmayi ayakta
tutmaya calisir.”” 31 Temmuz 1961 tarihli Cumhuriyet ise 1957°den beri adada
yasanan tedhis olaylarmin sorumlusu olarak Kibrisli Tiirkleri gosterir ve huzur
ve emniyete kastedenlerin Rumlar olmadigini ileri siirer. Gazete ayni sayida
sadece Nacak gazetesini degil, “Bu yolun ‘taksim’e gittigini bildigimiz i¢indir ki
Kibris halklarina ayr1 ayr self-determinasyon tatbik edilmesine higbir itirazimiz
yoktur™® diyen Halkin Sesi ve “Aday1 devamli bir barisa kavusturacak yegane
¢ikar yol, Kibris’ta yasayan halklara self-determinasyon hakki taninmasidir™”
diyen Bozkurt gazetelerini de elestirir ve yanls yolda olduklarini ileri siirer.'®”
Gazeteye gore taksim tezini ortaya atanlar devrini doldurmus olan bu tezi ikide
bir lizumsuz yere ileri stirerek Milli Birlik hiikiimetinin basma ‘gaile
agmaktadirlar’ ¢iinkii bu durum ancak ‘Yassiada’dakilerin’ isine yarayabilir.'®! 7
Agustos 1961 tarihli Cumhuriyet gazetesinin mangetinde ise ‘Kibris
Tiirkligiiniin istikbali ile oynayanlar var. Halkin Sesi, Bozkurt ve Nacak
gazeteleri yanlis yoldadir. Giirsel’in son demeci anlagmalari savunmaktadir’
ifadeleri yer almaktadir.Bu arada muhalif Rum Demokrat Birlik Partisi
Asbagkani Dr. Toannis Polidorides’e yonelik silahli saldir1 ‘Vahset’ mansetiyle
verilir ve Cumhuriyet gazetesi de s6z ve diislincelerinden dolay1 bir Cumhuriyet
vatandasinin bdylesine vahsice bir saldirtya ugramasiin yapana da yaptirana da
hicbir sey vermeyecegini belirtir: “Zaten dig goriiniisteki kabadayilik belirtisine
kargin, bu tiir davraniglar diigiinceye karsilik vermeyen saldirganin zaafligini
gostermektedir” denilir. Bu arada Kibris Tiirk Cemaat Meclisi Asbaskani Dr.
Necdet Unel’in azaliktan istifass Cumhuriyet gazetesi tarafindan ‘Bu olay
miifritlerin akibetini gdsterir mahiyettedir’ bashgiyla verilirken Dr. Ihsan
Ali’nin Tirkiye’ye girebilmesi konusundaki smirlandirmalarin kalkmasi da
‘adamizdaki bazi miifterilen jurnalleri neticesi diisik Menderes hikiimeti’
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tarafindan alman kararin demokrasi, insan hak ve hiirriyetlerinin koruyucusu
Devrim Hiikiimeti tarafindan iptali olarak ve ‘biiyiik bir sevingle’ duyurulur.'®
Bu dénemde Nacak ve Cumhuriyet gazetelerinde karsilikli sert elestiriler iyiden
iyiye dozunu arttirmaya baslar ve sozler ‘kendilerine dalkavukluk etmeye
tenezziil etmeyen aydinlar, inhisarcilar, hainlik, algaklik’ gibi hakarete varan
noktalara gelir. H. Muzaffer Giirkan’in 23 Ekim 1961 tarihli yazisi ise
Cumbhuriyet gazetesinin genel yaym politikasiyla ilgilidir ve bu durum
“Cumbhuriyet gazetesinin ¢ikmasi daha ilk gilinlerden bazi politikacilarla bazi
¢evreleri hic memnun etmemistir. Cemaat ve memleket meselelerini gercekei,
mutedil ve barisg1 gozle goriip Oylece aksettirmemiz, halkimizi bu sekilde
aydinlatmaya calismamiz, bir ¢ok yanlig, hatali icraati teshir ile yazilmasi
gereken hemen her seyi agik¢a yazmamiz, su veya bu sekilde toplum {izerinde
bir nevi hakimiyet kuran ve bunun neticesi olarak da siyasi, hatta ekonomik
avantajlar saglayanlarin hosuna gitmemis... Cesitli agizlarla onlara tabii
kalemlerin bize reva gordiikleri ithamlart Rum emellerine hizmet, komiinistlik,
milli davaya ihanet seklinde 6zetleyebiliriz...” sozleriyle gazetede yer alr.'®
Gazetenin 1962 yilindaki ilk sayisinda da Nacak gazetesiyle ilgili sert elestiriler
bulunmakta ve “Nacak gazetesini okumak milli vazife imis. Persembe gecesi
radyoda okunan bir ilanda bdyle deniyordu... Milli mefhumunu ne kadar da
islerine geldigi gibi kullamiyor bazilari. Milli vazife gibi yilice anlamli bir
mefhumu sikilmadan bir gazete okumak derecesine diigiirenlere ve {istelik bunu
vatandaglara bdylece telkin ciiretinde bulunanlara sadece acimak gerek.
Vatandasin idrakini hafife almak bu kadar olur” denmektedir.'™* Gazete ayrica
‘Nacak’cilarin  kendilerine ‘siz hainler’ dedigini, Cumhuriyet gazetesini
‘minyatiir gazete’ olarak nitelendirdigini belirterek “Ne yapalim gazetemizin
hacmi hakikaten kiiciiktiir. Clinkii bu gazeteyi cikaranlar koy kdy dolasarak
halktan baski ve tehditle arpa, bugday veya yumurta toplamis degillerdir”
seklinde sert bir mukabelede bulunur.'®® Cumhuriyet gazetesinin sert elestirileri
agirlikli olarak Nacak gazetesi lizerinde yogunlassa da bu elestirilerden Halkin
Sesi ve Bozkurt gazeteleri de nasiplerini alirlar. Halkin Sesi gazetesinde Ingiliz
idaresi kastedilerek sdylenen ‘Onlara yataklarimizi agtik, yorganlarimizi
verdik’'% ifadesi de Cumhuriyet tarafindan sert bir sekilde elestirilir ve Kibris
Tiirk halkinin Ingiliz somiirgecilerine ne yatak agtigi ve ne de yorganlarmni
verdigi belirtilerek “Halkin Sesi daha agik konussun ve ingiliz sémiirgecilerine
yatak aganlarin, kucak acanlarin kim oldugunu ismi ile, cismi ile sOylesin de
halkimiz da 6grensin™'”’ denir. Nacak gazetesinin 13 Nisan 1962 tarihli
sayisinda Bulgar Halk Cumhuriyeti’nde yaymlanan bir gazetenin haberine tepki
gosterilir ve bu durum ‘Nacak sovenistlerin organi, Cumhuriyet de Tiirk
halkinin kurtaricisi! Bu ne tesadiif® bashgiyla manset yapilir.'” Cumbhuriyet
gazetesinin 16 Nisan 1962 tarihli sayisi ise ‘Nacak Utanmalidir’ basligiyla ¢ikar
ve Bayraktar Camii’'ne yapilan bombali saldiryla ilgili olarak ‘“Nacak bu
konuyu ¢okluk kurcalamasin, altindan ¢apanoglu ¢ikabilir. Hele bir tahkikat
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komisyonu sorusturmalarini bitirsin de bu konuda yine konusuruz” denilir. Bu
haber ve gazetenin bu sayisi sondan bir onceki say1 olarak basin tarihindeki
yerini alacaktir, ¢iinkii Nisan 1962 donemine gelindiginde Kibris adasi
Cumhuriyet gazetesinin iki yazar1 Ayhan Hikmet ve Ahmet Muzaffer Giirkan’in
23 Nisan 1962 gecesi kimligi belirsiz kimseler tarafindan oldiiriilmeleriyle
sarsilir. Dr. Fazil Kiigiik bu olaym hemen ardindan “Bu gibi gayri kanuni islerin
tarafimdan katiyen tasvip edilmedigini ve ayn1 zamanda bunu yapanlarin ancak
cemaatimiz arasinda ve Kibris dahilinde diizen emniyeti ihlal etmekten bagka
hicbir maksada hizmet edemeyecegi kanaatindeyim” agiklamasini yapar.'” Bu
olayla ilgili olarak Nacak gazetesi de bir bagsaghgi yaymnlar ve ‘Olenler
Oldiirenler’ bashkl bir yazi kaleme alir.''® S6z konusu iki gazetecinin 6lmeleri
sonrasinda Cumhuriyet gazetesinin yaym hayati da son bulur. Gazetenin 23
Nisan 1962 tarihli 89 sayili son sayisinda manget haber ise ‘Tirk toplumu
iktisaden kararsizlik i¢inde kalamaz. Kibris Tiirkii her gecen giin iktisaden
yipranmaktadir’ seklindedir ve bu sayida da gazetede ‘Nacak’mn sayet
gazetecilik adabindan zerrece nasibi olsaydi...” diye baslayan Nacak gazetesiyle
ilgili bir elestiri yazist bulunmaktadir.'"'

Rum tahriklerinin adada artarak devam ettigi bir donemde Hikmet Arif
Mapolar tarafindan yaymlanan Devrim gazetesi bir sayisinda Tiirkiye ile ilgili
bir yazi dizisi hazirlar ve “...23 Nisan 1920 ve 23 Nisan 1963. Aradan 43 yil
geemis bulunuyor. Gegen bu yillar zarfinda biiyiikk Tiirk milletinin her alanda
yaptig1 hamleler, gosterdigi basarilar saymakla bitmeyecek kadar ¢oktur. Ulusal
egemenligimizin getirdigi demokratik rejim, ruh ve diislince hiirriyetini
kazandirmus, goriillmemis bir hizla ilerlememizi saglamustir...” der.''? Bu arada
Devrim gazetesi ise yaymladigi ‘Tiirk Ulusu Tehdit Etmiyor. Anayasa Tatbik
Edilmezse Tiirk Miidahalesini Bekleyin’ baslikli makalede son dénemde adada
yasananlara deginir.'® Aym donemde Nacak’ta yaymnlanan Talat Yurdakul
imzali bir yaz1 ise ‘Hiirriyet diye haykiranlarm gayesi bizim hiirriyetimizi
calmak, hiirriyeti katletmektir’ bashgmi tasimaktadir.'™* 1959 Ziirich ve Londra
Anlagmalari’'ndan sonra Atina’da yayimlanmaya baglayan ve Atina’dan
Kibris’ta bulunan EOKA mensuplarina gonderilen ‘Agonitis’ isimli gizli Rum
gazetesiyle ilk defa ortaya ¢ikan ve 21 Nisan 1966°da Patris gazetesinin
yayimladigi Yunanca ‘Smir Bekgisi’'"” anlamma gelen Akritas kelimesinden
esinlenerek isimlendirilen Akritas Plan1 uygulamaya konulur. Ayni dénemde
Ingiltere Igisleri Bakanligi da harekete gegerek adada bulunan yéneticilerini
uyarir.''® Ancak bu konuda Kibrisli Rumlar planlarini ¢ok daha &nceden
hazirlamislardar.""”

Tiirkiye, Ingiltere ve Yunanistan'm garantorliigiiyle 1960 yilinda kurulan
Kibris Cumhuriyeti Rumlarca yaratilan siyasi anlagsmazlik konularinin gittikce
artmasi, olumlu disiincelerin yerini huzursuzluga terk etmesiyle Rumlarin
Kibris Cumhuriyeti'ni Enosis’e giden yolda bir atlama tahtasi olarak
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gordiiklerini iyice su yiizine cikarir.''® Bunun sonucu olarak da Kibris
Cumhuriyeti 21 Aralik 1963 itibarryla resmen olmasa da fiilen ortadan kalkar.

1955-1963 donemiyle ilgili olarak ozellikle Nacak ve Cumhuriyet
gazetelerinin Kibris Tiirk basinmnin birer pargast olarak yaymn hayatina
basladiklart dénem son derece ilging, kanli ve sarsici olaylara da sahne olur.
Boylece Nacak gazetesi 3 yil, 6 ay, 24 giin yayin hayatina devam ederek
misyonunu tamamlar. Gazetenin yaym hayatina son verdigi tarih ise Kibrish
Rumlarm Enosis hedeflerine yonelik olarak Lefkosa’nin Kumsal bolgesinde
baslattiklar1 ve tarihe de Kumsal Faciasi olarak gegen donemdir.'" Nacak
gazetesinin ¢ikmaya baslamasindan tam 1 yil, 2 ay ve 17 giin sonra da
Cumhuriyet gazetesi faaliyete gecer. Cumhuriyet gazetesi de Kibris Cumhuriyeti
ile ayn1 glin 16 Agustos 1960 giinii dogmustur ve gazetenin sahipleri ve
yazarlar1 Ayhan Hikmet ile Ahmet Muzaffer Giirkan’in dldiiriildiikleri 23 Nisan
1962 giiniine kadar yayin hayatina devam eder. Cumhuriyet gazetesi toplam 1
sene, 6 ay, 7 giin haftalik olarak c¢ikmaya devam eder. Cumhuriyet gazetesi
kapandiktan sonra Nacak gazetesi 1 yil, 8 ay ve 29 giin daha ¢ikmaya devam
edecektir.

Sonug¢

16 Agustos 1960 tarihinde garantér devlet sifatiyla Yunanistan, ingiltere ve
Tiirkiye’nin de imza koydugu Londra ve Ziirih anlasmalariyla ortaya ¢ikan
Kibris Cumhuriyeti EOKA’nin 1 Nisan 1955 tarihinde bagslattig1 tedhis
eylemleri sonrasinda maalesef uzun 6miirlii olamaz ve 1955-1963 donemi Kibris
adasinin yakin tarihi agisindan son derece zor, sikintili ve kanli bir ddnem olarak
hafizalarda yerini alir. 21 Aralik 1963 tarihi itibartyla Kibris Cumhuriyeti de
fillen ortadan kalkmis durumdadir. Ote yandan &zellikle Kibris Tiirk basin,
icinde bulunulan sikintili siirece ragmen o6ncelikle Kibris Tirk toplumunun
heyecanim1 diri tutabilmek, daha sonra da diinya kamuoyuna seslerini
duyurabilmek maksadiyla ¢ok fedakarca bir miicadelenin igine girer. Bu noktada
Kibris Tiirk basin tarihini izlemek esasinda Kibrislt Tiirklerin 1950°1i yillardan
itibaren verdikleri miicadeleyi izlemekle es anlamlidir. Diinya demokrasi tarihi,
insan hak ve oOzgiirliikleri baglaminda bakildiginda 1688 Ingiliz Halklar
Bildirisi, ardindan 1776 Amerikan Insan Haklar1 Bildirisi ve son olarak da
demokrasinin temeli olarak kabul edilen 1789 Fransiz Devrimi ve Halklar ve
Yurttaglar Bildirisi sonrasinda insanligin demokrasiyi insan hak ve
Ozgiirliklerine saygili ve kokli temeller {izerine oturtmasinin bu medeni
tilkelerde bile yiizlerce yil aldig1 goriilecektir. Belki de Kibris adasinda Tiirk
toplumunu temsil eden Cumhuriyet ve Nacak gazetelerinin ¢atismasinda ulusal
bagimsizlik mi, yoksa demokrasi mi sorularmna verilen oncelikli cevaplar
problemi derinlestirmistir. Her iki gazetenin farkli nedenlerle de olsa yayin
hayatina devam etmemesi/edememesi bu iki gazetenin ¢ok 6zel ve kisithi bir
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stirecin 6zel misyon yiiklenmis gazeteleri olarak fonksiyonlarmi yitirdigini ve
misyonlarini tamamladiklarini da gostermektedir.
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Biiyiikel¢isi Emin Dirvana imzasiyla yaymlanan bir duyuru bulunmaktadir; “Goriilen
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Tirk milli giinii degildir.” Ayni giinlerde Biiyiikelci Emin Dirvana, Cemaat Meclisi
tarafindan Milli Giinler Yasast kapsaminda 27-28 Ocak tarihinin ve Haziran ayimnin
‘Direnis Gilinii’ olarak anilmas1 kararina da sert tepki verir ve Cemaat Meclisi’nde Rauf
R. Denktas’in yerine vekaleten bakan Necdet Unel’i yamna gagirarak “Bu kutlamay1
yapamazsiniz. Cinayet olur” der. Ayni konuyla ilgili olarak Biiyiikelgi Emin Dirvana
tarafindan Tiirk Cemaat Meclisi Bagkanligina da bir resmi yazi gonderilerek 7 Haziran
tarihinde yapilmasi diisiiniilen anma téreninin hukuksuz oldugu belirtilir. Ayni konuyla
ilgili olarak Biiyiikel¢i tarafindan 8 Haziran 1961 giinii Cumhurbaskan1 Muavini ve Tiirk
Cemaati Bagskani sifatiyla Dr. Fazil Kiiciik’e de bir resmi yazi gonderilir. TC Lefkosa
Biiyiikel¢iligi tarafindan Tirk Cemaat Meclisi Bagkanligina gonderilen Lefkosa, 6
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Cemaat Meclisi Bagkan1 Rauf R. Denktas tarafindan TC Biiyiikelgisi Emin Dirvana’ya
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77 Bu konuyla ilgili olarak federasyonun istihbarat raporunda “Bu konuda Tiirkiye’nin
taraf oldugu, Kibris’a daha ucuza seker satmak igin ¢irpindigi ve hatta buradakiler
Rusya’ya yapilan bu imtiyazli muamele dolayisiyla anayasa mahkemesine giderken
elciligin destekledigi su gazetenin su tefsirine dikkat gerekmez mi?” notu s6z konusudur.
KTKF Arsivi, Cumhuriyet Gazetesi, 183, A.2/26-9
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! Nacak, 10 Temmuz 1959. Ayrica bkz. KTMA, TMT Arsivi. Dosya No. 1188/37 ve
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degisik etkinliklerle eldeki bu potansiyel giicii degerlendirmektir. 24 Temmuz 1959 giinii
ilk kongresini gergeklestiren Genglik Teskilati bu tarihten itibaren 27.000’1 bayanlar
olmak iizere toplam 53.000 liyeden olusmaktadir. Genglik Teskilati’nin olusturuldugu ilk
giin Kaleburnu kdyii ziyaret edilerek koyiin ihtiyaclar tespit edilmis ve 17 Temmuz 1959
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Kibris Tiirk Basin Tarihi ve “Miicadele Basin1”

Metin ERSOY”

Giris

Kibris Tiirk basin tarihi 1889 yilinda Saded isimli ilk Tirk¢e gazetenin
yaymlanmasi ile baglamustir. 1889 yilinda kurulan Saded gazetesini bazi yazarlar
ilk Tiirkce gazete olarak kabul etmiyor. Ornegin, Azgin (1998), Umit gazetesini
ilk Tirk gazetesi olarak kabul ediyor. Buna ragmen, Kuzey Kibris Tiirk
Cumbhuriyeti’ndeki basin kurum ve kuruluslar1 Saded gazetesini ilk Tiirkge
gazete olarak kabul ediyorlar ve her y1l Saded gazetesinin kurulus tarihi olan 11
Temmuz’u “Basin Giini” olarak kutlamaya devam ediyorlar.

Yazili gazete kaynaklarinda goriildiigii gibi, Kibris Tiirk basini, Kibris Rum
basimina karsi kurulmustur. O giinden bu giine kadar gegen siirede, Kibris Tiirk
basininin genel o6zelligi “miicadele basin1” olarak ortaya c¢ikmaktadir.
Aragtirmaci Sabahattin Ismail’in (1988) belirttigi gibi,

“Gazetelerin yaym prensipleri ve politikalar1 incelendiginde

goriilecektir ki; tiim gazetelerin bir amaci vardir. Bu amaglar;

Kibris Tiirkleri’nin sesinin duyurulmasi, haklarinin ve ¢ikarlarinin

korunmasi ve miidafaa edilmesi, Enosis’e ve Kibris’in Yunanistan

ile birlestirilmesine karsi durulmasidir. Bundan dolayi, basinimiz

miicadele basini olmustur. Basinimiz igin bu en iyi tanimdir.”
Kibris Tiirk basini kapsamli incelendiginde goriilecektir ki, bu kaynaklardaki
bilgiler bazi konular1 degerlendirmeye yeterli gelmeyecektir. Bunlardan biri de
“Gazetelerin gergek kurulus amaglari, yayin politikalar1 ve 1950-1974 tarihleri
arasinda gazetecilik yapan gazetecilerin dava basini hakkindaki goriigleri”dir. Bu
konularin aragtirildigi bu c¢alismada, Kibris Tiirk yazili basin tarihini anlamak
i¢in, “sozlii tarih metodu” aragtirma metodu olarak kullanilmustir.

Kibris Tiirk yazili basin kaynaklar1 1950’den 1974’e¢ kadar olan siiredeki
gazetecilik kosullarini anlamak icin yeterli veriye sahip degildir. Bu ¢alismanin
amaclarindan birisi, Kibris Tiirk yazili basin kaynaklar1 ile sozli tarih
kaynaklarini karsilagtirmaktir. Bir bagka amag ise, 1950—1974 tarihleri arasinda
yasamig olan gazetecileri sozIi tarih metodu ile konusturarak, birinci agizdan o
giinkii gazetecilik anlayigini anlamaktir.

1950-1974 tarih araliginin se¢ilmesinin en dnemli sebebi, Kibris Tiirk ve Rum
toplumlarinin o giinlerde etnik ¢atisma yastyor olmasi ve bu kosullarin her iki
tarafta gérev yapan gazetecilerin, gazetecilik anlayigini etkilemesidir.

Calismada 1950 ile 1974 yillan1 arasinda yaymlanmis ii¢ gazete ve 1973
yilinda faaliyetlerine baslayan bir haber ajansi