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These volumes are dedicated 

to the beloved memory of the Turkish diplomats 

who in their lifetime served and promoted 

the best interests of their Country.
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«... Turkish Republic has shown confidence in the League of 
Nations... There is no doubt tha t a genuine ideal of the League of 
Nations contains the element of security for all nations.»

Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk
1 November 1924,
a t the Grand National Assembly,
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F O R E W O R D

The first two volumes of the Turkish Foreign Policy a t the United 
Nations were published in 1973, covering the years 1966 - 1972. This 
third volume takes up the period of 1972-1978, following the previous 
pattern, based on public interventions, selected documents and official 
communications.

This volume is dominated by the Cyprus Question between 1972-1978, 
which covers a period of historic importance and interest.

As the previous volumes correspond the Editor’s years of assign
ment a t the Turkish Mission to the United Nations in New York, bet
ween 1966 - 1971, this third volume covers his term of office a t the 
Department of International Organisations, in Ankara.

As was the case with the firs t two volumes, the public interven
tions, documents and official communications selected here have no 
claim to be exclusive or exhaustive.

This compilation, which was ready a decade ago took longer than 
usual to print and therefore most of the material may be considered 
now of historic significance. Nevertheless, it intends to make available 
for easy reference, the basic, elements of Turkish Foreign policy, as 
projected a t the United Nations a t the time, especially for the benefit 
of diplomats, researchers and the media.

The fourth and the final volume of the series will be the con
tinuation of the third volume which is ready for print, proposing to cover 
the same period and dealing with some fifty  topics of interest of Tur
kish Foreign Policy a t the United Nations.

Yiiksel SÔYLEMEZ 
Ankara, July 1987
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THE UNITED NATIONS CHARTER AND TURKEY

«We are observing today the 40th Anniversary of the signing of 
the United Nations Charter by 51 founding members, including Turkey, 
in the San Francisco Conference which met a t the close of the Second 
World War.

We remember well tha t the United Nations was established upon 
the lessons obtained from the experiences of two World Wars, which 
had caused great losses and brought untold suffering to mankind, in 
order to prevent the recurrence of these tragic events. The assembly of 
the nations of the world within the United Nations to provide for the 
development of international relations in peace and security, based on 
the principles of justice and equity, represents a proud accomplishment.

The United Nations has, during the past forty  years, played its 
role in lessening tensions and containing regional disputes through 
efforts dedicated to maintaining international peace, although all inter
national disputes have not been resolved. This universal organization 
has contributed decisively to the process of decolonization and has 
pioneered the promotion of international solidarity and cooperation, the 
constructive steps taken on social and humanitarian issues, the expan
ding respect for human rights and the search for a new order in, eco
nomic relations.

The United Nations has focused attention 011 disarmament which 
is a fundamental question for world peace. On the other hand, it has 
not failed to support the search for solutions to the problems of large 
segments of the world society including the youth, the elderly, the 
disabled and women. Among other praiseworthy activities of the Orga
nization, we wish to point out the efforts for encouraging international 
cooperation against terrorism  and the traffic in narcotic drugs, as well 
as for identifying and exposing the close connection between the traffic 
in narcotic drugs, arms smuggling and international terrorism.

TEXT o r  THE STATEMENT BY PRESIDENT KENAN EVREN.
PRESIDENT OF THE BEPUBLIC OF TURKEY
ON 28 JUNE. 19E5. ON THE OCCASION OF THE FORTIETH ANNIVERSABY 
OF THE SIGNING OF THE UNITED NATIONS CHARTER IN SAN FRANCISCO
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The despair and the loss of trust in justice and equity as a result 
of acts of violence and confrontation as well as hanger and poverty 
which we have witnessed in recent years in the international scene 
forces all nations to coordinate their efforts in order to create a more 
just, and happier world. The United Nations, in these circumstances in 
particular, is an implacable world institution for directing the nations 
toward a fruitful dialogue and cooperation for the benefit of mankind. 
We consider the 40th Anniversary an appropriate occasion for all the 
member States to renew their commitment and belief in the purposes 
and principles of the United Nations Charter.

Taking this opportunity, we wish to recall that the widening gap 
between the developing and the industrialized countries constitutes a 
serious challenge for the future of our globe. It is our earnest desire 
to see the United Nations successfully fulfill its responsibilities in taking 
appropriate measures to meet the justified demands of the developing 
countries for the establishment of a meaningful international cooper
ation aimed at alleviating the present state of economic imbalances.

Turkey, as in the past, is committed to contributing vigorously 
to the work and efforts of the United Nations and firmly believes tha t 
this Organization remains indispensable for creating the necessary con
ditions for a better world. In commemorating the 40th anniversary of 
the signing of the Charter, we wish to reiterate our trust in the United 
Nations system and our commitment to international cooperation, and 
to extend our heartfelt congratulations to the United Nations Secretary- 
General and his staff.»
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ON THE UNITED NATIONS DAY

«The United Nations is today commemorating its Fortieth Anni
versary. I wish to sincerely congratulate, for its services to humanity 
during the past forty years, this universal organization, which was 
established in response to the aspirations of nations for a better world, 
in peace, security, friendship and cooperation.

On this occasion, I would like to affirm Turkey’s belief in and 
adherence to the purposes and principles of the United Nations, as well 
as our resolve to continue to contribute constructively to the work of 
the Organization, in conformity with the maxim «Peace a t Home, Peace 
in the World», enunciated by A tatürk, the great founder of our Republic.

The United Nations continues to be an indispensable forum for the 
protection and maintenance of universal peace and security, despite 
certain shortcomings and acts which from time to time have been in 
contradiction with the purposes and principles of the Charter. I t  is a 
fact that, those who should observe and promote the principles of non
use of force in international relations and the peaceful settlement of 
disputes are the States themselves. The United Nations exists as a 
useful and effective mechanism and framework th a t can be immediately 
utilized when the Member States act with determination to fulfill their 
responsibilities in these spheres.

The protection and maintenance of international peace and secu
rity is, undoubtedly, a vital issue for the survival of mankind. The 
expectations of nations today, however, transcend this prim ary concern. 
It is getting clearer every day th a t the economic and social problems 
faced by the developing countries in particular should be resolved through 
efforts based on the principles of justice and equity, in a climate of 
international understanding and solidarity. In other terms, the United 
Nations has a very important role to play in the establishment and 
preservation of economic and social peace and security in the world. It

THE TEXT OF THE STATEMENT BY KENAN EVREN,
PRESIDENT OF THE REPUBLIC OF TURKEY
ON THE OCCASION OF THE UNITED NATIONS DAY 24 OCTOBER, I98S.

XIII



is our sincere wish that the United Nations should be able to fully 
fulfill these tasks and to play an increasingly active role ¡11 the mobili
zation and orientation of all efforts directed to this end.

Beside these fundamental issues, the settlement of many other 
important and current issues also requires the close cooperation of all 
countries in good faith. Such issues as draught and famine, health and 
education problems, the fight against drug trafficking and internati
onal terrorism necessitates an effective and intense cooperation among 
all States. While we note with satisfaction the guidance and the acti
vities of the United Nations which encourage international cooperation 
in these fields, we should like to see the intensification of these efforts 
for more effective and productive results.

White considering the achievements of the United Nations, I wish 
to underline the effective role played by the Organization. I wish to 
underline the effective role played by the Organization in the process 
of decolonization, as well as the struggle against racial discrimination 
which is still being pursued. In the course of the past forty years, more 
than one hundred nations have gained independence as sovereign states. 
The United Nations has indeed been decisively instrumental in this 
historical evolution.

I sincerely share the hope of «The United Nations for a Better 
World». I reaffirm, on behalf of the Republic of Turkey and the Turkish 
nation, our firm support for the United Nations which is the natural 
and most appropriate forum for strengthening understanding, coopera
tion and solidarity in the world, and for common endeavours for buil
ding a better future for mankind as a whole. 1 wish success to all those 
guiding and contributing to the work of the Organization.»
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THE 40. ANNIVERSARY OF THE UNITED NATIONS

«On this Fortieth Anniversary of the United Nations it is a great 
privilege for me to address the General Assembly on behalf of Turkey.

My country is proud to be one of the founding members of the 
Organization. When we signed the Charter forty years ago, we did so 
with deep dedication to the principles it enshrines.

Its turbulent history has imbued the Turkish nation with a per
manent yearning for peace which found its best expression in the maxim 
«Peace at Home, Peace in the World», enunciated by Kemal A tatlirk, 
the founder of the Turkish Republic. This principle has guided our 
policies since the establishment of the Republic and it will continue to 
do so in the future. I t underlines our efforts to resolve disputes through 
negotiations on an equitable basis and develop harmonious relations 
with all our neighbours.

Although having never been subjected to colonial rule, the Turkish 
nation has had to struggle constantly to preserve her independence. 
It is, therefore, with deep emotion and rejoicing tha t we have welcomed 
each of the more than one hundred newly independent states, which 
has joined our Organization since 1945. The accession to independence 
of so many countries representing the overwhelming majority of the 
world, is a momentous achievement for the United Nations.

As we take stock of the activities of the United Nations during 
its forty  years, we focus on the performance of its central task, that 
of safeguarding international peace and security.

The Charter has entrusted the task of maintaining international 
peace and security to the Security Council where five countries, all 
nuclear powers, have the right of veto. These countries, and in parti
cular the super powers, have assumed an awesome responsibility to-

TEXT OF THE STATEMENT BY MR. TORGUT ÖZAL.
PRIME MINISTER OF TURKEY. AT THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY.
ON THE OCCASION OF THE FORTIETH ANNIVERSARY OF THE UNITED NATIONS. 
ON 22 OCTOBER. 1985.
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wards the international community. They should fulfill their respon
sibilities bearing in mind not only their own interests, but that of the 
entire world.

Safeguarding of peace and stability requires a solution to regional 
conflicts. The United Nations has been succesful in defusing and conta
ining some of these disputes, but not in resolving them. A new impetus 
should be given to efforts to settle them.

In Africa, international action leading to the abolition of apartheid 
in South Africa is imperative. The world is unanimous in condemning 
the criminal policy of apartheid and in calling for collective measures 
to end it. South Africa should also implement her obligations on Nami
bian independence and stop the aggression against neighbouring countries.

In the Middle East, because of her geographical situation and 
historical legacy, and having special ties with the countries of the area, 
Turkey has a direct stake in the peace and stability of the region. In 
the aftermath of the Second World War, we were convinced tha t it 
would be a grave mistake to alter the religious, ethnic and cultural 
unity of the area which was preserved during the Ottoman period. We 
voted against the resolution on the partition of Palestine in 1947. But 
even this resolution has not been implemented. A Jewish state was 
created but the Palestinian people were not allowed to exercise their 
right to self-determination, and this injustice is still continuing. We 
recognize the right of every country in the area, including Israel, to 
live within secure and recognized borders, but we support the right to 
full self-determination of the valiant Palestinian people and maintain 
our view that Israel should withdraw from the territories she occupied 
in 1967. We commend the courageous initiative undertaken earlier this 
year by King Hussein and Chairman Arafat. We sustain the hope th a t 
if Israel refrains from further faits accomplis and seizes the recent 
peace initiative, a lasting and just solution to the Palestinian problem 
could still be within reach.

The war between Iran and Iraq has been a source of profound 
concern for T urkey. A million people have already perished as a result 
of this cruel conflict. Its continuation can only bring about more des
truction and more destabilization in the region. These two neighboring 
countries with which we have historical ties of friendship owe it to 
themselves and to the region as a whole to end this tragedy.

As a signatory, Turkey has always upheld the principles of the 
Charter of the United Nations, and the Universal Declaration of Human
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Eights. We have been constantly guided by the profound belief that 
human rights and democratic values should be fully respected.

We strongly support the view tha t human rights should be an 
international concern. Among the fundamental freedoms and basic hu
man rights, the right to freedom of religion and conscience occupies a 
place of overall importance. This right which includes the freedom to 
manifest one's religion or belief in practice and worship has taken 
centuries to evolve. It is impossible to justify  on any grounds the gross 
and persistent violation of this basic right a t the final quarter of the 
twentieth century. We condemn the policies of oppression of minorities 
in certain countries in violation of their specific international obligati
ons. Such is the case of the Turkish minority in Bulgaria where the 
rights of this minority is being persistently trampled upon, including 
the freedom of religion and conscience, and the right of this minority 
to preserve its cultural identity.

Terrorism is a  crime against the basic human right, the right to 
live. The escalation in recent years of international terrorism  should 
be a priority concern for the world community. We were deeply distres
sed to see tha t those very countries which consider themselves entitled 
to lecture everyone on human rights have tolerated and even tacitly or 
openly approved and indeed, encouraged terrorist activités directed aga
inst other countries in their own territories.

Terrorism takes a high toll of innocent human lives, challenges 
the internal peace and stability of countries, disturbs international rela
tions and the conduct of normal diplomatic activities. We were the first 
to warn th a t terrorism  has strong links with arms smuggling and drug 
trafficking, and we see with satisfaction that this is more and better 
understood. I would like to appeal once again, for increased internati
onal cooperation to prevent, combat and punish all acts of international 
terrorism.

The Charter of the United Nations has assigned a crucial role to 
the Secretary-General. We have been fortunate th a t successive Secre- 
taries-General have been dedicated men with wisdom, experience and 
courage. The Secretary-General has not only the task of fulfilling his 
responsibilities assigned to him by the Charter, but also of exploring 
all possible avenues when mechanisms envisaged by the Charter are 
blocked by lack of agreement. I would like to pay homage to all Secre- 
taries-General and also to reiterate our appreciation, support and con
fidence to Mr. Javier Perez de Cuellar.
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The activities of the UN are not confined to the maintenance of 
international peace and security. The UN system as a whole has played 
a major role in promoting the concept of development of developing 
countries. Development cooperation between Turkey and the UN system 
with its agencies and organizations extends over a long period and has 
been most fruitful. I will mention here two examples •

First, the UNDP. Over the past two decades, the Programme has 
supported nearly 400 projects in Turkey. 'Ihese wide-ranging ptojects 
cover such vital areas as agriculture, industry, natural resources, tran
sport and communication, health, education and employment.

Second, the UNICEF. In accordance with its goal of achieving 
universal immunization for children by 1900, we have launched, in early 
September this year, a massive immunization campaign. In close coo
peration with UNICEF, we aim to halve the rate of infant mortality 
over five years. Five million children in Turkey in the age group under 
six will be immunized by the end of this year. So far our success rate 
has been over 85 percent. We believe that the results of this important 
experience will be disseminated to other interested countries through 
UNICEF.

I will now briefly dwell on the present international economic 
situation. The course of global economic growth and development has 
abruptly been disturbed during the previous decade with the two con
secutive oil shocks followed by a prolonged recession. The average ra te  
of growth slowed down drastically; the rate of inflation picked up; real 
resource transfers towards the developing world first slackened, later 
declined; the free trade system gradually lost ground to protectionist 
tendencies. The resulting resort to commercial credits without neces
sary adjustment efforts led to a debt problem which in time acquired 
crisis proportions. In response to this crisis, countries almost instincti
vely became inward-looking, and took domestic measures with a view to 
restoring order to their house. In an increasingly interdependent inter
national economic environment, they however overlooked the implicati
ons of these measures on their partners. Indeed, inflationary pressures 
have been greatly checked and clamped down in industrial countries 
through demand management policies. Nevertheless, erosion in free trade 
seems to be the indirect outcome of these efforts while indebtedness 
reached explosive dimensions.

For the great majority of the members of the United Nations, 
the issue of development is of vital importance and Turkey is among 
them. Development is of vital importance because we have to meet the
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expectations of our peoples for higher living standards, more productive 
lives, better health and education and greater social justice. W ithout 
adequate growth in developing countries, without gradual elimination 
of the disparities between the rich and poor countries and a more equ
itable distribution of the resources of the world, the world can never 
attain the peace, security, stability and harmony to which it aspires. 
Interdependence necessitates concerted action. All countries should take 
care to refrain from taking measures which will work to the disadvan
tage of others. Normally, the task of realising their economic develop
ment is the responsibility of the developing countries themselves. This 
eatails the adoption of courageous decisions and programmes aimed 
at a  structural adjustm ent of their economies.

Their success depends also on the existence of a favorable inter
national economic environment. Their access to the markets of deve
loped countries should riot be curtailed. Similarly, the developing count
ries today suffer from lack of financial resources for their development, 
but their low credit ratings impair their ability to borrow. This vicious 
circle should be broken.

Turkey has made major reforms in its economic structure over 
the last few years. W hat was previously a  closed, over-protected eco
nomy, has been opened up to international competition and market for
ces. This was done basically by relying on market forces and liberalizing 
imports. As a consequence, Turkey has experienced a satisfactory growth 
h  its foreign trade. Within a period of five years, there has been more 
than a three-fold increase in Turkey’s exports in dollar terms. This 
increase has allowed Turkey to boost its mports, as well as to improve 
its balance of payment performance and debt servicing ability. Turkey 
today is among the few developing countries being able to meet its 
external debt obligations. We have achieved this through policies which 
were presented as a new initiative in the annual meeting of the IBRD 
and IMF.

However, as we have gradually built up our exports from relatively 
low levels, we are dismayed by the protectionist barriers placed in our 
path by industrialized countries. It is ironic that the very countries 
which advocated the abandonment of import substitution based on 
restrictive trade policies are the ones tha t are now imposing restrictions 
on our exports.

It is becoming more and more obvious th a t protectionism is tu r
ning into a serious th rea t to the world economy. The market distorting 
protectionist measures built up over the last few years have paradoxi
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cally originated in industrialized countries. Protectionist measures cal
ling for overt or dissimulated countermeasures are leapfiogging and 
spreading all over the world.

Developing countries cannot accumulate foreign exchange. W hat 
they earn is spent on imports coming to a large extent from industi ial 
countries. This is the driving force of interdependence, the trade expan
sion and of global growth.

In a free trade regime based on dynamic comparative advantage, 
restrictive trade practices should be very limited and short-termed. 
Attempts to restore, through restrictions, competitiveness to areas 
where the comparative advantage has been lost are self-defeating.

The scope of the protectionist tendencies in some industrial count
ries combined with restrictive demand management policies have now 
reached their limits. I feel that it is now appropriate to boost demand 
in conjunction with trade libei-alizing measures and re-introduce com
petitiveness so as to enable market forces to complete the process of 
structural adjustment. Such a reorientation will not only ease domestic 
protectionist tendencies, but also speed up the integration of the world 
economy in a much more efficient, equitable and non-inflationary 
manner.

We believe that industrialized countries should try  to reconcile 
their short-term preoccupations with the fundamental objective of re
establishing a well-functioning free trade system. If they fail in doing 
so, not only the market economy, but democracy and eventually inter
national peace and security will suffer. After all, industrialized countries 
should remember that a free trade system based on market forces is 
the foundation of their democracies.

I do not like easy analogies. But I cannot help drawing a parallel 
between the present situation and the 1929-30 crisis: in terms of gro
wing protectionism, unresolved debt issue and lack of coordination in 
global economic management. We should keep in mind the lessons of 
history and avoid repeating the same mistakes.

In this Fortieth Anniversary of the United Nations, the role of 
the world organization in the promotion of international, political, eco
nomic and social cooperation assumes a particular significance. The 
world is at the threshold of new challenges requiring global underta
kings.



I believe tha t the UN, along with the other competent internati
onal organizations, has a crucial role in identifying the fundamental 
causes of the problems afflicting the international economic system 
and to consider how these could be overcome during the remainder of 
the century.

Turkey maintains its faith in «The United Nations for a Better 
World*. It rededicates itself to the purposes and principles of the Char
te r and reiterates its readiness to cooperate to the maximum extent 
with all the member countries to enhance the effectiveness of the Uni
ted Nations. We need the United Nations today. We shall need it even 
more tomorrow.»





THE UNITED NATIONS AND TURKEY

«1 have the pleasure to congratulate you upon your election to 
the Presidency of the Fortieth Session of the General Assembly. I am 
confident tlia t under your guidance this session will constitute a 
significant and meaningful point in the life of the  United Nations by 
giving us the opportunity to make an assessment of the past forty 
years while try ing to look constructively into the future.

1 also wish to  pay warm tribute to the  President of the Thirty - 
Ninth Session, H. E. Ambassador Paul Lusaka of Zambia. His conduct 
of the work of the General Assembly contributed substantially to the 
success of the  previous session,

i would like, first of all to express on behalf of the people and the 
Government of Turkey our profound feelings of sorrow and our 
condolences to the people and Government of Mexico for the terrible 
earthquake th a t has occured in Mexico recently, entailing big loss of 
lives and heavy material damage. As a  country which has often 
suffered from earthquakes and other natural disasters, we do understand 
the tragedy th a t has befallen the Mexican people and sympathize with 
them.

hi trying to contribute to  the collective assessment th a t the 
Fortieth Anniversary prompts us to make, I should fii'st like to underline 
two major developments of the post - war era around which numerous 
other related issues seem to cluster. There have indeed been drastic 
and profound changes in the world during the past four decades and 
consequently in the thrust, scope and the general orientation of inter
national relations.

Firstly, the end of the Second World W ar has brought in an era 
of sharp divisions in the form of East - West tensions coupled with ever 
growing security concerns of a different magnitude. The nuclear weapons 
and the  dilemmas ai-ising out of their existence are also now in their

TEXT OF THE STATEMENT BY MR. VAHiT HALEFOGLU.
MINISTER OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS OF THE REPUBLIC OF TURKEY, 
AT THE FORTIETH SESSION OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY.
ON OCTOBER 4TH. 1985.
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fortieth year. The efforts for a progression from a cold war to a stable 
relationship through the search for detente and cooperation, and ¿or 
arms control and disarmament, have not yet taken us to a point tha t 
could correspond to the basic assumption of the Chaitei.

Secondly, the world political scene has changed in more than one 
way as reflected by the process of decolonization in which the United 
Nations has played such a decisive vole. This process has, in turn, 
modified not only the composition and the structure of the United 
Nations, but it has also made a profound impact on the approach to 
the problems facing hundreds of millions of people as well as to their 
order of priorities. Decolonization has given effect and meaning, to a 
iarge extent, to the principle of equal rights and self-determination 
of peoples enshrined in the Charter and to the universality of the 
Organization. This process is yet to be completed. On the other hand, 
the economic problems of the developing countries have not been 
adequately and effectively addressed. The vision of the founding fathers 
of this Organization which initiated a new political order of the world 
should be coupled with steps towards the adjustment and improvement 
of the world economic structure.

There is no doubt that the United Nations system has been 
instrumental in providing economic and technical assistance to the de
veloping countries. However, basic problems, starting with hunger and 
poverty in the world and extending to the debt problem of the developing 
countries have remained with us.

Many glabal issues and regional questions on the agenda of this 
session have been with us in the preceeding years, some ir fact since 
the inception of the Organization. As we commemorate the Fortieth 
Anniversary of the new beginning made in San Francisco, persistent 
armed conflicts, confrontation and acts of violence continue to dominate 
the international scene.

My Government is committed to support every realistic effort 
aimed at improving the international climate and promoting just and 
equitable solutions to existing problems through peaceful means. The 
basic approach of my Government to all international, regional, and 
bilateral issues is guided by the overriding importance we place in 
dialogue and negotiations. Our geographic location and our experiences 
constantly enhance our awareness in the fundamental need for both 
i egionai and international peace and security. These are the main Pinal's 
of the Turkish foreign policy, laid down more than 60 years ago by 
Mustafa Kemal Atatürk, the founder of the Turkish Republic.
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The improvement of E ast - West relations is th e  key for progress 
on vital questions related to the fu ture and indeed the very survival 
of humanity. The search for detente through constructive dialogue 
and broad cooperation as well as the strengthening of peace by establis
hing a stable military balance a t the lowest possible level of forces 
through arm s control and disarmament are the basic goals to which we 
reaffirm  our commitment in this context.

We have welcomed the negotiations in Geneva between the United 
States and the Soviet Union on their strategic and intermediate - range 
nuclear weapons and defence and space systems. These negotiations, 
intended to work out effective agreements between the two countries 
enjoy the support of all nations. Moderation and restraint in the 
general context of international relations would facilitate the search 
for agreement in all three areas of negotiation.

Lack of confidence has stood out for too long as the most salient
feature of the international scene and has cast uncertainty on the 
future by increasing tensions and risks of confrontation. The approaching 
summit meeting between the United States and the Soviet Union 
rekindles expectations for future efforts to gradually reverse this trend. 
We hope eventual progress towards a better understanding between
the two countries would help pave the way for tangible results in other
related areas.

Confidence building in a wider scale constitutes an important 
prerequisite for the success of disarmament initiatives. Progress on 
all aspects of arms control and disarmament through balanced and 
verifiable agreements continues to be our basic aim in this field. 
Negotiations have been underway for verifiable reductions in conven
tional forces in Europe, as well as verifiable confidence building 
measures covering the whole of Europe which have yet to produce 
militarily significant and politically binding agreements. In a world
wide context, a comprehensive and verifiable ban on chemical weapons 
is the imminent task in the face of the proliferation and use of such 
weapons.

International cooperation in promoting and encouraging respect 
for human rights and for fundamental freedoms for all without distinction 
as to race, sex, language or religion is one of the basic purposes of 
the United Nations. Human rights, as highlighted by the Charter, 
embody the concept of non-discrimination and are directly related to 
the concepts of international peace, security ar.d justice  Gross and 
persistent violations, such as the system of apartheid, are bound to
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provoke the reaction of the international community and lead to tensions 
that endanger peace and stability. Racism and iaei iscnmma i n  
should be eradicated in all its forms. The grave situation and 
social and political unrest in South Africa arising from the po icy oi 
apartheid have continued to place a heavy burden on both t ie lumaii 
conscience and international relations.

Turkey has never established political or economic ties with the 
racist regime of Pretoria and on every occasion lias raised her voice 
against the inhuman and degrading policy of the Government of South 
Africa against the black majority. We sincerely hope that ail the 
citizens of South Africa will soon enjoy human rights and fundamental 
freedoms.

Beside the Fortieth Anniversary of the United Nations, 1985 
marks as well the Tw enty-Fifth Anniversary of the adoption of the 
Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and 
Peoples. In spite of the great contribution of the United Nations to the 
process of decolonization throughout these years, we are still faced 
with situations where colonization and oppression persist.

The world public opinion has this year focused more than ever 
its attention on developments in Southern Africa and has persistently 
called on South Africa, both within and outside the United Nations, 
to alter radically its policies with regard to Namibia. The United 
Nations has a direct legal responsibility for the achievement of Namibian 
independence, through the exercise of the right to self - determination 
by the people of Namibia in accordance with the unanimously approved 
Resolution of the Security Council.

It is clear that unilateral action by South Africa in Namibia 
constitutes a direct affront to the expectations of the world public 
opinion. Neither the humanitarian dimension of the problem, nor the 
continued utilization of Namibian territory as an outpost for military 
operations can be overlooked or tolerated.

As a founding member of the United Nations Council for Namibia, 
we shall continue to give support to the legitimate and just struggle 
of the people of Namibia, as well as to the efforts of the Secretary - 
General for the implementation of the relevant Security Council reso
lutions on Namibian independence.

Another area which requires better awareness and firm interna
tional cooperation is the question of terrorism in all its aspects. We 
hold the view that international terrorism is a direct threat to human
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rights. Since the  right to life is the most elementary and obvious of 
all human rights, it should be more effectively protected against this 
meuace. The formulation of measures and the promotion of an effective 
international cooperation to prevent, combat and punish all acts of 
international terrorism  have become an urgent task. When one remem
bers the linkages which have been identified and exposed between the 
illicit traffic in narcotic drugs, arms smuggling, and international te r
rorism, there can be no hesitation on the need to figh t this very real 
danger against humanity and international life.

1 regret to say th a t since the  last General Assembly new and 
massive violations of human rights have been added to already existing 
ones. In some cases national minorities safeguarded by international 
agreements are being deprived of their basic rights. W ide-spread 
oppression includes such methods as the forcible change of names and 
identities, interference with religious practices, proscription against 
cultural and ethnic preservation and injunction against emigration. 
No distorted historical argum ent may justify  such flagrant violations 
of human rights. We hope that the international community will find 
ways to remedy this intolerable situation th a t contradicts all basic 
standards of contemporary societies.

The tragic situation in the Middle East, which constitutes a serious 
threat to world peace, requires our utmost attention. We believe tha t 
a lasting solution cannot be found unless the legitimate rights of the 
Palestinian people are recognized. The common approach reached 
between Jordan and the PLO may provide an opportunity for a  ju s t 
and lasting peace in the Middle - East. We should like to hope th a t all 
the directly concerned Parties will not fail to seize the opportunities 
this initiative has created, with reciprocal goodwill and political vision.

We are aware, however, th a t peace in the Middle E ast is indivisible 
and th a t a ju s t and lasting comprehensive settlement in the Middle 
East th a t must satisfy the legitimate rights and concerns of all the Parties 
involved, will continue to elude us until Israel withdraws from Arab 
territories under its occupation since 1967, including Jerusalem.

It is most unfortunate th a t Israel, instead of adopting a conciliatory 
attitude tha t would contribute to enhancing chances for a  negotiated 
settlement, continues to fu rther aggravate the situation. The recent 
act of aggression by Israel against the  sovereignty of a peace - loving 
country, Tunisia, should also be condemned as a flagrant violation of 
international Uiw and the basic principles of the Charter.
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Throughout the year, we have followed with growing concern and 
much anguish the developments that have tragically obscured the hopes 
for the restoration of calm and order hi Lebanon. We have always 
regarded the p re se rv a tio n  of the sovereignty and territorial integrity 
of Lebanon as an essential dement for the stability of the region. In 
this context, Lebanon needs and deserves support from all of us in 
its quest for addressing effectively the threatening chaos that has 
regrettably been prevailing on its soil. We should, therefore, like to 
call on Israel to promptly withdraw those elements ot its forces that 
are still in Southern Lebanon. Any undue delay in the removal of 
the obstacles preventing Lebanon from restoring its territorial iritogi ity 
and achieving national reconciliation free from any outside interference 
would entail further human suffering and would hamper diplomatic 
efforts for peace in the Middle East as whole.

Turkey is deeply distressed by the prolongation and escalation of 
the war between Inin and Iraq which endangers the stability and 
security of the region. Being the only neighbour of both Iran and Iraq 
and having deep - rooted relations of friendship with them, we are 
exerting efforts to help bring the devastating war to an early end. 
We deeply regret human suffering, and material losses of the two 
nations. We also regret that efforts spent by the distingushed Secretary- 
General of our Organization as well as by other personalities have not 
produced so far concrete results.

Turkey is also trying to bring her contribution to those efforts 
both on a bilateral level and within the framework of the Peace 
Committee of the Organization of Islamic Conference. We are maintaining 
our dialogue with the two Parties and we ¿ire continuing to be available 
for any assistance we can provide to them. We regret that a  common 
ground could not yet be found between the two sides which might 
provide a basis for a mutually agreeable, lasting and honourable peace. 
Meanwhile Turkey has contributed through the Turkish Red Crescent 
to the exchange of prisoner of war between the two countries which 
may alleviate to some extent the immense human suffering in this war.

The situation in Afghanistan continues to be a major source of 
concern which adversely affects the international climate. We respect 
and admire the resolve of the Afghan people to freely exercise their 
inalienable right to self-determination, secure the withdrawal of foreign 
military foices tiom Afghanistan and to ensure the voluntary return 
of Afghan refugees to their country. In this connection, we should 
also like to reiterate our appreciation to the Government of Pakistan 
for its sincere and constructive attitude vis-a-vis the efforts of the
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Secretary - General, as well as for its continued humanitarian assistance 
to millions of A fghan refugees. Meanwhile, repeated violations of 
Pakistan's airspace and territory  are  of particular concern.

No less important is the situation in Kampuchea. The policy of 
seeking a m ilitary solution in Kampuchea which destablizes Southeast 
Asia and entails grave humanitarian suffering should be abandoned. 
A comprehensive political settlement requires the withdrawal of foreign 
forces from Kampuchea and the exercise of the right by the Kampuchean 
people to determine the ir own destiny. In this respect, we continue 
to support the efforts of the ASEAN countries who have consistently 
worked for a  political setlement.

I would also like to stress the significance we attach to the 
continuing search for effective dialogue in the Korean peninsula in 
order to develop peaceful solutions to all the questions between the 
two sides which will pave the way to their representation in our 
universal Organization. Emphasizing the hum anitarian aspect of the 
existing problems would be most effective in creating a favourable 
climate necessary for meaningful progress. Therefore, we welcome 
recent efforts designed to diminish inter - Korean tensions.

Central America has continued to remain under the influence of 
regional tensions and armed conflicts despite the efforts of the Contadora 
Group. The strained political relations combined with persistent economic 
and social problems adversely affoct the  search for peace and stability 
in the  region. The climate of confrontation extending beyond the area 
has made an unfavourable impact on international relations. We hope 
the process initiated by the  Contadora Group will maintain its momentum 
and will continue to enjoy the genuine political support of all the 
intei-ested parties.

Consistent with our basic approach of settling international disputes 
through negotiations, we support the good offices mission of the 
United Nations Secretary - General 011 the  question of Cyprus. We 
regret, however, tha t a historic opportunity was missed a t the Summit 
Meeting of 17 January 19S5 due to the intransigance of the Greek 
Cypriot side. It is also to be underlined tha t a serious obstacle to the 
solution of the Cyprus problem is the basic attitude of Greece which 
rejects the agreed premises on which the talks between the Turkish 
and Greek Cypriots are proceeding.

Turning to the trends and prospects of the  world economy, the 
overall results of the  last few years require a comprehensive reassess
ment. The world economy is expanding after the  important and long
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recession since the end of the Second World War. However, this 
expansion is limited in scope and magnitude. Indeed it s ows w ue  
disparities from country to country. While some economies are realizing 
quite rapid growth, this has been weak or negligible in others. In 
this context, the situation in many of the developing countries calls 
for immediate attention as they are still facing acute economic problems 
hindering seriously their prospects for the future. The current 
international economic situation remains also at risk particulai ly 
because of unresolved questions related to structural adjustment, 
international trade, money and finance.

Most of the developing countries were forced to cut down drastically 
their imports due to the insufficient flow of foreign currency. This 
situation may lead them to further impoverishment with great social, 
humanitarian and political consequences.

Among developing countries, those who can manage to increase 
their productivity and export capabilities are facing severe trade barriers 
and import restrictions from the industrialized countries. This situation 
leads in most of the cases to difficulties in debt servicing, further cuts 
in imports and investments.

This situation makes all the more urgent the need for a new 
impetus to the North - South dialogue which is one of the most 
important tasks facing the international community. So far the efforts 
aimed at the establishment of a new international economic order have 
not lived up to our expectations. All countries have an important role 
to play in this regard. The efforts of the developing nations are not 
enough by themselves to produce the desired results. The recent 
experience of some developing countries which have implemented tight 
adjustment measures shows us that these efforts are bound to be 
insufficent if the conditions in the external environment continue to 
exert negative influences.

In this connection, my country’s experience might have some 
relevance. The success of the steps which we have taken since 1980 
and their increasing momentum during the last two years have been 
the result of our determination in implementing an effective adjustment 
program. However, the protectionist policies followed by industrialized 
countries create major obstacles which frustrate our efforts.

Indeed, it is of particular importance to reverse the growing- 
protectionist tendencies. Unless the developed countries clearly 
demonstrate the determination to take the lead in a pi-ocess aiming a t 
the relaxation and dismantlement of restrictive trade measures the
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developing countries will continue to face grave difficulties in successfully 
carrying out export oriented growth strategies. On the other hand, 
it is also in the interest of developed countries to stop protectionist 
practices, since such practices have a restrictive impact on the overall 
level of their economic activities and divert them  to lower productivity 
areas.

In the monetary and financial fields appropriate budgetary and 
monetary national policies are necessary but not enough. International 
efforts are also required to find a solution to the debt problem and 
to improve conditions for increasing financial flows to developing 
countries.

We must also not overlook the human dimension of economic 
development. The Roundtable organized last month in Istanbul under 
the joint sponsorship of the UNDP and the North - South Roundtable 
has provided an opportunity for an overall assessment of this important 
subject. As indicated in its concluding Istanbul Statem ent «recent 
national and international pressures lead to serious neglect of the 
human dimension in development. Unless remedied, this neglect will 
distort and handicap the future development of a t least a  generation 
to come.»

The situation the world faces is not an optimistic one. Yet we 
believe that with common determination we can work out a  more 
peaceful and prosperous future and we may overcome many difficulties 
standing before us.

We should all try  to replace confrontation with conciliation and 
understanding; tension with dialogue; restrictive economic measures 
with a  global and more responsible approach to the economic problems 
of the world. We cannot let poverty and hunger prevail. The collective 
wisdom of the international community should not permit these problems 
to fester. We owe it not only to this generation but also to the 
generations to come.»
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THE ROLE OF THE UNITED NATIONS

«Recent events have underlined the uncertain nature of the times 
in which we are living. We are facing new phenomena alien to the 
relatively orderly world of sovereign governments about which the 
United Nations Charter was written. Never in history has there been 
a time when governments needed so much to cooperate.

In  the last few weeks we have been forcibly reminded th a t 
between the massive weaponry of the nuclear powers on the one hand and 
the desperation of the underprivileged on the other there lies a great 
vacuum of legitimate and respected international authority. The pervasive 
problem of terrorism  is but one symptom of this condition. The vacuum 
can only be filled by building a working international system in which 
all partic ipate-a  system th a t not only guarantees oitler but makes 
our planet run more evenly in the interests of all its inhabitants.

At present, the only place where tha t can be attempted is the 
United Nations. I hope th a t th is 40th anniversary year may serve to 
emphasize th is positive aspect of the United Nations and thereby 
diminish its use as a forum for purely adversarial action.

There is now widespread but not always justified criticism of
many aspects of the performance of the  United Nations. There is no
doubt th a t it has not been able to live to up to all the high hopes 
placed in it. Nor did its founders foresee the massive changes tha t the 
world has gone through since San Francisco. Criticism is essential for 
the proper evolution of any political institution, and I hope tha t this 
anniversary year will provide the occasion for considering remedies for
at least some of the organization’s shortcomings.

The response to the 40th anniversary suggests tha t a serious effort 
is under way to review past performance and create the conditions for 
a more effective future. I do not think tha t some 90 heads of state 
and 137 foreign ministers would come to the General Assembly if they 
did not believe in the  purposes of and necessity for the United Nations.

BY Mr. JAVIER PEREZ DE CUELLAR.
SECRETARY - GENERAL OF THE UNITED NATIONS. 
OCTOBER 21, 1985
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I am convinced that the United Nations simply must be made „o 
succeed. The alternatives are unthinkable. I also believe that in the 
last 40 years, the United Nations has made a major contribution to the 
betterment of the human condition, and that many of its activities have 
already proved to be indispensable.

If there were no General Assembly, for example, a large majority 
of the nations of the world would not have a forum in which to ex pi ess 
their views and discuss with other governments the many problems 
that are now of common concern - as, for example, the vigorous dis
cussion now taking place on the international debt crisis.

And where else can all foreign ministers come each year to meet
their colleagues - including those from countries with which they do 
not have diplomatic relations - to explain the policies of their govern
ments? For all the heated debate, I do not think our interdependent 
world could reasonably dispense with the General Assembly. It is too 
often forgotten, for instance, that more international law has been 
codified through the General Assembly in the past 40 years than in 
all previous human history.

Similarly, if there were no Security Council it would, in the first 
place, be an admission that a system of collective security encompassing
all nations is impossible to attain. It was precisely for this purpose
that the Security Council was created.

The Council has many obstacles to face, not least the lack of 
unanimity of its permanent members. This essential unanimity has, 
however, been affirmed at critical moments in the past, and most 
recently on Oct. 9 when all 15 members condemned «terrorism in all 
its forms wherever and by whomever committed.* And while the 
Council has not worked as its founders meant it to work, it remains an 
indispensable refuge in times of great international crisis, a place where 
the rush of events can be slowed and acceptable ways found to move 
from fatal confrontations.

The United Nations has conducted 13 peacekeeping operations. If 
we w ere to remove any of the existing peacekeeping operations - from 
the («oían Heights, Cyprus or Lebanon-a severe international crisis 
would almost certainly occur. Because they keep the peace and maintain 
quiet by nonviolent means, these operations do not always receive the 
credit they deserve. No one paid much attention to the Emergency 
Force in the Sinai until it had to be removed in 1387. The consequences 
of the ensuing war are with us to this day. Our current peacekeeping 
operations are of comparable importance.
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Meanwhile, if there were no Secretary - General or secretariat, the 
«honest broker» function of the United Nations would be seriously 
diminished. Past secretaries - general have been asked to perform vital 
intermediary tasks because they were universally acceptable as impar
tial servants of the whole community of nations. At present, for 
example, the secretary»-general is the accepted intermadiary 0 11 matters 
relating to Afghanistan, the Iran-Iraq war and Cyprus. These are 
exceptionally difficult problems, with a large potential for escalation. 
But they cannot be contained and eventually resolved without efforts 
to negotiate a solution throug'h an agency that all parties can accept.

If the office of the high commissioner for refugees did not exist, 
there would be no universally recognized authority for protecting or 
assisting refugees and no permanent focal point for organizing emergency 
action when a new refugee problem arises. The world now has more 
than 10 million refugees.

If the UN Relief and Works Agency for Palestine Refugees, which 
looks after nearly two million displaced Palestinians, no longer existed, 
not only would a major moral obligation of the international community 
go by default, but a violent destabilization of the area would almost 
certainly result.

It is also generally agreed that the specialized agencies of the 
United Nations, among them the United Nations Children’s Fund and 
the United Nations Development Program, carry out valuable tasks 
in their different fields. This is as it should be. Our newly interdepen
dent world demands cohesive and effective international institutions 
if humanity is to survive in tolerable conditions. The relief efforts in 
Africa, which the United Nations coordinated, and which almost cer
tainly saved several million lives, are one recent and dramatic illustration.

Yet we must make clear that the main reason for which the 
United Nations was founded, «to save succeeding generations from the 
scourge of war», is, in the nuclear age, more vital and relevant than 
ever. The task is infinitely difficult and sometimes discouraging. But, 
since it affects all humanity and is rightly the concern of all nations 
great or small, the question of disarmament is transcendentally impor
tant.

Looking back over 40 years, we see that in times of greatest 
danger, all nations, not least the most powerful, have felt the necessity 
to turn to the United Nations and the machinery created in 1945, 
using it as best they could to stop the fighting and thus to avoid 
larger and perhaps fatal confrontation.
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The A rab-Israeli war of 1948, the simultaneous crises of Suez 
and Hungary in 1956, Lebanon in 1958, the Congo in 1960, the Cuban
missile crisis of 1.962, Cyprus since 1964, the India - Pakistan wars of
1965 and 1971, the Middle East war of 1973, Lebanon in 1978-all 
illustrate the use of the United Nations as an essential instrument ot 
the world community in times of grave danger.

In between times, nations go their own ways. There are far too
many conflicts that neither the United Nations nor anyone else has 
been able to control. We have a very long way to go before we reach 
the «common ground for peace» that Franklin D. Roosevelt spoke of 
in 1945. No. one is more conscious than 1 of the feeling of frustration 
to which UN proceedings often give rise.

But I believe firmly that the founders were right and that in our 
interconnected world there is no substitute for the United Nations nor 
for the tasks it already performs. The main concern must be to make it 
far more effective for the future.»
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CHAPTER I

THE PRINCIPLES OF 
TURKISH FOREIGN POLICY 

AND TURKEY’S POSITION IN THE WORLD





THE PRINCIPLES OF TURKISH FOREIGH POLICY

«Dans un mois, presque jour pour jour, le 29 octobre, la Turquie 
célébrera le cinquantième anniversaire de la proclamation de la République. 
Cela signifie, avant tout, l’aube d’une ère nouvelle pour notre pays. La 
philosophie politique de cette époque a été caractérisée surtout par le 
principe justem ent réaffirmé par le fondateur de la Turquie nouvelle, 
le grand Kemal A tatürk, qui demande «la paix dans notre pays et la paix 
dans le monde».

La dernière partie de ce principe légué par Atatürk à son pays 
est suffisamment claire pour se passer de commentaires. Au cours de 
l’histoire, de grands penseurs ont senti et exprimé la nécessité d’établir 
la paix afin que fhum anité connaisse le bonheur.

Ainsi, la première partie de ce principe qui considère la paix en 
tant qu’élément de progrès dans la vie interne d’une nation contient 
une pensée tout à fait juste  et d’une grande portée. Au moment où 
Atatürk insistait pour que la paix chez nous aille de pair avec la paix 
mondiale, la Turquie émergeait d’une longue série de guerres. D’autre 
part, elle se préparait à achever l’élimination des vestiges de l’exploitation 
en matière économique et dans d’autres domaines qui, depuis si long
temps, avait gêné tan t ses relations avec le monde extérieur que sa 
vie quotidienne.

A tatürk qui fu t le premier à  prendre l’épée lorsque le pays dut 
mener une lutte sans merci pour survivre, a enseigné à son peuple que, bien 
qu’aucune influence étrangère ne doive être tolérée, le développement 
social et économique ordonné de la vie de la nation dépend cependant 
de l’instauration d’un climat de paix, tan t dans les relations intérieures 
qu’extérieures. L’ingérence étrangère doit faire place à  la coopération; 
l’hostilité doit être abandonnée au profit de l’amitié et la paix doit 
prévaloir tan t dans le pays que dans le monde. Ces principes sont ceux 
inscrits dans la Charte de notre Organisation.

Excerpt from the statem ent m ade by Mr. Ümit Halûk Boryülken
Minister o! Foreign Affairs, Head of Delegation, a t the Plenary Meeting of
the XXVXII Session of Ihe G eneral Assembly, on 28 September 1973 A/PV. 2132
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Ces mêmes principes ont conduit la Turquie à établir et à maintenir 
au cours de ce demi-siècle une politique de bon voisinage et d'amitié 
avec tous les pays de la région. Cette politique est également à la base 
des liens fraternels existant entre la Turquie, l’Iran et le Pakistan. Nous 
étant conformés en toute sincérité, comme nous l’avons fait, au principe 
énoncé par notre grand chef, ce n’est pas par hasard que la Turquie, au 
cours des cinq dernières décennies marques par des événements qui ont 
troublé la vie internationale, a surmonté les vicissitudes de l’époque et 
est demeurée un membre loyal de la communauté mondiale dans la 
promotion de la paix, de la sécurité et de la coopération, aussi bien dans 
notre région que dans le monde dans son ensemble. Mon pays est résolu 
à demeurer fidèle à sa politique traditionelle de paix et de coopéreation.»
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THE PRINCIPLES OF TURKISH FOREIGN POLICY

«... Située aux confins à la fois de l’Asie e t de l’Europe, ayant 
donné avec succès il y a plus d’un demi siècle le premier exemple des 
guerres d’indépendance, possédant des relations culturelles e t histori
ques avec les pays du Moyen Orient, cherchant à résoudre ses propres 
problèmes dans un système démocratique, ayant, dans la conjoncture 
du temps, dû prendre place dans les systèmes de défense collectives, 
n’ayant aucune prétention territoriale mais exigeant qu’il en soit de 
même de la part des autres, la Turquie poursuit une politique étrangère 
qui est comme une résultante de tous ces facteurs.

Cette politique, esquissée déjà par A tatürk s’inspirant des règles 
fondamentales du Droit International et corroborée une fois de plus 
lorsque la Turquie a  fait siens les principes de la Charte des Nations 
Unies, a présentré une continuité et une constance remarquables en 
dépit des périodes pleines de buoleversement internationaux.»

«... Je  tiens à exprimer une fois de plus que la Tui-quie, logée là 
où l’histoire et la géographie l’ont placée, au carrefour des civilisations 
mais aussi des confrontations, s’efforce pour sa part de jouer le rôle 
qui lui revient dans la voie de la paix entre les nations ou des groupes 
de nations et du bonheur de l’humanité. L’est un privilège et un honneur 
de le pouvoir réaffirm er dans cette enceinte qui oeuvre tan t pour la 
paix e t la prospérité du monde.»

Exetpis Irom the statem ent m ade by Mr. Turan GÜNEŞ
Minister ol Foreign Affairs, Head of Delegation, a t the Plenary
Meeting of the XXIX Session o! the G eneral Assembly, on 24 September 1974.



THE PRINCIPLES OF TURKISH FOREIGN POLICE

«... Our foreign policy is one which also takes into consideration
the interest of the international community ........................... !S pos"
Bible at present to speak about a common destiny of all countries in 
the World. Regardless of their political, economical and social legimes, 
we wish happiness and prosperity for every country in the World,
without discriminating any of them. We believe in the right of evei> 
nation to choose the path best suited to their needs for achieving 
prosperity and welfare and show comprehension for their efforts in 
this direction. Funda mentally, this attitude on our part in inspired by 
the basic principles of our foreign policy. In our opinion, the new con
ditions of the world in which we live, have made this approach a main 
principle of our foreign policy.......»

«... Of course, within the framework of the same conception, I 
should like to add that we expect that other nations view with similar 
comprehension our own efforts aimed at safeguarding those rights and 
that they refrain from actions opposing them. Turkey is friendly and 
respectful towards all nations which share the same attitude...»

«... The Turkish Republic feels a special interest and closeness 
towards those young countries who have recently joined the inter
national community...»

«... The Turkey of Atatürk attaches a great importance to the 
question of those countries assuming their natural place within the 
international community, to their being enabled to play the important 
role that is expected of them and their making progress on the path 
of development. We have supported and shall continue to support 
wholeheartedly these countries, to which sincere feelings bind us, in 
their endeavours and efforts to attain greater welfare and happiness. 
Regardless of geographical distances, in a world which is not so big 
any more, we shall continue our efforts to improve further our relations 
with each of these countries...»

«... Considering that our general attitude is inspired by these 
pi incipies, the importance that we attach to more harmonious develop
ment of our relations with the Middle Eastern countries becomes even 
more understandable. In a World in which mutual support and coope
ration becomes more necessary, the development of our exchanges and 
contacts with Middle Eastern countries, with whom we live in the same

Bxerpt Irom the statement made by Mı. Metih ESENBEl,
Minister ol Foreign AHalr*. a! lhe Senate debate, on 8 February I97S.
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region and to whom we are bound with all kinds of links created and 
strengthened throughout History, is both a requirement of our mutual 
interests and also makes an important contribution to world peace and 
stability. In this context 1 do not think I need to explain again our 
views concerning the Middle Eastern conflict which the Arab countries 
see as a national problem. You know our attitude, which is very clear. 
Turkey, as an im portant country of the region, by demanding the recog
nition of the justified national rights of Palestinians and confirming 
her attitude in this regard on every possible opportunity, brings its 
own contribution to the developments which may lead to the solution 
of the Middle E ast conflict. As we have pointed out on various occasions, 
the attitude of Turkey cannot be explained only by the existing senti
mental ties linking her to the Arab countries : Turkey, in this case, is 
also feeling the obligation to act in accordance with the principles of 
her foreign policy and the requirements of international law...»

«... As is known, the western oriented Turkish policy and Turkey’s 
decision to take a place in the Western Community has a long past. As 
a result of this policy, Turkey has taken her place in various organi
sations of the Western Community. Our relations with the West, 
doubtlessly, are multi-faceted. An intricate web of ties, created by 
mutual interests, bind us to the western countries. I t must also be poin
ted out that in our relations with the western countries, we ax-e inspi
red by the general principles which I have ju s t explained and that we 
consider these multiform ties as an important contribution to the 
stability and balance in the World. We shall show the necessary care 
in order to ensure the continuation and development of these ties, in a 
spirit of mutual understanding, respect and balanced cooperation. Tur
key, as in all relations, has always followed an open, frank and honest 
policy in her ties with the West. Doubtless, Turkey deems it important 
th a t all the features of her policy should be thorougly understood and 
evaluated...»

«... We feel satisfaction a t the developments, within the realistic 
framework of the ‘principles of good neighbourhood’, of our relations 
with our northern neighbour, the Soviet Union, founded in the days of 
Atatiirk and Lenin. Wre wish th a t these relations should continue to 
develop on the same firm foundations and th a t the mutual understan
ding and respect between the two countries should become stronger. Our 
relations with the Eastern European countries and in particular with 
those countries which are our neighbours in the Balkans, continue to 
develop satisfactorily. Our increased contacts with those countries, serve 
to promote mutual understanding and respect. We hold tha t our re
lations with our neighbours in  the Balkans, contribute to the cause of 
peace, stability and international cooperation; consequently, we attach 
great importance to these relations...» _



«... The national foreign policy of the Turkish Republic which is 
peaceful and based on the principles of faithfulness to international 
obligations and alliances, respectful of mutual rights and which attac
hes importance to establishing relations of good neighbourship and 
friendship, will be continued with due care. At the same time, we 
will pay utmost attention to taking necessary decisions and measures 
as required by the conditions of the rapidly changing international 
situation.

At a time when very rapid and dangerous developments are taking 
place in various areas, we believe that the danger of harming peace 
and stability has emerged as a very important issue. Considering this 
danger, our Government will attach particular importance to developing 
further its foreign relations.

Our Government will pursue a foreign policy aiming at world peace, 
which will be inspired by feelings of goodwill and friendship towards 
all countries. We believe that present circumstances necessitate a solid 
cooperation among nations. While respecting the rights and legitimate 
interests of every country, we will expect from every country, with 
whom we have friendly ties, the same feelings and attitudes towards 
us.

While trying to improve our multi-faceted and various relations 
under general circumstances, we will give priority to protection of regi
onal and international peace.

Onr Government is determined to contribute to the preservation 
and improvement of the present atmosphere of détente in the world.

We will continue to take part actively in the proceedings of the
European Security and Cooperation Conference, whose primary objec
tive is to strengthen peace in Europe and improve contacts and exchan
ges of ideas and visits between Eastern and Western European co
untries.

We continue to hope that satisfactory results can be obtained from 
this Conference for the achievement of European security and increa
sing cooperation among European nations.

We believe that the role played so far by the NATO defence alli
ance, in respect of achieving security and political balance, remains 
equally valuable under the present circumstances.

Excerpt from the statement made by Mr. Suleyman DEMtBEL
Prime Minister, 6 April 197S. a i the Grand National Assembly. from the Programme of the 
Coalition Government
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YVe give importance to improving fu rther relations with the co
untries of Western Europe.

Continuous development of friendly ties and cooperation of Tur
key with the Balkan countries, strengthened by close neighbourhood 
and based on common interests, will not only contribute to the peace 
in the region but will also be an important contribution to greater 
cooperation in Europe and stability in the continent.

The policy of relations of good neighbourhood with the Soviet 
Union has marked positive achievements through mutual respect and 
understanding. We sincerely wish th a t this progress will continue under 
the same circumstances.

The traditional ties between Turkey, Iran and Pakistan, have not 
only found their expression in the close ties of brotherhood and friend
ship among our nations, bu t have also contributed to the stability of 
the region and the world. We shall make every effort to strengthen 
our contacts and cooperation in every field with brotherly Iran and Pa
kistan, within the framework of CENTO and the Regional Cooperation 
for Development (RCD) as well as through other regional organizations 
and bilateral agreements.

It is our aim to widen the scope of close contacts and cooperation 
with Iraq, as required by neighbourhood and friendship. We also believe 
that the mutual understanding and friendly cooperation between Tur
key and Syria will be improving fu rther in the best interests of the two 
neighbouring countries.

We also value greatly the special relations with Saudi Arabia, 
Egypt, Lebanon, Kuwait, Jordan and other countries of the Middle 
East, with whom we have historical and cultural ties. This close relati
onship, which derives from history, common values and geography, has 
assumed a new value and impoi-tance because of the dangers to the 
security of the entire Middle East. We shall follow an active policy for 
improving rapidly our relations with these countries, as they are not 
only based on moral ties but also on common interests. In addition to 
the political and cultural ties, new economic relations are contributing 
to the cooperation and understanding between Turkey and the brother 
Arab nations. Steps will particularly be taken to speed realization of 
projects, for wide cooperation, on which agreements have been recently 
reached with the friendly and brotherly Libyan Republic. We also 
attach great importance to improving our good relations with countries 
of Asia and Africa.

Our Government which definitely believes tha t the evacuation of 
occupied territories and the restoration of Palestinians is essential for 
a final settlement of the Middle East conflict, will support every move
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to achieve this goal. We believe, that a solution which takes into account 
in the region without any exception. Fully conscious of the great dan
gers created by the present situation, we shall not refrain from contri
buting every assistance for the solution of the problem.

We attach importance to the improvement of our relations with 
the People’s Republic of China in a satisfactory manner.

We will increase efforts to present our national culture in foreign 
countries in proper manner and with the widest possible extent. Impor- 
tance will be attached to improving our cultural relations with friendly 
and brotherly countries in our region, with whom we share common 
values.

We deem of importance that our citizens abroad should be enabled 
to preserve and improve their national cultures.

We will continue the efforts to bring solutions to those issues 
concerning the real estates, rights and interests of our citizens living 
in foreign countries.

Over the last 30 years, Turkey and the United States have con
tinued their friendly ties and have helped each other on matters of mu
tual security and have co-operated in the best possible manner for world 
peace. The advantage and effectiveness of this co-operation depends 
mainly on paying attention to the balance of interest between the two 
countries and on abiding by the principles of equality and mutual res
pect. The continuation of this co-operation at the same level Likewise 
depends on paying mutual respect to these principles.

The recent decision of the U.S. Congress for imposing an arms 
embargo on Turkey, is the manifestation of a mentality which misin
terprets the basic philosophy behind these relations and cooperation. 
Although from the point of view of American interests this decision is 
inappropriate, it is also bound to produce completely opposite results 
from w'hat it was originally intended to achieve. History shows that 
applying pressure is not a method to be tried on the Turkish nation.

Though the Turkish Government is pleased to note that the U.S. 
Government’s views are in line with the Turkish stand about the Cong
ressional attitude, its move to take account of facts and adopt counter 
measures is not only proper but also inevitable. It will become necessary 
foi Turkey which has fulfilled its commitments and has shown restraint 
so far, to take measures in connection with the bilateral defence re
lations regarding the field of security between her and the United 
States, if the U.S. Government fails to put an end to the present anta
gonistic practice within a reasonable period of time.
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We want to raise our relations with our neighbour, Greece to the 
level commensurate with the long term interests of the two countries. 
We think, it will be possible for both sides to settle the disputed issues 
with a constructive approach and spirit of goodwill, and we hope th a t 
the Greek Government will show by its actions th a t these ideas are 
shared.

Regarding Cyprus which is a national issue, our aim is to pursue 
a policy th a t does not produce any doubts or misgivings both inside 
and outside the country about the settlement, which we want to ac
hieve as the Turkish nation. Necessary help and support will be pro
vided for meeting the requirements of the Federated Turkish State of 
Cyprus, which plays a vital role in the economic development of the 
Turkish Cypriot community and the organization of which is being 
completed with all the administrative organs. It is the objective of our 
Government to reach a settlement which will firmly guarantee the fu
ture of the Turkish community on Cyprus and preserve the existence 
of Cyprus as an independent Federal State within a legal framework 
based on the realities of the island, which rhas been practically divided 
into two parts as a result of the intervention made inevitable because 
of the injustices committed against the Turkish community and the 
efforts to put an end to the independence of Cyprus. It is a reality 
show'll by the b itter experiences of the past years th a t the two national 
communities can 110 longer live together with each other and th a t they 
can only live side by side. Under these circumstances, we believe that 
a biregional federal system is the only ju s t solution for the Cyprus 
problem.

While encouraging such a negotiated settlement which will enable 
the two communities constituting the Cypriot State to live in peace and 
tranquillity on the island with their respective rights and interests and 
to reach economic prosperity, on the other hand, due attention and 
care will be paid by our government to adopting the necessary measu
res to prevent developments incompatible with the preservation of the 
balance and stability in the region of Cyprus.

Another subject, which affects negatively the Turkish-Greek re
lations are the issues regarding the Aegean Sea. In the eventuality of 
an attem pt to alter the present régime of territorial waters of the 
Aegean Sea unilaterally and irresponsibly by our neighbour, it defini
tely becomes necessary to  oppose such an attitude. I t is not possible 
for Turkey to recognize in any way such an action which is against the 
principles of International Law.
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Apart from this, regarding the questions of control o:i the Aegean 
sea air space and concentrated military build up in the Do ecanese 
islands in the area, Turkey will continue to take appropriate initiatives 
which will serve its intex'Qffts in the best possible way.

Turkey cannot be expected to renounce her rights over the conti
nental shelf in the Aegean. Nevertheless, our Government holds the 
view that it is necessary to determine the limits of the Aegean conti
nental shelf between Turkey and Greece through negotiated agreements 
based on equity.

We will try to conduct our relations with E.E.C. in conformity 
with our national interests.

It is a matter of national importance that Turkey should evaluate 
the possibilities provided to her by the E.E.C. with a view to removing 
the disadvantages which might be produced by a movement of indus-

We will maintain our partnership with the European Economic 
trialization oriented towards the domestic market and to developing an 
industrialization meeting the demands of a large number of consumers 
abroad and able to compete against foreign competition.
Community and its member countries on most suitable conditions for 
our economic development and industrialization. Meanwhile, efforts 
wili be made to widen our margin of advantage which was limited owing 
to relations established between the Community and the Third World 
countries.

We will seriously dwell on the importance of economic contribu
tions of our workers in the E.E.C. countries, and necessary attempts 
will be made to increase the contributions and to realize the social 
security requirements of our workers at Community level.

Matters regarding the external security and national defence of 
Turkey have always been given the greatest importance and priority.

The present circumstances have further increased the vital im
portance of external security and national defence. Consequently, every 
necessary measure will be taken to strengthen our Armed Forces' which 
serve as the main guarantee foi our national existence and external 
security.

Efforts of reorganization and modernization carried out since 1973 
will be rapidly brought to a conclusion in line with the changing war 
concept.

We will not spare any sacrifice to supply our Armed Forces with 
the most modern weaponry, means and requirements 
12



The defence of the country is, above all, a national issue. Nations, 
have to rely above all on their own resources for their defence require
ments. It is, therefore, essential th a t our defence policy should be 
oriented towards a national arms industry and th a t we should produce 
a t home a substantial part of the weapons, means and requirements 
of our Armed Forces. Our government will speed up efforts already 
started in this direction and will extend and develop the national arms 
industry within an integrated plan.»
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TURKEY'S POSITION IN THE WORLD

« At the beginning of my remarks, I would like to thank the of
ficers of this organization for giving me the opportunity to talk about 
Turkey’s position in the world today, to such a distinguished and influ
ential group.

Organizations such as yours, involved in current world affairs are 
unique. They are in keeping with the key position United States occu
pies today in international affairs. In a pluralist democracy such orga
nizations are the Fora where the current information about internati
onal events are disseminated and opinions which influence the foreign 
policies are formed.

I firmly believe that the message concerning Turkey’s foreign 
relations, I will try to convey to you today will have far reaching 
effects.

This is my second visit to this City of Angels. Speaking of angels - 
I always expect to see the famours stars on Hollywood and Vine streets - 
of course those would be my favorites Clark Cable, Ireime Dunne, Douglas 
Fairbanks or Mary Pickford. But I guess I should leave all tha t to my 
imagination. I realize more and more that Los Angeles is now more 
than a city of angels or stars, or a city whc-re only motion pictures are 
made or television programs are produced.

It is truly a beautiful city for Angels if not of Angels, with a 
marvelous climate, its beautiful parks, magnificent homes. It is also 
a major center of Commerce and industry.

It is indeed a great pleasure to be able to address you in such 
meaningful and beautiful surroundings. I speak to you today with 
the aim of focusing your attention on the basic tenets of Turkish 
foreign policy with particular emphasis on Turkish-United States re
lations, in a rapidly changing world.

It is a fact that we are confronted with important changes in the 
world today. Inherent in these changes are, both great dangers and 
great hopes for the mankind. We live in such an era that whether the 
humanity will be pushed into a dark abyss or whether it will attain 
peace and prosperity, depends on the relations between all the nations, 
especially the super powers.

Texl ci ihe statement made by Mr. Ihsan Sabri CAGLAYANGIL, 
Minister of Foreign AHcdrs. a t ihe World Aitairs Council oi Los Annelos 
22 September 1976.
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We Turks believe tha t America’s perceptions, and American poli
cies concerning the current vital issues will bear a dominant weight 
on eventual solutions of international problems and also on the conti
nuation of the interdependence and solidarity among nations with com
mon ideals and aspirations.

There are so many problems begging a solution today. East-W est 
problems, North-South relationships, the continuing debate on a new 
world economic order, problems of environment, population, industriali
sation, food, law of the sea and of trade and development.

I t is indeed sad for the humanity th a t when all these problems 
wait for solutions, we are daily confronted with new problems and lo
cal conflicts.

The solution we seem to have now found to create a proper a t
mosphere in which these problems could be solved is the policy of de
tente. But to which extent can we rely on this policy? This is a m at
ter of live controversy all over the world and in your country.

Tt is a  correct, rational interpretation to take detente as to mean 
an orderly competition in political, economic and ideological fields to 
replace dangerous confrontations. But let us not forget tha t in order 
to attain  this goal under the present conditions it is necessary to pre
serve the delicate balance of forces between the E ast and the West. If 
this balance is upset or, if for any reason the solidarity, unity and 
harmony among the nations constituting one of the sides is weakened, 
this would indeed be a calamity for th a t side.

These are then our general views on the world of today. How does 
the world view Turkey? This is of course in the eyes of the beholders. 
But we have come here to try  to state  our case hoping that this would 
be mutually beneficial.

To appreciate and evaluate Turkey’s position in the international 
arena, under the current world conditions, one should always keep in 
mind her geopolitical position.

Turkey constitutes a land-bridge between Europe and Asia; bet
ween Europe and the Middle East. With her history and her position 
between the seas, Turkey occupies a key position a t the junction of 
three continents Europe, Asia and Africa.

Her neighbours in Europe are Bulgaria and Greece. Her neighbours 
to the E ast are Iran, Iraq, and Syria. She has long land and sea bor
ders with the Soviet Union. She controls the vital stra its of Dardanelles 
and Bosphonis.
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This geographical position has always been a dominant factor in 
determining Turkey’s general policy. In this position, it is not pos
sible to think of a neutralist foreign policy for Turkey.

Another important factor which should be kept in mind in evalu
ating Turkish general policy is her political system her way of liie.

Turkey is one of the few countries in the world and in hei region 
which are governed by a liberal democratic regime. Although, the his
tory of democratic government goes back only some thirty  y ears, the 
history of the struggle for democracy extends over two and half cen
turies. In a vast region extending from the Adriatic to Japan, Turkey, 
as an island of democracy, is both continuing her economic development 
and also endeavoring to keep alive tire parliamentary democracy. 1 his 
is not an easy task. You have to be a Turk to understand how difficult 
a task it is to be able to preserve the democratic regime with all the 
liberties and a t the same time developing an economy.

The developed, industrial nations of the West had first solved the 
problems of freedom in their countries and then were able to complete 
their development in this atmosphere of stability. Do not admonish 
us and say to us «you should also have done so». Nations are not in a 
position to choose their homelands, and their neighbours in the same 
way one chooses mates and friends. This is a matter of geographical 
destiny. 1 had pointed out earlier that we stride a land-bridge between 
three continents. There lias hardly been a war in the history which 
has ended without involving us. In our history we have had thirteen 
major wars with tsarist Russia alone. Of course there was at tha t time 
neither NATO nor United States aid. Russian’s potential and number 
of her allies was much higher than those of Turkey at that time. But 
despite all this, as you can see, we are still standing on our two feet. 
But you must also know that all these struggles have cost us much. 
Therefore, you must understand that the reason for delays in both 
our democratic and economic development is not of our own doing.

It is now impossible for Turkey to stray from liberal democratic 
regime and from the course of Western civilization. The Republic foun
ded by Ataturk 53 years ago is still on this same course and thanks 
to this we have enjoyed a long period without any wars.

In the economic field, we have at last passed the bottlenecks. We 
have been able to keep the rate of growth at about 7 % for the last 
10 years. We have developed our industry. We produce our own steel, 
aluminum, cement, fertilizers, petroleum products, paper, textiles, ho
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me and electrical appliances and many other consumer goods. A dynamic 
and forward looking group of businessmen and managers have emer
ged.

In the agricultural sector we have become self sufficient and now 
are turning to exporting our agricultural products. This year our export 
capacity in wheat alone is 3.000.000 tons. Turkey offers a great poten
tial for collaboration with foreign investors. We have a m arket of 
fourtyone million people with per capita income fast approaching the 
thousand dollar mark.

With the astronomical rise in the purchasing power of the oil pro
ducing areas of the Middle-East, it hits become necessary to quickly 
revitalize the ancient silk route for transportation between the Europe 
and Asia and Middle-East. Two thousand kilometers of this route pas
ses through Turkey and this promises new economic possibilities for 
our country. In another field in tourism the temperate climate and 
historical riches of our country has put us in the firs t ranks of world 
tourism.

We have as yet untapped mineral, and seabed resources. With all 
this, we are not a t all apprehensive of our political and economic future. 
We are a nation full of vitality and we believe, we have a bright future.

We are members of the OECD and an associate member of the 
Common Market. Wre have close economic cooperation with Iran and 
Pakistan.

All these factors both determine and explain our foreign policy. It 
is a rseult of this foreign policy th a t we have become friends and 
allies with the United States and other NATO countries following the 
Second World War. We have joined our destiny with yours in keeping 
with these basic tenets of our foreign policy and it was in keeping 
with the same tenets th a t we fought side by side with you in Korea.

Today the international situation has evolved. United States, no 
longer has forces in Vietnam. Wre are in the «post Helsinki period». 
But our foreign policy, especially our relations with the United States 
has remained constant in its main lines. We are not against the policy 
of detente. But we have never said th a t since there is detente there 
is no further need for NATO.

Detente has helped us to improve our relations with the Soviet 
Union. We have been able to make important adjustments in our relati
ons with this country and other Eastern socialist countries. Especially 
our economic relations with Soviet Union has improved very much.
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We are naturally interested closely with the developments in the 
Middle-East. Developments in this re g io n  and involvement of the super 
powers in these developments effect our security and national interests. 
We pay close attention to the preservation of the peace m this region; 
we want all countries there to preserve their independences and have 
secure boundaries.

With the exception of Greece, we have excellent relations with 
all our neighbours. We have no quarrels with them. The current situa
tion of our relations with Greece, however, is indeed sad. We believe 
sincerely that history, and geography make it imperative 1or two co
untries to be friends and to cooperate with one another.

The great leaders of Greece and Turkey, Venizeios and A taturk 
with mutual good will were able to solve much more complicated prob
lems in the aftermath of a bitter war. They were able to establish 
a long period of friendship. There is no reason why this could not be 
repeated now.

The key to Turkish - Greek relations is of course the Cyprus 
issue. Cyprus is an island on which Greeks and Turks live, It is 40 
miles from Turkey and 600 miles from Greece. In 1950’s when Britain 
was in the process of liquidating her colonies Greece wanted to annex 
C yp ru s, as you well know Greece is somehow quite fond of islands. 
Turkey strongly opposed this move which would have upset the balance 
between the two countries in the Mediterranean and which would have 
seriously jeopardized Turkey’s security.

In opposition to Greek demand for enosis, which means annexation 
of Cyprus to Greece. Turkey at that time advocated the partition of the 
island which would enable the two communities to live separately. These 
contrasting demands provoked a serious crisis. At the end it was decided 
that a new Cyprus state would be established based on the partnership 
of the two communities. Turkey, Greece and Britain became the guaran
tors of the new Constitution of the new Republic of Cyprus.

But Greek Cypriots were not long indegenrating the Constitution. 
They destroyed all the organs created by it including the Parliament. 
They resorted to violence against the Turkish community. They resor
ted to acts which I will refrain from detailing here.

In 1964, in blatant violation of treaties Greece secretly smuggled 
an armed force of 20.000 equipped with U.S. arms supplied for NATO 
purposes, in an attempt to take over the government. When this failed, 
Greek Cypriot National Guard under the command of Greek officers 
and m collaboration with pro-Enosis groups attempted a coup d'etat.
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Makarios was forced to flee the island. As was later confirmed by 
Greek leaders themselves, the main objective was to annex Cyprus to 
Greece. Makarios himself termed this act an invasion of Cyprus by 
Greece.

In face of this fait a  compli Turkey first sought peaceful means 
to prevent a crisis. But when diplomatic initiatives failed, Turkey 
exercised its right of intervention as a guarantor power under the 
Treaty of Guarantees and in order to protect the endangered Turkish 
community and the independence of Cyprus.

As a result of the upheavel created by the Greek military attem pt 
to carry out Enosis by force and the Turkish reaction to it we face 
today a new situation in Cyprus. The problem can only be solved by 
an agreement between the two communities concerning the future 
constitutional relationship. To this end negotiations are now taking 
place between the representatives of the two communities under the 
auspices of the Secretary General of the United Nations. Turkey is

actively encouraging these talks and has repeatedly made clear tha t it 
supports the independence, sovereignty and territorial integrity of 
Cyprus; th a t it shall withdraw its forces as soon as the two communities 
have reached an agreement. The fringe benefit of the Turkish inter
vention in Cyprus has been, tha t realizing the blunder they have com
mitted and admitting the inability to cope with the situation, the mili
tary  junta leaders of Greece abandoned pow’er, thus opening they way 
to the return of the democracy. This was a welcome development for 
all democracies, including Turkey.

There are other disputes between Turkey and Greece. The dis
pute over the continental shelf is one of these and the most current 
one.

The crux of the problem is due to geography and to the historical 
process. The Aegean is a unique sea. I t is a narrow sea whose width 
is about 240 miles and whose only coastal countries are Turkey and 
Greece. It contains over three thousand islands almost all of them 
belonging to Greece. Some of the islands are only a few miles from 
the Turkish coast, some are even closer than one mile.

In the continental shelf dispute, Greece claims tha t all the islands 
have rights to continental shelf as much as land territories and that 
the shelf between Turkey and Greece should be delimited along the 
median line between the islands and the Turkish coast. This approach 
will almost totally deprive Turkey of its seabed resources. Turkey 
maintains tha t the continental shelf is, as defined in international law
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documents, the seabed mid subsoil of the submarine areas that extend 
throughout the natural prolongation of the land territory and that the 
Greek islands are foreign islands on the very continental shelf of 
Turkey.

The Turkish case in all fairness, is also in conformity with the 
political and economic realities underlining the problem. The Aegean 
coast of Turkey covers an area of 100.000 square kilometers with 8 
million inhabitants. The Greek islands situated on the continental shelf 
of Turkey cover an area of only (>7,000 square kilometers and the popu
lation barely 300,000. There can, of course, be no solution which would 
place all the seabed resources of this area a t the exclusive disposal of 
300,000 Greeks, while denying these resources to 8 million Turks.

The Greek Government has always tried to impose solutions in 
her disputes with Turkey, through pressures in international fora. Re
cently Greece unilaterally applied to the United Nations Security Coun
cil and the International Court of Justice claiming tha t the activities 
of a Turkish research vessel constituted an infringement of her sove
reign rights over Greek continental shelf. Both bodies have not accep
ted this contention. The Security Council recommended as Turkey has 
always advocated a solution of the dispute through meaningful bilate
ral negotiations. It is our earnest hope that these negotiations will lead 
to an agreement allowing both countries to benefit equitably from the 
resources of the Aegean. A formula put forward by Turkey in this res
pect is that of a joint exploration and exploitation of the seabed of the 
Aegean Sea.

1 have spoken at length on Turkish-Greek relations. Because these 
relations had grave repercussions on United States-Turkish relations.

For many years Turkey enjoyed what was generally termed a 
«Honeymoon» with the United States. As every honeymoon, this had 
to come to an end too. But paradoxically what strains our relations are 
not disputes or problems between the two countries. On the contrary 
to this day there is not a direct problem or dispute which divides our 
two countries. Had it not been for outside factors, despite all the efforts 
of some parties, Turkish-United States relations could have developed 
even further.

Literally, poison was injected into our relations when Turkey was 
made the scapegoat for the tragic drug problem in your country. 1 think 
it was rather simplistic, shortsighted and misleading to assume that 
this problem would be solved overnight if opium cultivation in Turkey 
was banned. In fact, the problem continued after Turkey banned tem
porarily the opium cultivation. Illicit traffickers continued to use other
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sources. But the ban had adverse affects in Turkey. There is no drug 
addiction problem in Turkey, but the opium is a traditional crop in se
veral regions of our country where the farmers have for years depen
ded legitimately on it for their livelihood. A part from the revenue th a t 
they were deriving from sales for pharmecuetical purposes, the farm ers 
used opium as cooking oil, as fodder and even for bread making. Dep
rived of all these by the Govei’nmental ban, Turkish farm ers were bit
ter. They could not understand why they were punished for a problem 
not of their doing.

The Turkish Government was therefore, forced to lift the ban 
but not without first imposing fail-safe controls on its cultivation.

I would like to state  the facts on this m atter once for all and for 
the record :

Turkey was never the major source for illicit opium/heroin drug 
traffic in the world or in the United States.

Drug problem in general and US drug problem in particular, can 
be solved only by attacking its socio-psychological roots and effectively 
controlling all the cultivation and smuggling not only in Turkey but 
throughout the world.

Turkey has shown the way how this could be done. United Nations 
experts have in a recent report confirmed that, due to the fail-safe 
method of controls adopted in Turkey not an ounce of Turkish opium 
is now going to illicit drug traffic and production.

W hat we have done is simple and effective. F irst the acreage and 
regions where opium is cultivated is strictly restricted and controlled 
by modern methods including electronic survey from the air.

I think very few people know th a t the opium poppy in itself is an 
innocent flower. W hat is deadly is the gum which is extracted when 
and if the poppy is incised. Now under heavy penalty Turkish farmers 
are forbiden to extract the deadly gum. Therefore, illicit traffickers 
get nothing. Turkish Government pays premium prices to farmers for 
unlanced poppies and therefore, they are not tempted to risk lancing 
or growing contraband poppies. Now all the Turkish opium crop goes 
from Government waresouses to alkaloid factories for manufacture of 
pharmaceuticals. In short, Turkey has radically solved the drug prob
lem. I would like to repeat. If  you are looking for a villian in the tragic 
drug story, you m ust look elsewhere.

Ju st as in the case of the opium question, the United States 
approach to the solution of the Cyprus issue has resulted in negative 
results.
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Cyprus is not an issue between the United States and ui ve>. 
is essentially a Turkish-Greek dispute. No dispute goes on 01 ev®1- 
What is more important for us is the future of Turkish-United states 
relations. But the Congress has seen fit to take the Greek side in this 
dispute by imposing an embargo on arms to Turkey. Congress as 
sought to censure or punish Turkey for having used US supplie aims 
during the Cyprus intervention of 1974 for purposes outside those of 
the NATO. The ultimate aim of course was to pressure Turkey to 
concessions in Cyprus in favor of the Greeks.

The embargo in our opinion was an ill conceived act which has 
done more harm all around than good.

If the purpose of the supporters of the embargo was purely lega
listic -which of course was not the case- it was on shaky grounds of a 
double standard. The law mentioned was not previously invoked when 
US arras were used outside NATO purposes, for example when Greece 
prior to 1972 illegally and blatantly armed the Greek Cypriot National 
Guard against the Turks and when she militarized the Aegean islands 
in violation of treaties.

I have already explained the underlying causes the Cyprus question, 
I want to repeat that Turkish Armed Forces intervened in Cyprus, in 
strict compliance with her treaty obligations as the guarantor of the 
independence and integrity of Cyprus, when coup d'etat engineered by 
Greek Junta threatened them. This intervention was also an act of self 
defense.

If the supporters of the embargo were motivated by moralistic 
concerns then I must say that their action has had just the opposite 
effect. There is no morality in putting pressure on a loyal ally. There 
is no morality in assuming that because you have provided arms to her, 
her freedom of action is udner a mortgage.

Obviously Turkey as an independent country has the right to eva
luate and act on her own self interests.

Finally if the embargo was intended as a means of pressure on 
Turkey to solve the Cyprus problem - it has achieved the exact opposite.

The net results of the embargo are as follows :
Turkey has been forced to revaluate her position vis a vis us and 

within the alliance. This includes the arrangements for the functioning 
of joint military installations in Turkey. If US can put an embargo 
on arms which are vital for Turkey’s defense, Turkey is entitled to 
review all her defense arrangements. The embargo on the flow of arms 
and armaments to an exposed ally has weakened the NATO and its 
credibility.
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Embargo has made a solution in Cyprus more difficult if not im
possible. F irs t no country with any self respect or dignity would accept 
to be dictated a  solution. Not in the least Turkey. But without outside 
pressures Turkey would feel free to take bolder initiatives without any 
stigma attached. On the other hand, Greek Cypriots have stiffened 
their position because of the embargo. Rather than try ing  to solve the 
problem through bilateral negotiations, Greece expects a favourable 
solution through US pressures. If it  had not been for the embargo it 
would have been easier to reach an understanding.

The greatest damage was done to Turkish-United States relations. 
There are those who believe tha t there is no place for feelings in inter
national relations. I am not of the same opinion. Even in this day and 
age of ram pant materialism I think much depends on feelings between 
peoples. For years Turkish people have felt great friendship for the 
people of United States. This feeling was nourished by the camraderie 
of the Korean war. The embargo suddenly brought a great disappoint
ment. A loyal ally felt let down by a friend. Suddenly all negative 
propaganda about US and US policies found a fertile ground. Those who 
criticized us for being too dependent on US arms seemed to be justified. 
Problems can be solved this way or the other, in the long run ever arms 
can be found elsewhere. Even temporary alliances can be formed. But 
true and loyal friends are difficult to come by.

In all this sad affair we have had two main consolations. First, 
the Administration, which is in a better position to evaluate the situation 
devoid of pressures and feelings, has not supported the aim s embargo. 
On the contrary it has spared no effort to bring all the correct facts 
before the Congress.

The Second consolation is that, we know th a t the American people 
in general are not against Turkey. When they are told our side of the 
story they invariably support us. These are two facts which we try  to 
explain to our people, but you must understand th a t it is difficult for 
the Turkish man 011 the street to make this distinction.

It is difficult to explain to him th a t the Arms embargo and the 
an ti-T u rk ish  feeling is the result of the activities of a vociferously 
strong Greek-American group in this country. I will not go into that 
eternal question of whether it  is right that, at the last analysis the 
foreign policy of this great country can be determined by an ethnic 
group; th a t this ethnic group can effectively aliniate a loyal ally.

Turkish and Greek interests are common, the dangers which face 
these two countries are common. Greek Americans should use their 
effective organization in th is country to promote this friendship and
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underatanidng between the two countries and not to Incite hatred and 
prejudice. As long as they continue on this path, as long as Greek 
Cypriots and Greeks count on US support to reach their Impossible as
pirations, as long as they try to bring the matters to international 
forums, there will be no solution on Cyprus and three will be no friend
ship between the two countries. Turks and greeks can and have solved 
their disputes-whc.n they have been free from outside intervention 
through bilateral negotiations.

Let me say again in this distinguished forum that Turkey would 
want nothing more than a return to the days of two great leaders ot 
Turkey and Greece, when two countries were able to heal the wounds of 
a bitter war and start an era of friendship and peace beneficial for 
both countries. But first Greece has got to show the courage of respec
ting Turkey’s legitimate right« and interests.

It is natural for United States, as allies of both Greece and Turkey 
to be concerned by the dangerous strife between the two countries. 
But this concern should not be tilted neither towards Greece nor towards 
Turkey, We ask you to be impartial friends of both countries. If you 
are impartial and neutral you will be more effective in your assistance 
to solve the disputes. If you are impartial and refrain from pressuring 
one side or another, two sides can have a better chance of settling their 
disputes without help from outside. If the US Congress is willing to 
redress the injustice it has done and the harm it has caused to Turkish- 
US relations, it should without delay approve the long-term defense 
cooperation agreement signed between the two Governments last month.

We are a proud people with a rich heritage-if treated right we 
make loyal friends through thick and thin and I think we have proven 
this to our American friends. But to quote the inscription on your 
famous revolutionary flag we do not like to be tread upon. Having the 
same spirit you will understand us.

Thank you.
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THE QUESTION OF THE UNIVERSALITY 
OF THE UNITED NATIONS

«... Another source of satisfaction for us is to see the growing 
membership of our organization. I join, therefore, my colleagues who 
preceeded in this rostrum in welcoming the Representatives of the three 
new member countries, the Federal Republic of Germany, the German 
Democratic Republic and the Commonwealth of the Bahamas with all 
our good wishes. There is no doubt that, with each addition to its mem
bership, our world organization approaches a step fu rther towards its 
goal of universality. We hope th a t this process will continue in the 
future.»*

«... Enfin nous nous réjouissons tous de souhaiter la bienvenue 
aux nouveaux membres de cette Organisation: les Républiques de Bang
ladesh, de la Guinée-Bissau et de la Grenade, chacune d’elles appartenant 
à un grand continent, à savoir l’Asie, l’Afrique et l’Amérique latine. 
Nous sommes persuadés que l’adhésion de ces nouveaux membres aux 
Nations Unies constitue un pas de plus vers la réalisation de l’univer
salité de l’Organisation.

La présence ici de la Guinée-Bissau, émergeant d’une lutte remar
quable d’indépendance, est à nos yeux comme une manifestation d’un 
ordre nouveau, tandis que celle de Bangladesh est comme un signe de 
l’apaisement survenu au Sous-Continent asiatique avec l’entente réalisée 
avec le Pakistan à l’issue d’une confrontation fratricide.

La Grenade par ailleurs s’est jointe à notre famille comme résultat 
d’un processus qui depuis quelque temps enrichit chaque année les Nati
ons Unies d’un nouvel apport de la région des Caraibes.»**

* Excerpl from the statem ent m ade by Mr. Ümit Halûk BAYÜLKEN,
Minister of Foreign Affairs, H ead of Delegation, a t  the Plenary
Meeiing of the XXVIII Session o! the G eneral Assembly, on 28 September 1973
A/PV. 2132.

** Excerpt İrom the statement m ade by Mr. Turan GÜNEŞ.
Minister ol Foreign A llans, Head of Delegation, a t the Plenary Meeting,
oi the XXIX Session of the General Assembly, on 24 September 1974.
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THE QUESTION OF DISARMAMENT

«The interaction between disarmament and détente has been dwelt 
upon a t length both in the CCD and in the First Committee by the 
preceding1 speakers. In fact we are a t present witnessing concrete 
examples of that interaction - for instance, the SALT negotiations, on 
the one hand, and the talks on force reductions in Central Europe, on 
the other.

The SALT negotiations have now moved into their second phase, 
which we hope will be fruitful in effectively curbing the spiral of the 
arms race through qualitative restrictions.

The talks on force reductions in Central Europe, which started in 
Vienna on 30 October of this year, are another evidence of the close rela
tionship between détente and disarmament. They are, in fact, interde
pendent with and complementary to the Conference on European 
security and co-operation. One is aimed a t establishing a permanent 
basis for political security and co-operation and the other a t military 
security on the  European continent. They represent two facets of the 
same problem; each cannot exist without the other.

In contrast with those positive developments, it is unfortunate to 
observe tha t the atmosphere of détente is not reflected in the CCD as 
much as in other disarmament forums. If we accept a close relationship 
between détente and disarmament, wo should ask ourselves, if not the 
CCD, why in spite of favourable* developments in the international a t
mosphere the CCD has not been able to achieve any tangible results. Is 
it because détente was not able to penetrate the somewhat calcified 
texture of the CCD? It would perhaps be more realistic to say that, 
although relaxation of tensions is no doubt a  prerequisite of disarma
ment is not an automatic corollary of détente and needs something more 
than mere relaxation of tensions.

We fully realize the positive role played by the CCD in the field of 
disarmament since its establishment. We are also convinced of the im
portance of preserving th a t forum. But it is a fact th a t the work of the 
CCD has been stagnant for the last two years. That state of stagnation 
in the CCD, the only multilateral disarmament forum of a truly inter-

Tne text oS the statem ent xnsde by Mr. Osman OLCAY,
AmbïisscEdor, Fermement Representative, a l  the FLrsS Committse..
of the r r o  S cssten  cl th e  G eneral Assembly, on 7 November 1973 A /C .I/PV . 1951.
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national character, is a source of concern for us. We note from the re
port of the CCD that that sense of concern is shared by its members. 
However, mere acceptance of the fact is not enough. The lack of pi og
ress in the CCD inevitably damages the prestige of the Committee and 
consequently affects the role it can play in the disarmament filed. W itli 
that in mind, my delegation finds it useful to give thought to ways 
and means of enhancing the effectiveness of the CCD rather than 
idly observing the Committee gradually vanishing into the bulky annals 
of disarmament history.

The need for new impetus in the field of disarmament has been 
felt more emphatically by the international community, particularly in 
the last two years. The fact that the idea of convening a world disar
mament conference has received general support from the international 
community is an expression of that need. We have on earlier occasions 
stated that the success of a world disarmament conference would cons
titute a major achievement in the field of disarmament. In th a t con
nexion we have also stressed that two prerequisites for the success of 
such a conference would be adequate preparation and universal partici
pation, including all nuclear Powers. In fact, those two conditions are 
closely related to one another. A preparatory body that does not ensure 
the co-operation of the nuclear States cannot be expected to fulfil its 
task.

The Special Committee established last year by General Assembly 
resolution 2930 (XXVII) was born with congenital defects which gave 
way to substantial differences and consequently rendered its task im
possible. However, if, in spite of all those difficulties, the unofficial 
work of the Special Committee has produced some positive results and 
cleared the ground for further improvement, credit must go to Ambas
sador Hoveyda of Iran, who, with his wisdom and skill, has turned his 
«Mission Impossible» not only into a ^mission possible» but also into a 
successful mission. Due to the arduous efforts of Ambassador Hoveyda 
we have now reached a stage where we can clearly identify the difficul
ties lying ahead of us and the alternatives that exist for our future 
work.

The first important problem we shall have to deal with in this Ge
neral Assembly is to enlarge the present Special Committee or form a 
new preparatory body that will be able to carry out the mandate with 
which it is entrusted. In this connexion I wish to express the readiness 
of mv delegation to participate in the enlarged Special Committee or 
in any new preparatory body with the aim of making a positive contri
bution of the World Disarmament Conference.
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Our second important problem is to ensure the co-operation of the 
nuclear States in one way or another. On this m atter, we believe in the 
merits of proceeding carefully and slowly, and at the same time, seeking 
flexible solutions th a t would be acceptable to all nuclear States.

A fter forming a preparatory body that would achieve those two 
basic conditions, we can then ponder seriously the most propitious 
methods of preparing the conference.

This year is the tenth anniversary of the 1963 partial test ban 
Treaty. This Treaty, besides its other important aspects, illustrates how 
a disarmament measure can contribute to an atmosphere of detente.

We think the Treaty, being one of the most significant collateral 
measures aimed at curbing the vertical as well as the horizontal arms 
race, dëserves our full attention. The experience we can draw from the 
preparation of this Treaty is interesting not only for reasons of history 
but also for our present efforts to achieve a comprehensive test ban.

First of all, the Treaty, which is the result of five years of intensive 
negotiations^ demonstrates the need for patience and flexibility, as 
far as the security requirements of the States allow, in the disarmament 
negotiations as well as the importance of political will and determination 
to achieve an agreement.

Then, if we recall th a t on several occasions during the negotiations 
the parties were on the brink of achieving an agreement on a compre
hensive test ban, the Treaty can be seen as a missed opportunity. For 
example, by the end of 1960, agrement had been reached on a  preamle, 
17 articles and 2 annexes of a draft trea ty  for a comprehensive test 
ban, including one article which recognized the principle of internati
onal inspection. However, this agreement was not realized, because of 
the deterioration of the international atmosphere in 1960.

Then the idea of a  threshold treaty, mentioned so often in the 
Conference of the Committee on Disarmament, a t a certain stage, for
med a basis for a possible agreement on a comprehensive test ban. In 
early 1960 the countries mainly concerned were about to reach an 
understanding regarding the minimum threshold of detection.

These facts show tha t the area of disagreement on a comprehen
sive test ban was in fact very narrow during several stages of the 
negotiations. They may also call for a comparison between the present 
positions of the original parties to the Treaty on the same issues. I 
fear th a t such a comparison between present and past may not result 
very much in favour of the present, although technological advances 
have brought the  thresholds of detection and identification to much
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lower levels. It is this contradiction between the political attitudes <'f 
the nuclear Powers and the technological advances that causes man\ 
States and also, if 1 may say so, the Secretary-General of the United 
Nations, to speak about the lack of political will. This is even more 
justified in view of the fact that these two nuclear Powers have until 
now failed to submit any concrete proposals on a  comprehensive test 
ban.

The partial test ban Treaty of 1963 has helped to reduce the 
radioactive fall-out in the atmosphere. It has contributed to détente 
and it has paved the way to further disarmament measures. However, 
it has not curbed the technological race in nuclear weapons expect per
haps for some very large thermonuclear weapons. Underground nuclear 
tests have been continuing without any serious effort to stop them, 
which makes the pledge of the original parties to the partial test ban 
Treaty to continue negotiations to achieve the discontinuance of all 
test explosions of nuclear weapons for all time, questionable. W hat di
minishes the effectiveness of the Treaty is that it has failed to gain 
the adherence of two nuclear Powers. While it is essential to have the 
co-operation of all the nuclear States to cease nuclear tests effectively 
in all environments, it can also be argued that an agreement on a comp
rehensive test ban will produce discouraging effects on the remaining 
nuclear Powers with regard to continuing their tests by increasing 
international pressure, on them.

My delegation also attaches importance to the work that is being 
carried out on seismic measures of detection and identification for the 
purposes of verification of a comprehensive test ban, although we are 
aware that the scientific advances in this field will be of limited value 
unless they are coupled with political negotiations. We have studied 
with interest the United States working papers (CCD/338 and CCD/404), 
and the Netherlands observations contained in document CCD/416, par
ticularly its related paragraphs on the evasion techniques. We believe 
the Committee on Disarmament has now a good deal of technical ma
terial that may justify a conference of experts on the seismic capabili
ties for verification of a comprehensive test ban. We note th a t some 
informal meetings were held between 10 and 13 July of this year on 
this question and we cannot help asking whether it would not be 
appropriate to inform the General Assembly or the F irst Committee 
in ail informal manner about the outcome of these meetings.

Another question of importance and urgency before the Conferen
ce of the Committee on Disarmament is to prepare a draft treaty  on 
the prohibition of chemical weapons. The report of the Conference of 
the Committee on Disarmament reveals, regrettably, that the Com- 
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mittee has not yet passed from the stage of exploration to the stage 
of negotiation. The difficulties of achieving an agreement on chemical 
weapons stem from the very nature of the chemical agents. Chemical 
agents, while they are not under the monopoly of the big Powers, at 
the same time pose a  great danger, since adequate protection against 
any kind of chemical weapon is not yet available. It is exactly for these 
reasons th a t this problem requires urgent and effective measures.

The negotiations in the Committee on Disarmament have once 
more emphasized the differences on two categories of problem: the 
scope and the verification of a treaty.

Regarding the question of finding a criterion to determine the 
scope of a prohibition, there now seems to be a broad agreement on 
the general purpose criterion. At the same time, a majority of the 
members of the Committee on Disarmament tend to accept tha t a ge
neral purpose criterion is too subjective to be adopted as the only cri
terion and should be supplemented by more objective and technical cri
teria. The working papers of Japan (CCD/413) and of Canada (CCD/ 
414) provide a useful basis for future work on this question.

The problem of verification, on the other hand, seems to be a  more 
complicated one. On this question too there seems to be a consensus 
chat the verification procedures should not be too intrusive, and that 
the interests of the chemical industry should be safeguai'ded. If we are

determined to have a comprehensive agreement on chemical weapons, 
it is difficult to see how effective control - if effective control is sought - 
can be achieved without some degree of on-site inspection.

Our endeavours to prohibit the  development, production and 
stockpiling of chemical weapons are in fact complementary to the Ge
neva Protocol of 192^, which prohibits the use of chemical and bac
teriological weapons. We believe tha t this relationship must be properly 
reflected in the Treaty prohibiting chemical weapons.

It is equally important to devote some of our attention to the 
strengthening of the 1925 Geneva Protocol, and this can be achieved, 
we think, both through ensuring universal participation in the Treaty 
and through withdrawal of the reservations made by the parties to the 
Treaty.

It would not be erroneous to s?y th a t as far as biological weapons 
are concerned most of these reservations are already obsolete, and they 
will become so for chemical weapons when the treaty prohibiting che
mical weapons is achieved and enters into force. A step in this direction 
will undoubtedly promote the cause of a comprehensive ban.
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All our efforts to prohibit existing weapons and to create a world 
where security is not based on an arms race will be similar to the efforts 
of Sisyphus if we cannot prevent the production of more deadly weapons 
in the future. Since the Second World War science and technology have 
made great advances. It is an unfortunate fact that military research 
is the largest single objective of world research and development efforts. 
This technological race results in stepping up the arms race either by 
improving already eixsting weapons or by developing new ones. We have 
read in The New York Times of 13 September 1973. for example, that 
intensive research is under way both in the United States and in the 
Soviet Union on laser weapons and that these weapons will be operati
onal within 10 years. The same article states :

«Expenditure by military and aerospace agencies in the laser field 
are expected to average about $ 317 million annually in the next five 
years.»

We cannot stop the advance of science and technology, but we must 
seriously consider the possibilities of directing the benefits of science 
and technology to peaceful purposes and to the welfare of all mankind.

May I end my statement with a quotation from Mr. Kissinger :
«In Greek mythology the gods sometimes punished man by ful

filling his wishes too completely. It has remained for the nuclear age to 
experience the full irony of this penalty.»
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THE QUESTION OF DISARMAMENT

«... Pour ce qui est des négociations sur la limitation des armements 
stratégiques qui se déroulent à Genève entre les USA et l’URSS on peut 
dire qu’elles ne sont que bilatérales et n ’engagent que ces deux pays; 
il n’en reste pas moins que la portée de ces négociations n ’intéresse pas 
seulement l ’avenir de ces deux pays mais concernent également la des
tinée de la communauté internationale toute entière. C’est avec cette 
observation et dans ce contexte que nous envisageons la nouvelle phase 
de ces négociations qui viennent d'être entamées il y a quelques jours.

Le désarmement est, sans nul doute, une des questions les plus 
importantes de l’ère actuelle. La Turquie est convaincue qu’il constitue 
un des éléments fondamentaux de l’instauration d'un ordre de paix 
équitable internationale et d’un système de sécurité commune. Mon 
pays est d’avis qu’afiu d’assurer l’instauration de cet ordre, un prog
ramme de désarmement ne peut être appliqué que sous contrôle efficace 
international, englobant à la fois les armes nucléaires et les armes con
ventionnelles. Dans cet ordre d’idées, la Turquie accueille également 
d’une manière favorable les différentes mesures collatéi'ales tendant à 
accélérer la réalisation d’un désarmement général et complet et c’est 
dans ce contexte d’ailleurs que nous étudions et étudierons avec bien
veillance et attention toutes les propositions avancées ou qui seront 
avancées dans ce domaine par différents pays.»

E:iceip! from ihe statem ent m ade by Mr. Turan GÜNEŞ,
Minister of Foreign Ailcdrs, Head of Delegation, a t the Plenary Meeting,
o2 Ihe XXIX Session of the G eneral Assembly, on 24 September 1974.

37



THE QUESTION OF DISARMAMENT

«Today I should like to make a few general comments on the disar
mament items 011 our Committee’s agenda.

In spite of a number of resolutions on nuclear tests adopted by the 
General Assembly with a view to prohibiting them from all environments, 
nuclear tests continue both underground and in the atmosphere. \V ith 
all due respect for the views of countries which consider that they 
must continue their nuclear testing, we very much share the giave 
concern of the overwhelming majority of States and world public opinion 
at the continuation of these tests. We believe that, whatever their nature 
and objective, they should be stopped by common consent as soon as 
possible.

We regret, therefore, that it has not been possible to conclude a 
treaty finally and completely prohibiting all experimental nuclear explo
sions and therefore support any initiative likely to bring nuclear tests 
to an end once and for all and hope that a treaty, including verification 
provisions, as appropriate, will be produced as soon as possible - because 
only a treaty of that kind, agreed to by all countries, primarily by 
all nuclear and near-nuclear Powers, can broaden the scope of détente. 
It would also protect the world from the dangers of radioactive pollu
tion and considerably slow down the nuclear arms race.

That is why we welcome the threshold treaty on limiting under
ground nuclear testing concluded this year in Moscow between the 
United States and the Soviet Union as a second important step towards 
this objective since the Moscow Treaty, a step towards the realization 
of the final objective, the cessation of all nuclear testing.

We have also noted with satisfaction the undertaking by the two 
parties to continue negotiations along these lines. We hope tha t they 
will start talks without awaiting the actual coming into force of the 
agreement. We would also like to see the immediate application of the 
provisions of the agreement relating to the exchange of scientific data 
to facilitate the detection of nuclear tests, which we believe can streng
then mutual trust and open the way to a final agreement 011 this vital 
question.

Text of the statement made by Mr. Osman OLCAY.
Ambassador. Permanent Representative at the First Committee.
of the XXIX Session of the General Assembly on, 5 November 1974 A /C J/PV . 2008.
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However, it is important tha t research into, production and peaceful 
use of nuclear energy should not be jeopardized, because this new 
source of energy is so promising in the various fields of economies, 
science and sociology and can open new prospects for the whole of man
kind. That is the reason why we feel it might be preferable to give an 
international body control over all nuclear explosions; in other words, 
give it the right to conduct nuclear explosions if it deems fit and to 
make available to the world the scientific data flowing from such 
explosions for the peaceful uses of nuclear energy for the benefit of 
mankind. As suggested by the representative of Sweden, Mrs. Thorsson, 
the International Atomic Energy Agency should be called upon to pre
pare a detailed study on this subject.

Another urgent problem we face is that of banning chemical wea
pons. Since I had an opportunity last year to state in detail the Turkish 
views on this subject, I shall confine myself on this occasion to saying 
that the banning of chemical weapons is a m atter of keen concern to 
my Government, which hopes for the complete and effective prohibition 
of such weapons and the destruction of existing stockpiles by a univer
sally accepted agreement. Since the problem of control over those arms ^  
will take time, we prefer to reach our objective by stages. zj —

In our view, the draft convention on this subject presented by ^  ^  
Japan, concerning the prohibition of chemical agents, which would b e ^  ^  
banned first, in the light of verification measures, can be considered 
good point of departure. Furthermore, the strengthening of the 1925 w F  
Geneva Protocol on the banning of the use of chemical and bacteriologi- 
cal weapons could - by ensuring universal participation in it and with- g  
drawing the reservations of States parties to it - also be considered a 
useful way of banning the weapons in question. To this end, I should 
like once again to draw attention to the fact tha t Turkey is a party 
to tha t Protocol and has been since 1929. I should also like to add tha t 
my country is also aiming at the objective of imposing international 
restrictions on the use of certain weapons deemed to be particularly 
cruel.

1 should like now to turn to the subject of denuclearized and peace 
zones created or to be created in various parts of the world. At the 
present time, if I am not mistaken, there are five proposals tha t have 
been officially submitted for the Committee’s consideration. Several 
suggestions have also been made on this subject. Two of the five propo
sals were put forward by two friendly sister States - Iran and Pakistan - 
and it is with great interest tha t we take note of their initiatives - one 
concerning the Middle E ast and the other South Asia.
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Turkey lias, in principle, always been in favour of creating such 
zones. My country's policy on this important point has not changed. 
consider nuclear-free zones and peace zones as useful ways of easing 
tension, as an important regional measure on the way to general and 
complete disarmament, as stated by the Secretary - General in the intro
duction to his annual report to the General Assembly.

Viewed from this standpoint, Turkey considers tha t any proposal 
aimed at creating denuclearized and peace zones would be nioie valuable 
if all the countries in a particular zone and all the States involved in it 
would agree to take part in its establishment or to respect it. In our 
view, such arrangements should also provide the interested parties and 
the world community with an international guarantee that these pro
visions would actually be applied.

Although most of my country is in Asia, Turkey is bound by 
innumerable links to the European continent and we are geographically 
a part of that continent and a great part of our history is involved 
with it. Turkey is at present taking part in the Conference on Security 
and Co-operation in Europe adn in the negotiations on mutual balanced 
reduction of armaments and foixes in Central Europe. The Geneva con
ference is dealing primarily with the political aspects of European 
security and co-operation, while the Vienna negotiations are dealing 
with the military aspects of European security. Although the two 
subjects are being discussed in two different forums, it is clear th a t 
these two processes are interdependent. What we hope is that as soon 
as possible, and simultaneously, we shall be able to achieve concrete 
results in the two bodies to the benefit of military and political security, 
and of co-operation in Europe.

Turkey has taken part in these efforts, and continues to do so, 
actively and consistently, and hopes that the talks will have favourable 
repercussions not only in Europe but also in other regions, primarily the 
Mediterranean region and the surrounding countries; for in our view, 
European security cannot be total and complete unless it goes hand in 
hand with the security of the Mediterranean area and the surrounding 
countries.

The geographical situation of Turkey highlights the importance of 
these links, in which of necessity my country must have a great inte
rest. Situated within the confines of the European and the Asian con
tinentes, at the cross-roads of intercontinental, maritime and land routes 
linking north to south and east to west a country which is a t one and 
the same time a Mediterranean, a Middle-Eastern and a Balkan country, 
Turkey cannot favour any of these regions over any of the others! 
because of its security interests. Thus in our view all these regions 
form and will continue to form one indivisible whole 
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One last word on this subject. We believe th a t the Finnish sug
gestion to study the situation with regard to proposals for denucle
arized zones has a great deal to recommend it. We also welcome with 
interest the Soviet proposal relating to the prohibition of action to 
influence the environment and the climate for military purposes and 
other purposes incompatible with the maintenance of international se
curity, human well-being and health. We believe th a t this question 
merits constructive discussion, inasmuch as it could expand the scope 
of efforts under way to achieve disarmament. Furthermore, we agree 
tha t the protection of the environment is one of the imperatives for 
the good future generations.

I come now to the question of the world disarmament conference. 
We believe, in this regard, that the Ad Hoc Committee established w it
hin the framework of resolution 3183 (XXVIII) of the General Assembly 
has performed the task entrusted to it under the chairmanship of the 
representative of Iran, Ambassador Hoveyda, who has once again dis
played his exceptional endowments of tact, wisdom, perseverance and 
patience. Permit me also to take this opportunity to pay special tribute
to Mr. Elias, the representative of Spain, who, as Rapporteur of the
Ad Hoc Committee and Chairman of the Working Group, played an 
important and decisive part in the performance of the Committee’s dif
ficult task.

*An examination of the report in document A/9628 reveals th a t the 
idea of convening a world disarmament conference a t the earliest pos
sible time is accepted in principle by a very large number of States, in 
the hope th a t such a conference, enjoying the participation of all count
ries, could give a new impetus to the whole problem of general and 
complete disarmament, a  question which, in its current state of stag
nation, is a cause of concern to all mankind a t this time when the arras 
race, both nuclear and conventional, gees uninterruptedly on its way.

My country, on preliminary examination, has welcomed with sym
pathy the initiative taken ou this subject by the Soviet Union. In 
principle, we favour the convening of a world disarmament conference. 
But what we would like is to be certain, as far as we can be, of the
success of this initiative. As a member of the Ad Hoc Committee of the
World Disarmament Conference, the work of which we have followed 
with particular attention, we feel that a t the present time it would be 
better to have the old Ad Hoc Committee continue its work under a 
new mandate, drawn up by common consent, on the conditions necessary 
for the sericus work of preparation and for universal participation, inclu
ding tha t of the five nuclear Powers, in one way or another, in the 
preliminary work and in the Conference itself.»
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THE QUESTION OF DISARMAMENT

Achievement of general and complete disarmament has been the 
primary objective of the international community for generations. Yet 
this ultimate objective still eludes us although in the spheie of intei- 
national relations there has in recent years been a trend towards détente 
and co-operation. Having said this, 1 should like to avail myself of this 
opportunity to express the views of the Turkish delegation on a numbei 
of important disarmament questions. Mr. Chairman, cis you said in youi 
statement, the range of disarmament questions has increased compared 
with last year. This proves at least the ardent desire of the whole of 
the international community to solve this crucial problem. It is the 
reason why, despite this lack of progress, despite this stagnation, we 
should continue our efforts so that the dream of general and complete 
disarmament may come true.

We welcome the entry into force, on 26 March 1975, of the Con
vention on bacteriological or toxin weapons. We regard this as an impor
tant event since that Convention is the first on the destruction of exis
ting weapons to be concluded since the Second World War.

The accession of the United States to the Geneva Protocol of 17 
June 1925 is a further source of satisfaction.

These two important events lead us to the conclusion tha t real 
progress could be achieved in the area of the elimination of chemical 
weapons. In this connexion we believe that, as a first stage, a convention 
on the more dangerous and lethal means of chemical warfare or a con
vention on chemical agents that could be prohibited, taking into account 
verification measures, might represent very important progress in this 
field.

May I be permitted to add in this connexion that my Government 
supports international efforts aiming at the elimination from the 
arsenals of States of certain conventional weapons with non-selective 
effects or which cause unnecessary suffering, such as napalm and other 
incendiary weapons.

On the initiative of the Soviet Union, a new item was inscribed 
on the agenda of our Committee - namely, the question of the prohibition 
of the development and manufacture of new types of weapons of mass

Tex» oi the statemenl mode by Mr. Nazmi AKIMAN,
Representative, a t the First Committee,
ol the XXX Session of the General Assembly, on 7 November 197S PV. 2080.
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destruction and of new systems of such weapons. We regard th is propo
sal as an important initiative worthy of special consideration because, 
in our view, it would be highly desirable not to limit the work of our 
Committee exclusively, as we intended, to the limitation or prohibition 
of methods of warfare, but, rather that we concentrate on measures 
for the prohibition of future techniques of warfare. From this point of 
view, we view with interest the Soviet initiative on the subject.

We are gratified, too, to note that the question of the prohibition 
of action to influence the environment and climate for military and 
other hostile purposes incompatible with the maintenance of internati
onal security, human well-being and health was the subject of detailed 
study by the Conference of the Committee on Disarmament within the 
framework of General Assembly resolution 3264 (XXIX).

May 1 take tliis opportunity to convey my sincere congratulations 
to the members of the delegations of the United States and of the 
Soviet Union who succeeded in submitting identical draft conventions 
on the sbuject. May we express the hope tha t the Conference of the 
Committee on Disarmament will in the near future d raft a single text 
on this question.

On the the question of underground nuclear-weapon tests, my 
delegation deplores the fact that no tangible progress was made in this 
field a t the latest Geneva negotiations. In our view, the complete ces
sation of underground nuclear-weapon tests and the conclusion of a 
test-ban treaty, including appropriate verification, could well represent 
an important step along the road to the consolidation of détente and 
constitute true progress towards the limitation of the arms race. I t  is 
to be hoped th a t the encouraging breakthrough achieved in the area of 
seismic detection and identification methods will open the way towards 
a rapid solution of this problem.

I should like to emphasize on this occasion th a t the participation 
of ali nuclear-weapon States in the search for a solution of the question 
of the cessation of the testing of explosive devices in all environments 
will be one of the surest means of resolving this crucial problem. We 
believe th a t the achievement of this aim will help not only to reduce 
the dangers to which mankind is exposed but may also promote efforts 
towards general and complete disarmament.

Another important problem in this sphere is the future of peaceful 
nuclear explosions. At the present time, it is said tha t all nuclear explo
sives, irrespective of their field of application, could be used for the 
manufacture of nuclear weapons. On the other hand, we must not neg
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lect the benefits that could be derived from peaceful nuclear explosions 
which offer the technical advantage of constituting a source of cheap 
energy which could availed of for the development of natural resources 
and the c a r r y in g  out of important public works. In the face of such a 
dilemma, we think it only logical to seek to resolve these two interde
pendent problems in the following way: the rapid cessation of all nuclear 
weapon explosions by all countries, in all environments, and the i ecog- 
nition of the right of an appropriate international organization to carry 
out peaceful nuclear explosions where necessary, provided th a t the bene
fits eventually to be derived from such explosions are accessible to all 
countries, including non-nuclear-weapon States.

The study of the question of nuclear-free zones in all its aspects, 
as submitted by the special goup of experts, is an important item on 
our agenda. May I be permitted to express our thanks to the experts 
who took part in the preparation of that document and, in particular. 
Professor Korhonen of Finland for the able way in which he completed 
this difficult task as Chairman of the group entrusted with the prepa
ration of that study. We believe that the study is of great value as a 
reference document in this field.

My country believes that in those regions where the recessary 
political and strategic conditions exist for the creation of denuclearized 
zones, the creation of such a zone would represent an important regional 
step towards general and complete disarmament. We also believe that 
the creation of such zones would represent a valuable contribution to the 
strengthening of détente.

When we speak of political and strategic conditions, we mean tha t 
the initiative for the creation of a nuclear-free zone must in principle 
stem from the countries of the zone in question. The decision of count
ries to participate in such zones could only be taken by the countries 
themselves in the light of their national security needs. In our view, the 
definition of the zone is another fundamental factor in the creation of 
such regions, and we must not lose sight of the right of a State to

declare its territory a nuclear-free zone and demand that it be respected 
as such. Moreover, appropriate international verification, as well as the 
participation by all militarily important States in that zone, are further 
essential elements for any initiative in this field.

I he Ad Hoc Committee on the World Disarmament Conference has 
pursued its study of this question within the framework of the mandate 
given to it in resolutiou 3260 (XXIX). We believe that, thanks to the 
untiring efforts and diplomatic skill of its Chairman, Mr. Hoveyda of 
Iian - a country with which mine maintains cordial and sincere relations- 
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tha t Committee succeeded in once again highlighting the general trend 
in favour of the idea of convening and holding the conference after 
adequate preparation with the participation in the preparatory stages 
and in the conference itself of all nuclear-weapon States, without excep
tion, and all militarily important States.

As one of the 40 non-nuclear weapon members appointed to parti
cipate in the work of tha t Ad Hoc Committee, we continue to ljelieve 
tha t it should continue its work under a now mandate with a view to 
finding the appropriate means to achieve its purposes.
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THE QUESTION OF DISARMAMENT

«... En ce qui concerne la question, d importance vitale poui 
l’humanité, de l’an £ t de la course aux armements et du désarmement, 
nous ne pouvons pas nous empêcher de noter avec un très vif regret, 
que non seulement aucun progrès n’a été réalisé dans ce domaine depuis 
notre dernière session, mais qu’au contraire, des développements se 
produisent, qui aggravent et compliquent encore le problème. Aucun pas 
en avant n?a pu être fait dans la définition des concepts pouvant rendre 
possible un départ dans des négociations portant sur un désarmement 
général et complet. Nous devons d’autre part, constater que le Traité 
sur la Non-Prolifération des Armements Nucléaires n’a pas a tte in t ses 
objectifs déclarés. Non seulement ce Traité ne prévoit pas de protection 
et de garantie sérieuse pour les pays non nucléaires, mais il n’a pas 
empêché la propagation du danger nucléaire â des nouvelles régions du 
monde. Nous estimons que tous ces problèmes qui se relient Pun à 
l’autre, du désarmement, doivent être soumis à un ré-examen très 
sérieux.

Au cours des dernières années, le monde entier a été témoin d’une 
intensification des «actes de violence internationale».

Le nombre d'avions détournés, de personnes prises en otage, de 
diplomates assassinés a gagné des proportions alarmantes. Mon pays, 
tout comme beaucoup d’autres, a été victime de certains de ces actes 
inhumains et cruels.

Nous estimons que l’Assemblée devrait se pencher sur ce problème, 
ne fût-ce que pour considérer certains aspects des actes de violence qui, 
faute de mesures prises sans délai en vue de les endiguer, pourraient 
nous plonger dans de nouveaux drames humains.»

Exerpt from the statement made by Mr. thsan Sahri ?AGLAYANGH, 
Minister of Foreign Adairs, Head ol Delegation, a t the Plenary Meeting, 
of the XXXI Session of the General Assembly, on 28 September 197G.
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«... Dit que toute discussion sur le désarmement dévoile combien 
les espoirs et les craintes de l'humanité pour son avenir sont étroite
ment liés au sort qui sera réservé à ce problème crucial. Un désarme
ment complet et général sous contrôle international, strict et effectif, 
demeure toujours l’objectif principal, bien que nous ayons tous consci
ence du fait que les circonstances qui dominent actuellement les relations 
internationales ne nous permettent d'espérer dans un proche avenir que 
des progrès partiels. Mais, même ces progrès partiels ne sauraient voir 
le jour que si l’opinion publique mondiale continue à exercer une pres
sion toujours plus grande en faveur du désarmement en vue d’inciter 
tous les pays, et en premier lieu les pays nucléaires, à des négociations 
substantielles et fructueuses.

Ce qui caractérise la période que nous traversons, c’est le contraste 
qui existe entre le processus de détente et le manque de progrès réel et 
significatif dans le domaine du désarmement; c’est l’incompatibilité entre 
un climat propice à  la consolidation de la paix et la course effrénée aux 
armements qui engloutit chaque année 300 milliards de dollars et qui 
risque, en raison des développements constants de la technologie, d’ab
sorber des ressources encore plus importantes dans les années à venir, 
si la concurrence militaire n’est pas enfin enrayée.

Nous ne pouvons perdre de vue le fait que la Décennie du désarme
ment risque de se terminer par une amère déception avec des conséqu
ences néfastes sur la sécurité internationale. Ma délégation tient donc à 
tous les appels qui ont été lancés pour un renforcement du rôle des 
Nations Unies dans le domaine du désarmement et pour le redoublement 
des efforts dans les négociations, en cours ou envisagées, en vue d’assu
rer des progrès au moins sur les problèmes prioritaires.

Rien ne pouvant être plus important que la préservation de l’huma
nité d’une destruction nucléaire, aucun problème ne saurait avoir le pas 
sur la limitation et la réduction des armes nucléaires, l’interdiction de 
tous les essais nucléaires et le renforcement et l'élargissement du systè
me de non-prolifération.

Text o! the statement m ade by Mr. liter TÜRKMEN,
Ambassador. Permanent Representative, a t the First Committee,
of the XXXI Session el the G eneral Assembly, on 16 November 1978 A /C .I/3 I/P V . 34.
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Dans le domaine des armes stratégiques, nous ne sommes pas 
encore à un stade où l’on pourrait envisager une réduction de ces armes. 
Cependant, le SALT I a indubitablement constitué un tournant impor
tant en matière de limitation. Cet accord devrait êtie suivi pi.r le S A1/1 
II, qui, malgré les espérances qu'avait engendrées la rencontie de Vladi
vostok en 1974, n’a pas encroe été conclu. Nous espérons que les diffi
cultés rencontrées dans les négociations sur cette question seront sur
montées dans un proche avenir et nue le .\>AL 1 II pourra être signé et 
mis en vigueur avant l’expiration du SALT I.

Au cours des dernières années, les développements rapides et 
nombreux sur le plan des armes stratégiques ont sûrement compliqué 
les négociations sur les mesures de limitation des armes nucléaires. Tout 
en appréciant la complexité des problèmes auxquels doivent faire face 
l’Union soviétique et les Etats-Unis, nous considérons néanmoins de 
notre devoir de les exhorter à de nouveaux efforts en vue de conclure le 
SALT II et d’ouvrir ainsi la voie à des négociations subséquentes, portant 
cette fois, non plus sur la limitation, mais sur une réduction effective. 
Le succès des négociations bilatérales entre les Etats-Unis et l’Union 
soviétique outre ses conséquences immédiates qui consisteraient à 
réduire le danger nucléaire, ne manquera pas également de donner un 
nouvel élan aux efforts déployés pour résoudre les autres aspects du 
problème du désarmement nucléaiie.

La nécessité d’empêcher la diffusion des armes nucléaires et le 
rôle du Traité sur la non-prolifération à cet égard ont été soulignés à 
maintes reprises au cours de ce débat. Certes, ce traité se trouve à  la 
base du système de non-prolifération à l’heure actuelle. Mais, en vertu 
même de ce traité, les engagements des pays non dotés d'armes nucléai
res de ne pas acquérir d’armes nucléaires sont contrebalancés par les 
engagements des pays dotés d’armes nucléaires de promouvoir le désar
mement nucléaire. Il est évident que l’efficacité de ce système dépend 
de la capacité de restreindre la prolifération nucléaire aussi bien sur le 
plan vertical que sur le plan horizontal.

L’importance des mesures pour renforcer l’application de garanties 
nucléaires, dans le cadre de la coopération internationale portant sur les 
utilisations pacifiques de l’énergie nucléaire est indéniable. La solution 
de ce problème, nécessite toutefois, d’une part des contrôles plus stricts 
sur l'utilisation des éléments du cycle du combustible nucléaire, et 
d’autre part le développement d'une coopération internationale qui per
mettrait à tous les pays de profiter pleinement de l’utilisation pacifique 
de l'energie nucléaire sans que leurs plans et efforts dans ces domaines 
soient entravés par des décisions unilatérales motivées par des buts 
politiques ou commerciaux.
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La question des explosions nucléaires à des fins pacifiques constitue 
un autre aspect crucial du problème de la non-prolifération. Les avan
tages qui découlent de ces explosions devraient être accessibles, sur une 
base non discriminatoire à  tous les E tats. Mais, en même temps, il de
vient de plus en plus évident qu’il est impossible de séparer la technologie 
des engins nucléaires à des fins pacifiques de celle des armes nucléaires. 
Un système effectif de non-prolifération devrait donc comporter des 
mesures qui pourraient éliminer ou réduire le danger de voir la techno
logie des engins nucléaires à des fins pacifiques engendrer une capacité 
nucléaire militaire.

La non-prolifération des armes nucléaires ne saurait être assurée 
sans la conclusion d’un tra ité  portant sur l’interdiction complète des 
essais nucléaires. Les progrès accomplis au cours des dernières années 
dans ce domaine ont été décevants. Tous les E tats dotés d’armes nuc
léaires n’ont toujours pas signé le Traité partiel de 1963.

Le Traité entre les Etats-Unis et l’Union soviétique sur l’inter
diction des essais en fonction d’un seuil, ainsi que le Traité sur les 
explosions à des fins pacifiques qui s’y rattache, a le mérite de consti
tuer un pas important dans la direction d’une interdiction complète des 
essais. Ce tra ité  est également susceptible de contribuer à la solution du 
problème de vérification dans le cadre éventuel d’une interdiction comp
lète. Les travaux du groupe d’experts scientifiques de la CCD, sur la 
question de l’identification des événements sismiques souterrains dev
raient être évalués dans le même contexte.

Quelles que soient les difficultés provenant de considérations politi
ques, techniques ou de sécurité, tous les E tats  dotés d’armes nucléaires 
devraient déployer de plus grands efforts pour cesser leurs essais dans 
tous les milieux.

Nous souscrivons aux vues qui ont été exprimées pour préconiser 
d’autres options à un tra ité  d’interdiction complète, telles qu’un accord 
pour une période provisoire entre tous ou certains pays nucléaires, ou 
la réduction du seuil des essais nucléaires en vertu du Traité américano- 
soviétique. Les zones exemptes d’armes nucléaires reconnues internati
onalement sont en général considérées comme un moyen complémentaire 
du système de non-prolifération des armes nucléaires. En principe, nous 
estimons que la création de telles zones dans différentes parties du mon
de pourrait être utile si certaines conditions fondamentales étaient 
l’emplies. Nous considérons en effet que tout arrangement concernant 
une zone exempte d’armes nucléaires devrait être l’aboutissement de 
négociations entre tous les pays concernés, que l’initiative devrait éma
ner de la région même, que la participation de toutes les principales
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puissances militaires de la région devraient être assurées, que 1 établis
sement de telles zones devrait tenir compte des caractéristiques géog
ra p h iq u e s , stratégiques et politiques de chaque région, et des pays situés 
dans cette région. Il est également indispensable que la définition de la 
zone en question soit adéquate et précise, et que la création d une zone 
déterminée ne confère pas de supériorité militaire à aucun E tat ou 
groupe d’Etats.

La priorité accordée au désarmement nucléaire ne devrait pas nous 
faire perdre de vue les dangers que comportent la croissance et la proli
fération des armes con vent ionelles pour la paix et la sécurité internati
onales. Ces armes qui deviennent de plus en plus perfectionnées et 
destructrices ont été, depuis la fin de la deuxième guerre mondiale, 
utilisées extensivement dans plusieurs conflits locaux. A côté des motifs 
qui ne sont pas toujours justifiés, l’acquisition des armes conventionnel
les s’explique dans beaucoup de cas par des considérations de légitime 
défense et d’équilibre militaire, dont la rupture aurait un effet négatif 
sur le maintien de la paix et la sauvegarde de la sécurité des pays en 
question. Ce problème ne trouvera finalement sa solution que dans le 
cadre d’un désarmement complet et général, mais il pourrait s’avérer 
utile de l’aborder partiellement à l’échelle régionale. A cet égard, les 
négociations de Vienne sur la réduction mutuelle et équilibrée des forces 
constituent un exemple très significatif d’une approche régionale au 
problème du désarmement et de la sécurité militaire. I t est regrettable 
que ces négociations n’aient pas donné jusqu’à présent des résultats 
concrets mais nous estimons que, malgré la complexité du sujet, des 
progrès seront possibles au cours des mois à venir.

Le bilan des travaux de la CCD a à son actif le projet de convention 
sur l’interdiction d'utiliser des techniques de modification de l’environ
nement à des fins militaires ou toutres fins hostiles. Ce projet, encore 
que limité dans sa portée, rend illégale l’utilisation des armes susceptib
les de provoquer des destructions massives et dont l’emploi peut en
gendrer des effets impossibles à prévoir et à évaluer d’avance. C’est 
pour cette raison que malgré les imperfection et les lacunes qui ont été 
signalées, la tendance générale se prononce pour une recommandation de 
l’Assemblée générale aux Etats en vue de la conclusion de la Convention.

L interdiction des armes chimiques peut être considérée comme un 
autre domaine où de nouveaux efforts par la CCD peuvent conduire à 
des résultats importants. Les discussions récentes sur cette question ont 
montré qu après des années marquées par l’immobilisme, la possibilité 
semble se dégager pour l’élaboration d’un traité complet tenant compte 
de toutes les formes de guerre chimique. Le projet présenté par le
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Royaume-Uni visant l'interdiction de tous les agents chimiques létaux 
et autres agents chimiques toxiques pouvant causes de dommages 
physiologiques constitue, sans aucun doute, un apport précieux en vue 
de nouvelles discussions approfondies sur ce sujet.

Nous pensons que le rôle de l’Organisation des Nations Unies dans 
le domaine du désarmement devrait être renforcé. Nous partageons dans 
son ensemble les propositions formulées dans le rapport du Comité ad 
hoc chargé d’examiner le rôle de l’ONU en matière de désarmement. 
Nous appuyons l’initiative des pays non alignés pour la convocation 
d’une session extraordinaire de l'Assemblée générale sur le désarme
ment. Nous avons ajouté notre nom à la liste des coauteurs du projet 
de résolution sur ce sujet. Nous espérons qu’une telle session extra
ordinaire, à l’image de la septième session extraordinaire sur le dévelop
pement et la coopération économiques pourra donner une nouvelle et 
forte impulsion aux négociations futures.

Notre position de principe en ce qui concerne l'idée de la convocation 
d’une conférence mondiale de désarmement reste inchangée. Nous con
tinuons à appuyer la proposition relative à une telle conférence.»
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THE QUESTIONOF OUTER SPACE





THE QUESTION OF OUTER SPACE

«Etant donné que je prends pour la première fois la parole, je 
voudrais tout d’abord, Monsieur le Président, m’acquitter du plus agré
able des devoirs puisqu’il s ’agit de vous exprimer les félicitations de 
la délégation turque pour votre élection à  la présidence de la Première 
Commission. J ’y ajouterai celles de l’ami personnel qui sait combien le 
choix de votre personne est mérité. Qu’il me soit également permis, par 
votre truchement, de présenter mes félicitations aux membres du Bureau. 
La délégation turque tient également à adresser ses félicitations au 
représentant permanent de l’Autriche, l’ambassadeur Jankowitsch, pour 
son rapport, comme d’habitude excellent, sur les travaux du Comité des 
utilisations pacifiques de l’espace extra-atmosphérique dont il assume 
la présidence.

Mon pays n’est pas membre du Comité. Mais il a toujours accordé 
une importance particulière à ses travaux et n’a pas manqué de les 
suivre de près et d’apporter sa contribution, bien que ses moyens soient 
minimes dans ce domaine.

Nous sommes saisis cette année, pour examen et adoption, d’un 
projet de convention sur l’immatriculation des objets lancés dans l’es
pace, projet qui est le résultat d’un long travail - si je ne me trompe 
pas, de huit années de travail.

Nous avions été d’avis que toute disposition relative au marquage 
devrait être obligatoii-e et constituer un élément indispensable de la 
convention. Ce que nous avions voulu voir dans la convention, c’était le 
projet franco-canadien à ce sujet. Nous aurions également souhaité que 
la convention comportât un article prévoyant que l’on marquerait l’in
térieur ou l’extérieur de l’objet spatial et que le Secrétaire général en 
serait informé avant le lancement de l’objet.

Nous avions voulu voir ces deux points figurer clairement dans la
dite convention, car nous avions pensé qu’il serait plus sur d’établir la 
responsabilité et d’avoir une réponse rapide et efficace lors des dégâts 
éventuels causés par ces objets spatiaux, soit par leur chute à terre, 
soit par une collision de n’importe quel genre, dont la probabilité aug
mente malheureusement chaque jour davantage étant donné l’intensifi
cation des activités poursuivies dans l’espace extra-atmosphérique.

The Text of the statem ent made by Mr. Osman OLCAY,
Ambassador, Permanent Representative, a t the First Committee,
of the XXIX Session of the Genera! Assembly, on 16 October 1974 A/C.I/PV. 1933.
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Mais, dans les discours qu’ils ont prononcés le vendredi 11 octobre, 
respectivement en tant que Président du Comité des utilisations pacifi
ques de l’espace extra-atmosphérique et Président du Sous-Comité 
juridique, les représentants de l'Autriche et de la Pologne ont successive
ment attiré l'attention sur le fait que le texte de ladite convention, qui 
ne saurait satisfaire tous les Membres des Nations Unies, constitue au 
moins le niveau optimum de compromis qu'il était possible d obtenir au 
stade actuel de la technique.

Prenant en considération les deux discours que je viens de rappeler 
et par esprit de conciliation, nous n’insisterons pas sur nos demandes. 
Mais nous espérons que, lors du réexamen de ladite convention, qui 
pourrait avoir lieu dans le cadre de son article X, les préoccupations d’un 
grand nombre d’Etats relatives au marquage et à l’identification des 
objets spatiaux seront sérieusement étudiées à la lumière de l’application 
de la convention pendant la période écoulée.

La position du Gouvernement turc sur les autres questions dont 
s'occupe le Comité a été exposée à maintes reprises. De même que 
l’année dernière, je ne m’arrêterai donc pas ici en détail sur nos vues. 
Je me bornerai tout simplement à mentionner les documents auxquels 
011 peut se référer, à savoir les documents A/C. 1/PV. 1792, 1825 et 1868.

Mais qu’il me soit au moins permis à cet égard de répéter ce qui 
suit. :

Selon la Turquie, l’espace extra-atmosphérique ne doit servir en 
aucune façon d’instrument de domination politique, économique et mili
taire d’aucun pays. L’exploitation et la protection de ses ressources 
doivent être faites au nom de tous les pays, en d’autres termes, au 
profit de 1 humanité entière. Notre espoir est de voir que le système 
qui sera établi pour l’espace extra-atmosphérique sera au service de la 
paix, pour le bien commun de la collectivité internationale.

Quant à la question de la radiodiffusion directe par satellite, nous 
estimons que ce système pourrait avoir un effet plus bénéfique, surtout 
dans les domaines de 1 éducation et de la formation technique et, spécifi
quement, de la santé, de l’hygiène, de la planification familiale, de 
I agi ¡culture et du développement rural. Nous pensons que, sans porter 
préjudice au principe de la liberté d’information, ce système devrait 
également renfermer des dispositions sans ambiguïté en ce qui concerne 
l’exercice des droits souverains des Etats.

Nous apprécions vivement l'initiative conjointe des délégations de 
l’Argentine et du Brésil dans le domaine de la télédétection des ressour
ces naturelles par satellite. Un projet de traité à ce sujet, intitulé «Traité
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sur la télédétection des ressources naturelles au moyen de la technologie 
spatiale», vient d’être porté à notre connaissance en tant que document 
officiel de la présente session de l’Assemblée générale, sous la cote 
A/C. 1/1047 en date du 15 octobre 1974. A titre  de première réflexion, 
nous croyons que ce projet pourrait constituer la base d ’un document de 
travail à commencer sur ce plan. D’autre part, étant donné que le do
maine en question touche de près les intérêts de tous les pays, particu
lièrement ceux des pays en développement, nous espérons qu’une haute 
priorité sera accordée à l’examen de ce sujet dans les travaux futurs du 
Comité de l’espace extra-atmosphérique.

Pour conclure, je voudrais dire quelques mots sur la composition 
du Comité élargi l’année dernière par la résolution 3182 (XXVIII) de 
l’Assemblée générale. Comme nous l’avons suggéré l’année dernière- 
suggestion que nous estimons être partagée par un grand nombre d 'E tats
- ne serait-il pas préférable de donner la possibilité aux E tats intéressés 
de participer, si possible sur un pied d’égalité, aux travaux du Comité, 
étant donné que les buts et les activités du Comité sont l’améli
oration de notre connaissance de l’univers et la mise au service de la 
communauté internationale tout entière des moyens de la science et de la 
technique spatiales? Nous nous réjouissons vivement qu’un tel souhait 
ait également été exprimé, hier, par un représentant d’un E tat membre 
du Comité de l’espace extra-atmoshérique, c’est-à-dire par le représen
tan t de la Roumanie, l'ambassadeur Ion Datcu.»
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THE QUESTION OF OUTER SPACE

«Le projet de résolution publié sous la cote A/L'. 1/L. 678, Qui 
porte sur les futurs travaux du Comité des utilisations pacifiques de 
l’espace extra-atmosphérique, vient d'être adopté par consensus. Notre 
espoir est que le Comité puisse présenter 1 année prochaine d autres 
projets de traités ou de conventions relatifs à l'espace extra-atmosphxri- 
que. Nous présentons nos meilleurs voeux de succès aux représentants 
des pays qui participent aux travaux dudit comité.

Cela dit, j ’ajouterai que nous considérons l'espace extra-atmosp
hérique comme domaine appartenant à l’humanité entière, ce qui a 
d’ailleurs été, si je ne me trompe, exprimé d’une façon ou d’une autre 
par tous les représentants qui ont pris la parole sur ce sujet.

D’autre part, je voudrais attirer l'attention sur le cinquième alinéa 
du préambule de ce projet de résolution, dans lequel on tra ite  de la 
coopération. A notre avis, ce point montre clairement que la coopération, 
au sens le plus large, entre les Etats - au moins entre les E tats intéressés 
dans ce domaine - conférera une valeur plus significative aux travaux 
de l’espace extra-atmosphérique, et nous croyons que cela sera facilité 
dans la mesure où les Etats intéressés pourront participer, si possible 
sur un pied d’égalité, aux travaux du Comité. C’est la raison pour laqu
elle nous partageons les vues exprimées ce sujet par l’émînent représen
tant de l’Espagne dans le discours qu’il a prononcé cet après-midi ; nous 
espérons que cette suggestion sera étudiée lors des futurs travaux du 
Comité.

D’autre part, si l’espace extra-atmosphérique appartient à l'huma
nité entière, on peut se demander pourquoi les projets de résolutions 
sur ce point n’appartiendraient-ils pas aux 138 pays Membres de l'Orga
nisation des Nations Unies. Je croîs qu’on pourrait faciliter la tâche si 
les projets de résolutions sur ce sujet étaient ouverts aux suggestions 
de tous les Etats Membres avant d’etre remis officiellement au Secré
tariat. Cela entraînera peut-être quelques difficultés supplémentaires 
pour l’obtention d’un compromis, d’un consensus, mais nous pensons que 
ce compromis, ce consensus, sera plus fort et plus rassurant.»

The Text of the explanation of vole made by Mr. Allan GttVEN,
Alio m ate Represeutahve. a t the First Committee,
of the XXIX Session of the Gcneial Assembly, on 18 October 1974 A /C.I./PV. 1597.
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THE QUESTION OF OUTER SPACE

«The Turkish Government supports the idea of convening a United 
Nations conference 011 space applications in the next few years, since 
the conference could allow Member States, particularly the developing 
countries, to acquire a  better understanding of the benefits to be gained 
from such applications, particularly in the field of remote sensing of 
earth resources and educational television by artificial satellite.

The principal objective of such a conference should be to seek 
means to ensure both the participation of all Member States, particularly 
the developing countries, in space applications and also access to infor
mation acquired in tha t area. If necessary, the creation of a special fund 
for tha t purpose might be contemplated.

Turkey would prefer in principle tha t such a conference should take 
place in 1977, in a country which has distinguished itself in space 
research applications.

Turkey would be prepared to participate in such a conference.»

Text of the letter of the Permanent Representative of Turkey to the U.N., 
to the Secretary - General A /A C.10S/142/A dd.l.
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-si have no intention of making a long statement. Rather, I should 
like to sum up my delegation’s views on the subjects entrusted to the 
Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space. Before beginning my 
statement, however, 1 should like to thank Ambassador Jankowitsch ol 
Austria for his excellent report on the work of the Outer Space Com
mittee’s eighteenth session, as well as for the statement he was good 
enough to make to this Committee on 10 October as Chairman of the 
Outer Space Committee.

The year 1975 was marked, in the realm of outer space exploration, 
by the joint Apollo-Soyuz mission, and in that connexion my delegation 
offers its sincere congratulations to the Governments of the United 
States and the Soviet Union on that successful undertaking and the 
example of co-operation they have given the world.

In our opinion, the rapid development of technology is a very good 
reason for speeding up the establishment of as comprehensive and 
equitable a space law as possible. Space law must not lag behind space 
technology when the latter is sufficiently advanced for us to perceive 
clearly its results and implications.

Having said that, I should like to state that my country has follo
wed with keen interest the work on the draft treaty relating to the 
moon. With regard to the three outstanding points in that field - that 
is, the scope of the treaty, the nature and content of the information 
to be furnished on missions to the moon, and the legal status to be 
given the natural resources of the moon - the Turkish delegations has 
the following views.

First, we think that the treaty relating to the moon should apply 
also to other celestial bodies.

With regard to the problems of information, we believe tha t such 
information should be provided in advance.

As for the third major outstanding question, Turkey believes tha t 
the natural resources of the moon and other celestial bodies are the 
common heritage of mankind, although we do not lose sight of the needs 
of the space Powers in connexion with their research activities.

On the question of direct broadcasting by satellites, we believe tha t 
the sovereign rights of States and the principle of the free flow of in-

Text ol Ihc statement made by Mr. ILTER TÜRKMEN,
Ambassador, Permanent Representative at the First Committee, 
of the XXX Session of the General Assembly, on U  October 197S A /C I/PV. 20S2. 
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formation are not incompatible. The principles submitted jointly by 
Canada and Sweden in th a t respect have the m erit of providing for broad 
co-operation between States in tha t sphere and for direct participation 
by the receiving countries in the broadcasts directed towards their 
territory, while taking account of the principles of sovereignty.

With regard to the question of remote sensing of natural resources 
by satellites, we feel th a t tha t problem deserves careful reflection, espe
cially on the part of the developing countries, inasmuch as the data to 
be obtained as a  result of those activities could contribute to a  more 
effective and rational use of the resources of those countries, as well as 
to the discovery of new resources benefiting ail countries and mankind. 
Sovereignty over the national resources and wealth of States should be 
the basis of an agreement in that field, from the point of view both of 
research and of the exploitation of the resources involved.

The Turkish Government is in favour of the convening of a  United 
Nations conference on space applications in the future, since such a con
ference could make it possible for States, and particularly the developing 
States, to become more aware of the advantages to be drawn from space 
applications. In our opinion, the main goal of such a conference should 
be the search for ways and means to ensure the participation of all 
States, and in particular the developing countries, in space applications, 
as well as access to the data obtained in that field.

Since Turkey's views on the composition and functioning of the 
Outer Space Committee are well known, 1 shall confine myself to saying 
in th a t connexion th a t the search for the means of giving interested 
States the possibility of participating on a rotating basis in the Com
mittee’s work might well be the best example of the desire for co-opera
tion within our Organization.»
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THE QUESTION OF PEACEFUL USES OF 
OUTER SPACE

«... We are living in an era when successive achievements are ta
king place in the realm of outer space exploration, marked, each year, 
by new and spectacular events. In our day, lunar fragments are being 
presented as gifts to individuals. Mankind's unremitting efforts have 
put distant worlds within our reach.

Therefore, in the view of my delegation, it is high time for the 
international community to act in a more expeditious way with a  view to 
establishing as comprehensive and equitable a body of space law as 
possible.

On previous occasions in this Committee, my delegation has been 
given the opportunity to set forth the views of the Turkish Government 
on the issues dealt with in the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer 
Space. I shall not, therefore,dwell here at length on the questions before 
the Outer Space Committee, but shall make a few remarks in connexion 
with certain specific points covered by the report we are discussing 
now. However, before doing so, I cannot but offer, on behalf of my 
delegation, congratulations to the Chairman of the Committee on the 
Peaceful Uses of Outer Space, Ambassador Jankowitsch of Austria, for 
his comprehensive and lucid report on the nineteenth session of that 
Committee. At the same time, I should like to express the appreciation of 
my delegation of the work of the two Sub-Committees under their res
pective Chairmen, Ambassador Wyzner of Poland and Professor Carver 
of Australia.

My Government, which has followed with keen interest the work 
done on the draft treaty relating to the moon, associates itself with the 
hope expressed in the report by the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of 
Outer Space that, at the next session of the Legal Sub-Committee, fu rt
her efforts will be made to finalize the text of that draft treaty. We 
are happy to note that the Outer Space Committee has given high 
priority to the further consideration of this subject. It is the wish of the 
Turkish delegation that, during its consideration of the basic questions 
dealt with in the draft treaty relating to the moon, the Sub-Committee 
will take into account the fundamental principle, in connexion with the 
natural resources of the moon, that the moon and other celestial bodies 
aie beyond the limits of national jurisdiction and hence are part of the 
common heritage of mankind.

Text ol the statement made by Mr. Nazmi AKIMAN.
representative a t the First Committee, ol the XJIXI Session ol the Genera! Assembly on 
21 October 1976 A/C.I.31/PV. 3.
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As to the question of direct broadcasting by artificial earth satelli
tes, my delegation is happy to note from the report that the Legal Sub- 
Committee has made considerable progress in the elaboration of princip
les governing the use by States of artificial earth sateltites for direct 
television broadcasting. Nevertheless, we earnestly hope that, at future 
sessions of the Sub-Committee, further progress will be made in con
nexion with three outstanding subjects in this field - namely, consent 
and participation, programme content, and unlawful/inadmissible broad
casts, taking fully into account the principle of sovereignty.

Turning now to the question of remote sensing of the earth from 
space, it goes without saying that this is one of the most important 
space applications offering most promising possibilities in the improve
ment of social and economic conditions of mankind. However, in the view 
of my delegation, pratical ways and means of allaying the concern of 
States regarding their national sovereignty must be carefully sought 
today, if we are to avoid future disputes resulting from this peaceful 
application of space technology.

As my delegation stated last year in this Committee, the Turkish 
Government is in favour of the convening of a United Nations Confe
rence on space applications. Therefore, my delegation earnestly hopes 
that, if an in-depth study is to be prepared by the United Nations Sec
retariat on the question of convening a United Nations Conference on 
space matters, as endorsed by the Outer Space Committee upon the 
recommendation of the Scientific and Technical Sub-Committee, this 
will contribute positively to the early realization of the Conference.

Before concluding, I would like to stress the fact that all the efforts 
to benefit the developing countries from the achievements in the field 
of outer space will fall short of their aims unless emphasis is placed on 
education and training. Therefore I would like to express the appreciation 
of my Government to those Member States who have granted fellows
hips to developing countries for advanced study and training in areas 
related to space applications.»
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CHAPTER V

T H E  Q U E S T I O N  OF  
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OF  T H E  N U C L E A R  W E A P O N S







«... As to the darker sides, they are numerous.

F irst of all, the phenomenon which has come to be known as the 
arms race and which is not only the reflection of the uneasiness and 
insecurity felt by all nations, but also, in its turn, one of the reasons of 
this same uneasiness and insecurity, go on unchecked and unabated. In 
spite of the favourable atmosphere created by Strategic Arms Limita
tion Talks for new endeavours in the field of disarmament, no relaxation 
i.s observed in the upward swing of arms -production. I'c is really that 
a t this tenth anniversary of the Partial Test Ban Treaty both the qu 
ality and the quantity of nuclear as well as the conventional weapons 
should be in constant progress, swallowing up huge riches and energy 
most needed for the betterment of the human condition, and forcing 
mankind to live under the threat of unprecedented disaster.

If this most serious problem i.s not tackled courageously and 
realistically, and if. as a beginning, a t least a partial solution cannot be 
arrived at, arrangements to be achieved in the mere political field are 
bound to be rootless and the climate of détente to be created will be 
fragile accordingly.»

Excerpt from the statem ent made by Mr. Ümlt Hcliik BA7ÜUK2N.
Minister of Foie'gn Affairs, Head of Delegation, a t the Plenary Meeting.
of the ¿CXVm Sessin of the G eneral Assembly, on 28 September 1373 ii/PV . 2132.
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CHAPTER VI





«... L'aspect que présente de nos jours le tableau international ne 
nous pousse ni à un excès d’optimisme, ni à un pessimisme noir. C'est la 
raison pour laquelle j ’opterai pour un réalisme, -un réalisme plein 
d’espoir, de bonne volonté et de bienveillance, comme l’inspire e t l’exige 
d’ailleurs la politique poursuivie par mon pays depuis un demi-siècle.

Le développement le plus marquant de la dernière décennie est, à 
notre avis, la détente entre l’Est et l’Ouest. Beaucoup a été dit sur les 
origines, le développement, les avantages et les risques de la détente, 
par mes collègues qui m’ont précédé à cette tribune. Les idées avancées 
étaient, sinon analogues, du moins convergentes. C’est pourquoi je me 
bornerai à souligner quelques points qui me paraissent essentiels :

Premièrement, il est un fait indéniable que, soit à l’Est, soit à 
l’Ouest, on semble avoir bien compris qu’aucune discorde, qu’aucune 
situation aussi désastreuses soient-elles, ne sauraient être plus désas
treuses qu’une conflagration générale.

— Deuxièmement, la détente qui constitue une étape vers l’instaura
tion entre l'Est et l’Ouest et particulièrement en Europe d’un ordre plus 
stable, plus humanitaire et plus exempt de l’inquiétude d’une guerre, ne 
doit être considérée que comme un moyen et non une fin en soi. Le but 
final étant une véritable paix, basée sur l’entente et la conciliation, la 
détente ne doit être qu'une étape transitoire menant à ce but.

— Troisièmement, il est ix remarquer que pour la première fois dans 
l’histoire contemporaine, si je ne me trompe, trois négociations interna
tionales ont lieu simultanément pour renforcer la détente, prise dans 
son sens le plus large. Il s’agit là, à mon avis, d'un développement à 
souligner.»

QUESTION OF DETENTE

Txcerpl Irom the statement made by Mr. Turan GÜNEŞ.
ZCnlsIcr ol Torelg.i Affairs, Head oi Delegation, a t the Plenary Meeting,
o: the XXIX Session of the General Assembly, on 24 September 1974
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CHAPTER VII

T H E  Q U E S T I O N  O F  T H E  

M U T U A L  A N D  B A L A N C E D  

F O R C E  R E D U C T I O N S





«... Coming to Europe, we have again cause for hope. As it might 
be guessed, I am alluding mainly to the Helsinki Conference on European 
Security and Cooperation. This Conference, which was held with the 
participation of 32 European countries plus the U.S.A. and Canada, has 
already completed its first stage successfully and its second one is on 
the way.

On the other hand, preparatory work for the Conference on Mutual 
Force Reductions in Central Europe is now completed and the Conference 
itself is expected to s ta rt at its appointed time and place. Although it 
is too soon for expressing a firm opinion, we can already say th a t it 
will constitute a landmark in the examination of security problems.

In this context, I wish to underline the fact tha t security in the
world in general and in Europe in particular is based on a very delicate
balance. Therefore, in this process all our efforts should converge to
wards the strengthening and stabilizing the security and not diminishing 
it for one or another group of countries.

Of all the remnants of the Second World War, German question 
proved to be perhaps the hardest one to solve. We are happy that a 
formula has been reached in this connection and that we can greet in 
our midst both the Federal Republic of Germany and the German De
mocratic Republic.

In the attainm ent of this result, efforts deployed by all parties
are of course worthy of praise. But we can, in all equity single out the
courageous and realistic policies pursued by the present distinguished 
leadership of the Federal Republic of Germany.

I shall repeat what 1 said a few minutes ago and point out that 
even the most arduous difficulties can be overcome when good-will 
and mutual understanding prevail.»

Hste.p! from fh e  statement mcde by Mr. Ümlt Hctlúic BAYÜLKEN.
Minister o! Foreign Affairs, Heed of D elegaron, a t  the Plenary MeeÜn3.
of the XXVin Cession of ihe General Assembly, on 26 September 1973 A/PV. 2132.
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THE QUESTION OF THE 
MUTUAL AND BALANCED 

FORCE REDUCTIONS

«... Au sujet de la Conférence sur la Sécurité et la Coopération en
Europe à laquelle mon pays participe pleinement, nous sommes d’avis 
qu'elle constitue un pas important du processus de la détente, qu’elle 
contribuera aux efforts d’entente et de coopération et instaurera un 
climat de sécurité mutuelle.

A cette occasion, je dois ajouter qu’à notre avis, la sécurité europé
enne ne peut pas être considérée séparément de celle de la Méditerranée 
et des pays qui l’entourent.

Quant aux négociations sur la réduction mutuelle des forces et des 
armements en Europe centrale, à laquelle la Turquie participe avec un 
statut particulier, mon pays, partant de l’idée que la sécurité, comme la 
détente d’ailleurs, étant «une et indivisible», a particulièrement soutenu 
le point de vue que les mesures à prendre concernant les forces et les 
armements en Europe centrale ne doivent en aucune façon compromettre 
la sécurité des autres pays.»

Exceip) from the statement made *>y Mr. Turun GÜNEŞ,
M nister of Foreign Affairs, Head of Delegation, a t the Plenary Meeting,
of the XXIX Session of the General Assembly, on 24 September 1974
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CQITFERENCE ON SECURITY AND COOPERATION
IN EUROPE

«It is a great pleasure for me to express my deep appreciation and 
thanks to President Kekkonen and to the Government of Finland for 
the historic efforts they have deployed towards the realisation of the 
Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe. 1 also wish to express 
how much my Delegation is impressed by the excellent arrangements 
made by the Finnish Authorities to host this final stage of the Con
ference.

I was eagerly looking forward to come to Helsinki. The very short 
time I have enjoyed here among the friendly Finnish people, which has 
a special place in the hearts of the Turks, their warm hospitality and 
dedication to the cause of peace, have more than fulfilled my expecta
tions.

I am equally happy to have this opportunity to extend our grati
tude to the Federal Government of Switzerland. I think tha t the well- 
known Swiss hospitality and dedication to international cooperation and 
hence to all efforts for peace have also significantly contributed to the 
satisfactory conclusion of the second stage of the Conference.»

We have now assembled a t summit level in Helsinki. 1 am happy to 
observe that we are all conscious of the importance of this event unpre
cedented in the modern history of Europe and which was even unthin
kable a decade ago. Is there any justification for it? My answer is an 
emphatic «Yes». Its justification lies not only in the results achieved by 
the Conference as such, but in the determination of all European coun
tries, as well as the United States of America and Canada, to contribute 
to détente and their resolve to make détente a lasting process. But if 
we are to achieve this aim, each and every one of the countries repre
sented here, without exception, must strive to adapt their actions to the 
process which has thus been set in motion.

Text o! the statement m ade by Mr. Saleym cn DEMtREL, 
Prime Minister of Turkey, at the Conference on Security and 
Cooperation in Europe. 31 July, 1975 in Helsinki.
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Turkey, on its part, has, from the beginning of the Conference, 
considered that the meeting of all European countries, regardless of 
their social and economic systems was an important step fo r w a r d  and a 
major event in itself. Subsequently, she played an active role in all the 
phases of the Conference and strived to reconcile differing points of 
views so that a common understanding be reached and a successful 
conclusion of the Conference be achieved. In doing so, we attached great 
importance to the harmonization of our own national interests with tho
se of the broader context of détente in Europe. In other words like all 
other participants to the Conference, we tried to adapt today’s short and 
middle terms political requirements to the long-term and universal policy 
of progress towards lasting peace, to which my country has always de
voted all her efforts. We are then adhering to all the decisions of the 
Conference. Our only reservation concerns the representation of Cyprus. 
As only the Greek Cypriot Community is represented here, and as it is 
legally impossible in the bi-communal state of Cyprus for either com
munity to represent the other, the representation of the State of Cyprus 
in the Conference cannot be considered legal and therefore legitimate. 
Consequently Turkey, cannot consider the provisions of the Final Act 
as binding regarding the relations with the State of Cyprus. Our view 
011 this matter is embodied in a formal communication, delivered today 
to the Executive Secretariat of the Conference, to be duly registered 
and circulated to all the participants.

I had come to this Conference with the intention of refraining from 
mentioning the injustices and the wrong-doings which have been com
mitted in Cyprus against the Turkish Community and attempts to des
troy the independence of the State of Cyprus, for the sake of not distur
bing the atmosphere of this most auspicious Conference and for the 
sake of preserving the spirit of détente.

But I am indeed greatly disappointed to observe once more that 
the goodwill of my country has been abused. Under these circumstances 
I feel sure that all the distinguished Delegates will understand tha t I 
have a moral obligation to my nation and to the world at large to correct 
the record.

May I ask you which country violated the independence of Cyprus, 
interfered in its internal affairs and used force for the purpose of 
annexing it.

The country which bears responsibility for all these acts and who 
has grossly violated the principles embodied in the Final Act of this 
Conference is no other than the country whose representative yesterday 
from this very rostrum directed false accusations against my country.
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Isn 't it this very same Country which engineered a coup in Cyprus 
through its army officers, aimed to destroy the independence of Cyprus 
and declared a Hellenic Republic?

It is the same Country which continuously violated one of the most 
sacred principles enunciated in the Final Act, namely the fulfillment in 
good faith of obligations under international law.

The participating States at this Conference recognize the univer
sal significance and paramount importance of human rights and funda
mental freedoms as an essential factor for the peace. The cardinal prin
ciple was abused and violated by the Greek Cypriots with the support of 
the same neighbourly country.

As a m atter of fact for more than a decade the Cypriot Turks were 
massacred and tortured, deprived of their most elementary rights, redu
ced from the status of partners to the status of second class citizens, 
abused, insulted and imprisoned in their own country.

In spite of all these circumstances Turkey acted with great patience 
and moderation for many years. But on July 15, 1974 a  coup was moun
ted in Cyprus aiming a t the annexation of the Island to the neighbouring 
country in question and envisaging the annihilation of the Turkish 
Cypriots. It is to prevent these designs tha t Turkey was forced to* inter
vene in the island exercising her rights on the Treaty of Guarantee.

I leave it to the conscience and judgement of all the honourable 
statesmen present here to decide whether any other Government, faced 
with the same conditions could have refrained from doing so.

The representative of the neighbouring country directed accusations 
on us as if none of these events which I explained did not occur and 
qualified the Turkish intervention as invasion. My answer to him would 
be that we were not the initiator of all these events. We were dragged 
into them, we were forced to act.

A5 I said a little while ago I did not have the slightest intention 
to make such remarks. I am indeed very sorry to take the time of the 
Conference by such remarks. But I am sure you would understand that 
I was forced to make such an intervention.

1 declare before you honourable Delegates, th a t Turkey is for a 
truly independent Cyprus, wherein the Turkish Cypriot Community can 
live side by side with the Greek Cypriot Community in peace and secu
rity, without further friction aad bloodshed. We are for a Cyprus in 
which neither Community will opress and dominate the other.
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1 would like to stress once more that Turkey attaches great impor
tance to and value the principles stated in the Final Act. In the regret
table absence of the Turkish Cypriot representative at this Conference, 
I feel it to be my duty to assert that the Turkish Cypriot Community 
shares the same feelings. If the neighbouring Country in question and 
the Greek Cypriot Community attaches the same importance and value 
to these principles, not only in word, but also in spirit, 1 see no obstacle 
for finding a just and durable solution to the problem of Cyprus.

I would now like to make some brief comments on the contents of 
the Final Act.

First, the nature of the commitments: These commitments are 
explicitly described in the texts as being of a political nature. To our 
mind the fact that they are so defined does certainly add to the value 
of the results of the Conference. T believe, all of us, of our own free will, 
will realize how vital it is that we should make the most of this oppor
tunity for strengthening the foundations of peace in Europe.

Secondly, questions relating to Security in Europe: This part of 
the document deals mainly with the political aspect of the problem. 1 
stress this point, because for me, the concept of security is too complex 
a problem to be treated in isolation. Our approach to this problem has 
always been realistic. It is certainly true that to the extent tha t we 
carefully respect, both in its letter and its spirit, each principle embodied 
in the document - and this is entirely the intention of my Government - 
we shall increase trust between the nations. On the other hand, the 
general meaning of those principles will be reinforced only by their 
strict and faithful implementation. However, the question is whether 
this is enough. It is true that cautious attempts have been made during 
the second stage of the Conference to elaborate what are purposefully 
described as confidence-building measures. But this touches only the 
fringe of the basic questions of military security in Europe. In this 
connection, I would like to repeat what we have always maintained, 
namely, that no country’s or region’s security must be prejudiced as a 
result of such attempts. With this in mind, I sincerely hope that the 
achievements of this Conference will be supplemented in due course 
with similar satisfactory results in the on-going multilateral negotiations 
on force reductions and disarmement.

Thirdly, the document on the Mediterranean : Here, I feel bound to 
say that any step made towards strengthening the links between this 
region and Europe is most welcome to my Government. It will be re
membered that my government was one of the first to stress the special
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links which exist between Europe and the region of the Mediterranean. 
My belief regarding this problem is very firm : It is in the best interest 
of all of us to ensure that any strengthening of rapprochment among 
our nations th a t we achieve as a  result of this Conference, should be 
tangibly reflected in the Mediterranean region, so logn afflicted by 
intractable disputes. We are of the opinion tha t the security and coo- 
peartion in Europe is very closely linked with those in the Mediterranean 
region and can hardly be realized in this continant without the concor
dance of all the Mediterranean countries. Although the steps which the 
Conference has taken towards achieving this aim are less concrete than 
what we have defended during the relevant meetings of this Conferen
ce, 1 nevertheless welcome them as a move in the right direction. Howe
ver, 1 very much hope tha t the provisions of this Chapter of the Final 
Act will be so interpreted and implemented as to provide a true improve
ment in the actual North - South relationship in order to achieve ade
quate and satisfactory realization of the intentions declared therein in 
the shortest possible future.

These observations bring us to a most important concept, namely 
tha t of the indivisibility of détente. The results of this Conference are 
applicable in Europe. However, our relations with the other regions of 
the world should be guided by the same philosophy of cooperation and 
understanding, for the security in Europe can only exist in the broader 
context of world security and a continuing and lasting peace is only 
meaningful in its global conception. I am happy to observe tha t we are 
all fully aware of the moral duty and political necessity of pursuing 
détente not only in Europe, but throughout the world. As for Turkey, 
she will take full advantage of her geopolitic situation and her social and 
historical ties with other countries in the regions adjacent to Europe, 
for contributing with all her efforts to the achievement of this noble 
broader aim.

I now come to the problem dealt with under the heading of coope
ration in the field of economics, as well as in humanitarian and other 
fields. 1 propose to tackle these two items under one head, tha t is to say, 
under the title of «coopération.» I do so intentionally, for our Conference 
in my judgement goes beyond the relations among states and is concer
ned mainly with the wrell-being and the prosperity of our nations and 
the strengthening of tru s t between them. Turkey has a wide experience 
of multilateral and bilateral cooperation in commercial, economic and 
cultural fields with all countries represented hei*e, regardless of their 
social and economic systems and hence she is fully conscious of the 
positive contribution of such cooperation in creating a better understan
ding and closer relationship among the States and their people. This
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Conference has now, through its Final Act, identified a widei lange of 
possibilities for the strengthening of various aspects of cooperation in 
the field of economics as well as in humanitarian and othei fields. I 
sincerely hpoe that we shall fully take advantage of these possibilities 
so that our nations may realize how much this Conference has achieved 
for their welfare and happiness.

I will now turn my attention to the «follow-up*: The document we 
are about to adopt define existing areas of political common ground 
and also offer us new possibilities of even wider understanding. It is 
therefore logical to expect that a new political climate will emerge as a 
result of this Conference. This is why I feel it to be so important that 
we should not lose the momentum so far generated, once the Conference 
is over. I believe that the chapter on the «follow-up» takes due account 
of this consideration.

On one hand, it is realistic in as much as it is designed to facilitate 
the full implementation of our resolutions, by referring to the full and 
reasonable utilization of existing procedure and institutions. On the 
other hand, it keeps a wide range of options open for the future. It is 
up to us to see to it that the opportunities thus offered are fully 
explored.

Broader political understanding and increasing reliance on peaceful 
negotiations are in our view important messages which this Conference 
convey to all of us.

With this in mind we must move with vigour and determination 
into a new era, gradually eliminating all the remnants of the cold war, 
and embarking on a new chapter of closer cooperation among States and 
nations.

Before concluding I would like to say that mankind aspires for 
peace, justice and prosperity. A strong link and interdependence exist 
among these aims. As there would be no peace without justice, equally 
there would be no prosperity without peace. You would concede that this 
is true both in the national and international level. The corollary of 
what I have said is that we should both nationally and internationally 
fight against poverty and want, endeavour for a just and equitable eco
nomic and social order and strive for the realisation of harmony and 
peace.

We have high expectations that this Conference will lead to the 
elimination of suspicion, mistrust and insecurity among nations. In our 
view when these would be replaced with confidence, trust and cooperation 
then the Conference would attain its historical and lofty mission.

Such a development would be conducive to the generation of an 
international milieu where the dignity of men and human rights in their 
true sense would be preserved.»
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CONFERENCE ON SECURITY AND COOPERATION 
IN EUROPE

«The Republic of Turkey adhere to all the provisions adopted at 
the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe. However, as the 
representation of the State of Cyprus in the Conference can not be con
sidered legal and therefore legitimate, Turkey deems it necessary to 
register its reserve as to the validity and applicability of these provisions 
as fa r  as th a t particular State is concerned, on the following grounds :

Turkey,

CONSIDERING tha t the Constitution of the State of Cyprus being 
an integral part of the International Treaties by which the State was 
established is based upon two distinct national communities have flag
rantly and continiously been violated by one of the communities since 
1963 and totally collapsed by the coup of 15 th July, 1974,

NOTING tha t the existence of the two communal «de facto» admi
nistrations in Cyprus have been clearly recognised by the three Guaran
tor States - Turkey, Greece and the United Kingdom - responsible for 
the constitutional order in Cyprus, by their declaration in Geneva on 
the 30th of July, 1974,

REGISTERING th a t intercommunal talks are taking place between 
the two communities on an «equal footing» for the purpose of reconci
ling their legitimate rights and for finding a political solution acceptable 
for both sides,

RECORDING tha t in the bi-commuual State of Cyprus, it is legally 
impossible for either community to represent the whole State without 
the consent of the other,

REFERRING to the statem ent of the Turkish Cypriot Community 
that the provisions adopted a t this Conference will not be binding on 
them since neither the presence of their representatives nor their con
sent for the representation has been sought for this Conference,

T e x !  of the Reserve registered b y  ihe Turkish Government, regrnding th e  

State o! Cyprus, a t  the Conference on S e c u r i t y  cud  Cooperation In 
Larope, on 31 Jyly 1975, !n Helsinki.
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STRESSING therefore that the representation of Cyprus a t this 
Conference is deprived of any legal ground,

CONCLUDING there by that for the reasons given above, the State 
of Cyprus is not legitimately represented at the Conference,

STATES that the provisions of the Final Act of the Conference on 
Security and Cooperation in Europe, to which Turkey will become a 
party by its signature are not valid as regards the relations with the 
State of Cyprus, and consequently will have no effects until such time 
that a government legitimately representing the two nations’! commu
nities is established in Cyprus.»
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H E L S I N K I

«... L’année qui vient de s’écoulex- a eu ses difficultés, ses soucis et 
ses tensions. Si des progrès évidents ont pu être réalisés dans certaines 
questions qui avaient été débattues par notre Assemblée à sa dernière 
session, de nouveaux problèmes ont surgi, e t des conflits ont éclaté dans 
certaines régions du monde. Nous avons pu, au début du mios dernier, 
commémorer le premier anniversaire de la signature de l’Acte Final 
d’Helsinki, définissant les conditions de la détente en Europe. L’événe
ment a été marqué par des commentaires modérément enthousiastes 
en ce qui concerne les développements qui ont eu lieu dans cette période 
initiale de la détente en Europe. Il n’en est pas moins vrai que, d ’une 
façon générale, les pays du continent européen ont pu bénéficier d’une 
certaine stabilité dans leurs relations politiques, et de conditions relati
vement favorables dans le domaine de la coopération économique et 
technologique. Ce résultat n’est certainement pas négligeable. Mais le 
fait essentiel que cette période d’essai de l’Acte Final d’Helsinki a  mis 
en lumière est ce que nous avons quant à  nous, dès le début appelé 
«l’indivisibilité» de la détente. L’expérience que nous avons acquise dans 
cette courte période de temps, nous a fait comprendre de façon plus 
claire et plus décisive, que la détente ne peut être considérée et main
tenue isolément dans une région définie du monde; e t qu’il est néces
saire, que les efforts tendant à rendre possibles une plus grande stabilité 
et une coopération plus active, soient poursuivis dans toutes les parties 
du monde. Dans ce contexte, nous continuons à considérer que la paix 
et la sécurité de l’Europe sont étroitement liées à la paix et à la sécurité 
de la Méditerranée. C’est la raison pour laquelle, nous attachons une 
importance particulière au document sur la Méditerranuée de l’Acte Fi
nal de la Conférence sur la Sécurité et la Coopération en Europe. Nous 
souhaitons que les conditions existant actuellement dans cette région, 
évoluent dans un sens qui perm ettrait l’application totale dudit docu
ment.»

Cxcerji! (rom Ihe s a icu e n t made by Mr. ih s ra  Scibri ÇAâLJLYANGlL.
M'.r.-.ster ci Foioüga Aîferîts. Heed of Delejirlion, a! Flenary Meeting,
ci ihe XîiXI Session oi Ihe General Assembly, en  29 September 197S
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CHAPTER IX

A P R O P O S A L  ON 

A D E C A D E  OF 

P O L I T I C A L  C O N C I L I A T I O N





A PROPOSAL ON 
A DECADE OF POLITICAL CONCILIATION

«... Fort de notre expérience, je m'efforcerai maintenant de dire 
notre pensée sur ce qui peut être fait eu égard aux éléments positifs qui 
constituent le tissu politique international actuel, ayant à l’esprit de 
préserver les premiers et de déraciner les autres. De quoi disposons- 
nous pour nous guider?

En premier lieu, nous avons les buts et les principes fondamentaux 
de notre Charte, la Déclaration universelle des droits de l’homme de 
même que la Déclaration relative aux principes du droit international 
touchant les relations amicales et la coopération entre les E tats  confor
mément à la Charts des Nations Unies. Ensuite, il y a les accords 
internationaux qui sont toujours valables selon les principes générale
ment reconnus et les règles de droit international, lesquels stipulent les 
obligations auxquelles doivent souscrire tous les pays, en toute bonne foi.

Tous ces documents sont inspirés par le fait que la paix et la 
sécurité représentent les aspirations fondamentales de l’humanité; et, 
en tant que tels, leur maintien et leur renforcement acquièrent une 
importance essentielle. Egalement, les déclarations solennelles d’intention 
faites au cours de la session de la Conférence sur la sécurité et la coopé
ration en Europe qui s’est tenue à Helsinki en juillet 1973 doivent nous 
r.crvir de guide pour rechercher activement la création de conditions 
favorables à la détente et à la coopération dans cette région du monde.

Nous ne devons pas oublier qu’une défense réelle ne peut être 
obtenue que par l’élimination des causes pouvant entraîner des conflits 
internationaux, des affrontements armés et une hostilité ouverte. En 
outre, nous ne devons pas oublier les réalisations impressionnantes de 
l'humanité dans le domaine de la science et de la technique, d’une part, 
et les problèmes qui en découlent et offrent un caractère politique, éco
nomique, touchant l’environnement et le plan social, d’autre part.

Hxevpi Irom ihe statement raede by Mr. ümil Hcluk BAYÜLKEN.
M 'nV .ei o5 Foreign Affairs, Heed oi Delegation, ai the Plenary Meeting,
oî fhe XXVIII Session of the G eneral Assem?>Iy, on 28 September 1973 A/PV. 2132.
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Enfin, et ce 11’est pas la moindre chose, nous devons nous souvenir 
des efforts louables faits par les Nations Unies, grâce à l'institution de 
Décennies dans les domaines du désarmement et du développement, de 
même que de celle qui, dans l'avenir, sera consacrée à une action visant 
à combattre le racisme et la discrimination raciale.

J ’ai suggéré l’année dernière qu’on pourrait déclarer une «décennie 
de conciliation politique». La base d’une telle déclaration, que je consi
dère toujours comme utile, pourrait être, cette année, un texte mettant 
en relief les principes pertinents de la Charte, prenant dûment en con
sidération le droit inaliénable des peuples coloniaux à (’autodétermination 
et à l’indépendance, et condamnant fermement le colonialisme, l’apartheid 
et la discrimination raciale. Dans ce texte, après avoir souligné sans 
équivoque l’inadmissibilité de l’acquisition de territoires ou d’avantages 
politiques par l’emploi de la force dans les relations internationales, nous 
pourrions, pour faire avancer les buts de la décennie de conciliation 
politique, demander au Secrétaire général de coopérer avec les organis
mes spécialisés intéressés, les organisations intergouvemementales et les 
institutions connues pour leur impartialité et leur compétence en la ma
tière afin, après avoir mesuré le chemin déjà parcouru, de réaliser une 
étude sur les implications d’une telle décade et de proposer les mécanis
mes appropriés dans le cadre du système des Nations Unies.

Je pense, que si ces idées étaient appuyées par mes collègues, notre 
Secrétaire gén ral et son personnel pourraient être chargés de produire 
un tel document qui serait présenté à l’examen de l’Assemblée générale 
lors de la prochaine session.»



CHAPTER X





THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«... II is precisely with this observation in mind that we do not fall 
into undue pessimism as regards to the Cyprus question, a question 
which is of paramount importance for both the Turkish nation as a 
whole, and the Turkish Community on the Island. Although we view 
with deep concern some developments that are taking place on the Greek 
Cypriot side, we still hope tha t the enlarged intercommunal talks which 
are held between the representatives of the two communities with the 
participation of experts on constitutional law from Greece and Turkey 
and the Special Representative of the U.N. Secretary General will soon 
yield results acceptable to all interested parties, and defuse once and 
for all a potentially explosive situation.

We have always favoured a peaceful and lasting solution for the 
Cyprus question, safeguarding the partnership status of the two com
munities, in the independence, sovereignty, territorial integrity and 
security of this bi-communal state and based on local autonomy, in 
accordance with the justified aspiration of the Turkish population of 
the Island.

Here I would like to repeat our appreciation to all those govern
ments which contribute to the peacekeeping activities in Cyprus, the 
Special Representative of the Secretary General and the members of 
UNFCYP.»

Exempt froin the statement m ade by Mr. Ümi! Hex lüh BAYÜLKEN.
M inister of Foreign Affairs, Head of Delegation, at the Plenary Meeting,
of the XXVIII Session of the G eneral Assembly, on 28 September 1973 Ä/PV. 2132.
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«A coup d’etat has been carried out in Cyprus by both the Greek 
contingent stationed in the Island and the unconstitutional Greek Na
tional Guard which is under the complete command and control of offi
cers from the mainland Greece. Since the forces involved in the coup are 
the military units under the direct command of a foreign state, the 
independence and the territorial integrity of Cyprus have been seriously 
impaired as a result of this action. The present situation in the Island, 
as has emerged from the coup, has completely darkened the future of 
the independent State of Cyprus. In these circumstances it is hoped tha t 
all States which are favouring the independence and the territorial in
tegrity of Cyprus will support Turkey in her action aimed at restoring 
the legitimate order in the Island, undertaken in her capacity as a state 
which guaranteed the independence of Cyprus under international trea
ties.

After having fully evaluated the recent events which took place 
in the Island and in view of the failure of the consultations and efforts 
it undertook in accordance with the Treaty of Guarantee of 1960 as 
one of the guarantor powers, the Government of the Republic of Turkey 
has decided to carry out its obligations under Article 4/2 of the said 
Treaty, with a view to enable Cyprus to survive as an independent State 
and to safeguard its territorial integrity and the security of life and 
property of the Turkish community and even that of many Greek Cyp
riots who are faced with all sorts of dangers and pressures under the 
new Administration.

The purpose of our peaceful action is to eliminate the danger di
rected against the very existence of the Republic of Cyprus and the 
rights of all Cypriots as a whole and to restore the independence, terri
torial integrity and security and the order established by the basic Ar
ticles of the Constitution. Turkey, in the action she undertook as the 
guarantor power shall act with the sincere desire of cooperation with 
the United Nations Peace-keeping Force in the Island in the restoration 
of conditions of security. On the other hand, because of the above-men-

Tcxt of Ihe Government Communique. Issued in Anfccire. on 20 July 1974.
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tioned aim of the action, those Greek Cypriots who are wholeheartedly 
attached to the independence of Cyprus and to the rule of democracy 
in the Island, need not be concerned. Turkey’s aim is to restore security 
and human rights without any discrimination whatsoever among the 
Communities.

Our purpose in Cyprus, a  bicommunal State, is to get the intercom
munal talks to s ta rt as rapidly as possible in order to restore the situati
on prior to the coup and the legitimate order. But it is natural tha t we 
cannot consider as interlocutor the present de facto Administration 
which seized power by the use of brutal force and which is not repre
sentative of the Greek Cypriot Community.

Following the restoration of constitutional order, Turkey will 
strictly abide by what is required from a guarantor power which fulfil
led its treaty obligations.»
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«The Turkish Armed Forces have started a peace operation in 
Cyprus this m orning-to end decades of strife provoked by extremist 
and irredentist elements. At the last stage of the Cyprus tragedy, these
extremist elements has started massacring even their own people - the
Greeks.

It is acknowledged all the world that the coup which recently 
took place was manufactured by the dictatorial regime of Athens. In 
fact it was much than a coup. It was the forceful and flagrant violation 
of the independence of the Cyprus Republic and of the international 
agreements on which this Republic was based.

Turkey is a co-guarantor of the independence and constitutional 
order of Cyprus. Turkey is fulfilling her legal responsability by taking 
this action. The Turkish Government did not resort to armed action 
before all the other means were tried, but to no avail.

This is not an invasion, but an act against invasion.

This is not an agression but an act to end agression.

The Turkish Armed Forces are not going to open fire unless they 
are fired at. The Turkish planes are throwing not bombs but messages 
of goodwill to all the people of Cyprus.

The operations of peace that started with the breaking of the day, 
ihis morning, will bring an end to the darkest period in the history of 
Cyprus.

The victory of the Turkish Armed Forces will be a victory for jus
tice, for peace, for freedom.

I appeal to all Greeks in Cyprus who have suffered the atrocities 
of terrorism and dictatorship. Bury with the past dark days the inter- 
communal enmities and strifes that were the making of those same 
terrorists. Join hand - in - hand with your Turkish brothers to speed 
up this victory and together build a new, free and happy Cyprus.

We are here to help you, not to hurt.

We are there with love, not with hate.

We are there not to fight you but to end your plight.»

THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

Text o! the Message by Biilent ECEVtT. 
Prime Miiusier oi Turkey, on 20 July 1374.
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«The Turkish Armed Forces have started landings in Cyprus. May 
God help it be for the good of our Nation, all of the Cypriots and 
: (umnnlty. We believe tha t in this way we are rendering a great service 
to Humanity and to peace. I trust that our Forces will not be met with 
fire and tha t this will not lead to a bloody struggle. In fact, we are 
going to the Island not for war but for peace; and peace not only for 
the Turks but also for the Greeks. We were forced to make this decision 
after experimenting with all the political and diplomatic channels. 
Meanwhile, 1 would like to express my gratitude to our friends and 
allies, the United States of America and the United Kingdom, with 
them we have been in close consultations recently, for their well - inten- 
tioned aims to solve this problem through diplomatic channels and 
without the need for intervention. Tf these aims have failed, the res- 
ponsability, of course, does not lie with these States who have shown 
their well-intentioned aims. Again, I hope that this action will be for 
the good of all Humanity, our Nation and all the Cypriots. 1 wish to 
God to protect our Nation and all of Humanity from disasters.»

THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

Text o! the Statement by Prime Minister Mr. Biilent ECEViT.
on 20 July 1974.
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«It was a historical meeting with all the Parties, with all Group 
Leaders and with all Members uniting in front of national issues leaving 
aside the differences.»

«Some people think or believe that only under dictatorships people 
can unite around certain issues and certain aims. We have witnessed 
to-day that this is a false belief. Here on one side Greece, under dicta
torship, falling apart on every issue, and on our side parties and groups, 
which differ on social and economic policies, but can unite firmly when 
national interests are at stake. This is a victory of our nation and the 
victory of democratic society.»

«Victory to be won in Cyprus will not be the victory of Turkey 
alone, but the victory of democratic principles,»

You have approved unanimously the action of the Armed Forces 
whose success is already assiu-ed. And have also displayed the unity 
of Turkish people with its Government, its Armed Forces, and, its 
people can act as one united body against some adventurers abroad.»

«Our action in Cyprus is not a war, but an action of peace. This is 
a peace operation in Cyprus to end decades of strife provoked by extremist 
elements.»

«Nobody, not even our friends paid much attention to Turkey’s 
interests in Cyprus. But, to-day all our friends and Cyprus people 
mostly, suffer the result of this inattention. I hope and wish tha t from 
now on they will accept and agree with rightful cause of Turkey. When 
we attain our will of bringing peace, not only the Cypriots - Turks and 
Creeks alike - but the whole will take a deep breath and live in peace.»

Excerpls from the Speech of Mr. Biilent ECEVlT, 
Prime Minister in the Parliament, 20 July 1974.
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«Turkey, a peace-loving country respectful of the decisions of the 
United Nations, has agreed to the cease-fire decision of the Security 
Council about Cyprus. The cease-fire will be in force today a t 17.00 
hours Turkish time.

The courageous Turkish Armed Forces, hand in hand with the 
Turkish Fighters in Cyprus, have won great victories in the last two 
days. These victories will be strengthened until the cease fire will be 
in force today, and Turkish Rights in Cyprus will grow roots which 
will not be shaken again.

The peace operations of Turkey in Cyprus has reached its military 
aims in a very short time.

From now on there will be peace, liberty and equality in Cyprus.

From now, on, no one will be able to touch Turkish Rights on the 
Island.

Especially through advantages secured around the coastline the 
Turkish Cypriots have gained also economic independence.

Now there is a new Cyprus. Now Turkey, compared to two days 
ago, has another place in the world.

Let this great victory be celebrated by the Turkish Cypriots, by 
all of the Cypriots, by the Turkish nation and by Humanity.

Until the cease fire will be in force today, 1 pray to God to grant 
new successes to the Turkish Armed Forces and the Turkish Cypriot 
Fighters.»

T:-xl of Ihe StGÎeneni by Bülent ECEVlT. 
Prime Minister on 22 luly 1074.
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TEE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«We have considered it our duty to respond to the UN call for 
cease-fire in Cyprus. Cease-fire in Cyprus will be effective as from 
now. The Turkish military operation there have reached its objectives 
of three days. Effective Turkish presence on the Island is now 
irrevocably established. This will create new possibilities for finding 
viable and fair solutions for the Cyprus problem. Turkey will be in 
a position to contribute much more than before to such a solution. 
The task before us now is peace. But, sometimes making peace is 
more difficult than making war, I’m afraid this may be the case as 
far as peace in Cyprus is concerned. I’m not saying this because of 
the hard feelings that may exist between the twro communities on 
the Island. We shall do our utmost to have such feelings buried in 
the past. I am referring to certain practical difficulties. There is at 
the moment a void of authority, political authority in Cyprus. We do 
not know whether those who hold office there will be in a position to 
respond to calls for peace and to cease fire. If the reports we’ve just 
been receiving are true, there may be a void of political authority in 
Greece as well. We shall, of course, try  to overcome such difficulties 
as best as we can. I hope that the collective conscience and common 
sense of the people will fill such voids to a great extent. We also rely 
on the UN for stabilizing the UN Peace Force in Cyprus to-day. Right 
at this moment what may be called <genocide» is taking place in many 
places in Cyprus. In certain quarters, where the Turks are in a minority 
and have no protection, in places like Famagusta. Chattos, Mokkina, 
Pophos. This is going 011 and that far the United Nations Peace Force 
has not intervened. A few minutes ago, my friend, the Foreign Minister 
Professor Güneş has telephoned to Mi-. Kurt Waldheim, the Secretary 
General of the United Nations, and asked for his personel intervention, 
and 1 am grateful to say that Mr. W aldheim promised he was going 
to intervene.

Tho Tcxl of ths Slsiemon! by Mr. Biiler.'. EC2VİT. 
Pri.nc Minister on 22 July 1974.
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These are the main difficulties th a t we are up against, tha t we 
will be up against while trying to make the cease-fire effective and to 
establish peace in Cyprus.

During our efforts to reach, to find a solution to the immediate 
crisis in Cyprus, we have received friendly co-operation from many 
countries. We have been in close and almost constant contact with 
our friends, the United States and the United Kongdom, 011 this issue, 
and they certainly have contributed a lot to the establishment of condi
tions for a ceasefire. 1 am also, of course, grateful, in the name of the 
Turkish people, for the prompt interest tha t the United Nations and the 
Security Council have taken in this matter. 1 would like to add the 
gratitude of the Turkish people to all the members of her Army for 
the great success they have shown in the Cyprus operation.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

Question : There have been reports of mass murders of Turkish 
Cypriots in Paphos, Larnaca and Limassol. If these murders continue 
in spite of the cease-fire, how Turkey will react?

Answer : These reports are unfortunately true, in places where 
the Turkish air force has not made raids, Cypriot Turks have been 
slaughtered. Not only Turks but Greeks have kiled Greeks. We will 
never let down our kins on the island. Any time they are subjected to 
inhuman treatment we will be there to punish the guilty.

Question : There is a military junta in Athens which does not 
represent the will of the people. How can you negotiate with such 
a goverment?

Answer : We have faced certain difficulties in this respect. Espe
cially the illegal regime in Cyprus is not a part to U.N. call for cease 
fire and the situation in Athens is now fluid according to initial reports 
there may be a void of political authority there. Nothing is definite 
yet. If the reports prove to be true, then to continue efforts to achieve 
a permenant solution will be extremely difficult.

Question : Have you made an offer to strengthen the U.N. peace 
force in Cyprus?

Answer : Yes we did. We asked for more authority for the U.N. 
force also.

Question : Since the Greek army contingent on the island has 
attacked the Turkish positions, can we assume that a state of war 
exists between the two countries?

Answer : This is really a serious matter.

Question - How is the situation in Kyrenia and Nicosia?

Excerp s from Prime Minister Mr. Biilent ECSVlT's, 
Statement at a  Press Conference on 22 luly 1974.
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Answer : We have the control in Kyrenia. Military material landed 
on the island have been transported to Nicosia through a wide corridor. 
We aim a t creating a military balance on the island. We have enlarged 
the area controlled by the Turks.

Question : There have been reports of genocide againts the Turkish 
Cypriots. What is Turkey’s reaction?

Answer : Unfortunate incidents have taken place especially in 
Paphos, where a large Turkish community live. The Turkish air force 
was compelled to take action to stop this.

Question : Has a naval battle taken place off Baphos?

Answer : Yes, a naval battle took place there.

Question : Has there been any pressure on Turkey to accept a 
cease fire?

Answer : We have recieved many calls from friendly countries, 
including the U.S.A.

Question : According to BBC, Kyrenia is still in Greek hands. Can 
you confirm tha t Kyremiia is controlled by the Turks?

Answer : Yes, I can.

Question : How the peace talks will start?

Answer : The road to peace will be difficult. But the Turkish

position on the island is strong and it will influence the outcome.

Question : The United States and the United Kingdom have 
reportedly delivered a note to Ankara and Athens, urging a cease fire 
in the possible strongest terms. Have they put pressure on you?

Answer : There is no outside pressure. There can not be pressure 
there should not be pressure between friendly countries. We had friendly 
talks with Mr. Kissinger, whom I knew long time ago, and we exerted
a joint effort to find a solution. We have common interests in the
area.

Question : What kind of a policy will Turkey pursue in Geneva
talks ?

Answer : We will insist on an effective cease fire. This is the 
main problem. In my opinion, we have to stabilize the situation first 
before seeking for a permenant solution to the Cyprus issue. There 
may be certain offers for a solution. We will consider each offer, but
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no matter what kind of solution are sought for, the Turkish Cypriots 
will feel themselves more secure than ever. The Turkish influence 
on the island will enable this. Certainly, each proposed solution should 
be based on the principle of the independent state of Cyprus.

Question : What is your military aim on the island?

Answer : We can not let the Creeks to upset the military balance. 
We want to have a strong military presence in Cyprus.

Question : What are your opinions about the future of Turkish 
Cvprots ?

Answer : Before Turkey took military action the Turks on the 
island were cut off from the sea. Now they have an outlet to the sea. 
It will enable them to develop economically.

Question : Have Turkey suffered big casulties on the island?

Answer : The final announcement will be made by the army 
headquarters. Rut 1 can only say this tha t our losses were unimagin
ably small.

Question : Have you reinforced our troops on the island before 
the cease fire took effect?

Answer : This is a military matter. I presume the cease fire took 
effect. We have already stated our troops would not open fire unless 
fired at. If they are not firing against us and against the Turkish 
Cypriots and if the massacre has stopped then our forces must have 
certainly stopped firing.

Question : What kind of a solution you are after in Cyprus?

Answer : A new situation exists in Cyprus. Up to now solutions 
were being sought at the expense of Turkey and the Turkish Cypriots. 
But from now on Turkey will have a big say on all outcomes. We will 
certainly urge a solution. But will agree to consider all other solutions 
as well.

Question : What is Makarios position?

Answer : This is a matter which can not be considered now.

Question : What do you expect the United Kingdom to do now?

Answer : Britain is responsible to find a solution as much as 
we do.
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Question : Have you asked for certain things from the United 
Kingdom ?

Answer : Our operation was aimed a t restoring peace and con
stitutional order in Cyprus, which was flagrantly violated by the 
Greeks. If this operation had been carried out in cooperation with the 
United Kingdom, it could have easily gained an entirely different aspect. 
Rut the United Kingdom certainly has the right to think otherwise. In 
the next stage, we think we will be able to cooperate with Britain 
more effectively.

Question : The Turkish history is full of glorious victories. But 
there are cases where Turkey lost the victory on the negotiation table 
in spite of winning on the battle front. W hat the goverment thinks 
to do now to lose on the negotiating table?

Answer : Thank you for your timely warning. We took military 
action in Cyprus a fter all our peaceful attem pts to find a solution were 
exhausted. Now that a cease fire took effect, we will seek a solution on 
the conference table. As I said before to make peace can be much 
more difficult then to make war. We are beginning this mission in 
consideration of all likely difficulties.

Question : Turkey could have easily invaded the whole island 
and finish it off. Wouldn’t  th a t be a better solution?

Answer : WTe are not invaders. We did not land troops on the island 
to invade, to occupy or to annex the island. We undertook military 
action as guarantor power within our legitimate rights. And after 
doing so, we felt it our duty to comply with the cease fire appeal of the 
U.N. Security Council, Which decides on the name of the world com
munity.

Question : Is there a possibility to take up the issue of continental 
shelf in Geneva talks?

Answer : You umst realize tha t the subject of Geneva talks is 
an entirely different matter. I t  will be limited to the situation on the 
island. But if these talks led way to a dialogue between Turkey and 
Greece it will be most useful. We hope th a t we can create such a 
dialogue.

Question : Is there a possibility of a new war?

Answer : I prefer to speak about peace now because we are trying 
to achieve a solution.
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«First of all, T would like to welcome the members of foreign press 
who are here to-day and to thank them for the interest they have shown 
in this subject. I am sorry tha t the correspondents have not been able 
to receive enough information about the peace operations in Cyprus. 
But this is not due to us. Unfortunately, since this operation has turned 
to a battle, it can partly be seen as a kind of war. That is, since this 
peace operation has been retaliated by fire, it depicts a picture of 
war. In war it is more difficult to receive information. And we have 
preferred to give you less but accurate information instead of giving 
you more but Inaccurate information. Furthermore, possibilities of com
munications and contacts with the Island and the facilities of transport 
were not in the hands of the Turks. At this meeting to-day, the two 
Ministers who are present are not in a position to give detailed informa
tion about the military aspects of the operation. But we are in a position 
to jrivc information regarding the targets of the operation. I am expec
ting your questions now.

Question ; What do you suppose will be the final solution to the 
Cyprus problem ?

Answer : The Turkish point of view concerning Cvprns is very 
clear. Cyprus is a member state of the United Nations. And the treaties 
which have founded the Republic of Cyprus state tha t it is an indepen
dent. and sovereign country and has territorial integrity. Two different 
communities live in Cyprus a t the -same t;me. This sovereignty, inde
pendence and territorial integrity that I have ju s t mentioned should be 
thought of for these two communities. No legal order which does not 
take into account the reality of these two separate communities can 
bring peace to Cyprus. Any ordei which does not take into account the 
presence of these two communities is bound to collapse a t the end. Until 
the equal rights of these two communities are recognized, in so far as 
the constitution of the sta te  of Cyprus, no final solution can be reached. 
In other worls, no independence, sovereignty or territorial integrity

Excerpts Ircm the Press Conference oi Mr. luxou. GUN£§.
Minister el Foreing Atlairs. on 22 luly 1974.
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which does not depend on the presence of these two communities can 
very beat realistically secured. Within these principles, the final solution 
be nothing more than a technical settlement.

Question : What are the final Turkish objectives which you are 
striving to reach until five o’clock this afternoon?

Answer : Military operations continue until five o’clock this after
noon. i did not ask the General Chief of Staff what objectives the Mili- 
;<i., lias set for itself. 1 do not know whether he would have answered 
if 1 had asked. And had he answered, I do not think tha t 1 would have 
told you,

Question : You have stated this morning that the Turkish Cypriots 
have gained some economic advantages in Cyprus. Does this mean that 
Kyionia is in ihc hands of the Turks?

Answer : At present, Kvrenia is in the hands of the Turkish For
ces, The situation in Cyprus before this was such : A member, any 
member of the Turkish Community in Cyprus was continuously either 
prevented from l e av i ng  Cyprus or was forced to leave Cyprus. For 
example, let me give you a funny situation : When a Turkish Cypriot 
citizen living in the Turkish Sector took a document from the Turkish 
Census Bureau, the Greek administration did not regal’d it as valid 
because the document was fillet! in by the Turks. Thus the presence 
of those Turks born in the Turkish Sector was not recorded as indivi
duals. Only on one condition were such Census Bureau papers authori
zed : it the document showed that the purpose was to emigrate to 
Australia, the document given by the Turkish Administration was con
sidered as valid, and. furthermore, the Greek rule presented the person 
in question with a one-way air ticket. Furthermore, any member of the 
Turkish Community was subject to permission by the Greek authorities 
to leave and to re-enter the Country; to go to Turkey or to return 
from Turkey: and to sell or to buy anything from Turkey. For Turks 
l iv ing  on an island surrounded bv sea. sea was not legally present. Now 
for all the Turks have been secured all the rights, aud in these rights 
are included economic rights, that should be given to any people living 
in any country.

Question : Can you give us some information about the casualties 
on both sides?

Answer : No. I am not in possession of such military information. 
But during the landing the casualties on the Turkish side have been 
as few as can possibly be in such a lauding. And during the landing 
only one paratrooper has been shot on his foot and. therefore, he was
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not able to land and he has returned to Turkey. It is not possible to 
know to-day definite numbers about the casualties on both sides. But 
Turkey is compelled to inform its Parliament clearly and sincerely about 
its own casualties. The Government of Turkey does not hide anything’ 
from its Parliament.

Question : This morning's statem ent by the Prime Minister tells 
about some advantages. What are these?

Answer : I have touched upon these advantages when I answered 
a previous question.

Question : W hat was the effect of NATO in the diccussions that 
you had with the Americans?

Answer : The effect of NATO should be to prevent war between 
two allies. Besides, Turkey, as a state bound to the conditions of the 
United Nations, does not count war as an element of its policies. As the 
latest incidents have shown, the Turks are a nation who fight very 
well, bul who do not like war. Therefore, we are sorry th a t such a fight 
has started. As a nation which does not engage in war until forced to 
and as a state which believes in and is bound to the conditions of the 
United Nations, we have considered it our duty to agree to the cease
fire resolution of the Security Council. I am glad that there has not 
been a serious war between the two NATO states. But since the Greek 
contingent and the Greek Air Force have engaged themselves in the 
war, I cannot say th a t there has not been a war. At the same time, we 
also regret war between countries which are not members of NATO.

Question : Why did Turkey accept the cease-fire?

Answer : Turkey has accepted the cease-fire for the reasons that 
I have ju st told. We did not land in Cyprus with any intention of inva
sion or with any expansionist purposes. We landed there to guarantee 
our Cyprus policies which are in accordance with the rules of internati
onal law and to put into effect those rules of international law concer
ning Cyprus. We believe tha t the result reached to-day has been able 
to show to all concerned th a t Turkey is determined to protect the rights 
of the Turkish community living in Cyprus. Therefore, within the fra
mework of the United Nation’s decision and in view of this reality, it 
is no longer necessary to continue with the military operation.

Question : Wrill the advantages secured by Turkey enable the Tur
kish community to live peacefully in Cyprus from now on with the junta 
regime?

I ll



Answer : Are you talking about the junta in Cyprus or in Greece?

Question : The junta in Cyprus.
Answer : We do not believe that those who are jn power in Cyprus 

to-day legally represent either the state of Cyprus or the Greek Cypriot 
community. This has been clearly stated in the Fifth Article of the 
resolution of the Security Council of the United Nations. It is unders
tood tha t the Government in Cyprus is an uncontitutional one. Within 
this operation, the last operation has proven that the security of the 
Turkish Community will be secured through negotiations and tha t 
Turkey is determined to secure these rights.

Question : W hat is the attitude of the Turkish Government to 
Archbishop Makarios?

Answer : This is all we can say on the subject : Before the last 
putsch in Cyprus, Makarios represented only a portion of the legitimacy 
of Cyprus. This was so because he only represented the Greeks and the 
constitutional rights of the Turks were not exercised. To-day's admi
nistrators do not even reprosent the Greek Cypriots. We do not have 
any preferences for this person or another. We want a government 
which will legally represent also the Greek community. The two legiti
mate leaders of the two communities must, of course, exercise the 
rights these two communities possess on the Island.

Question : Do you expect that there will be any change in your 
relations with the United States after this military intervention?

Answer : I do not expect any changes. From our point of view, 
certainly nothing will change and 1 do not think that the United States 
will change its attitude towards us. This operation has been launched 
in accordance with international agreements, and Turkey does not believe 
that others can voice an opinion in the execution of Turkey’s own rights 
recognized by international law.

Question : What will the Tui*kish Government do if the present 
regime in Cyprus remains?

Answer : This question should be asked to all the members of the 
United Nations. Then we have to believe tha t there is a junta in the 
world which is more powerful than all the countries of the world. And 
in our day and age such powers appear only in myths.»
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LA DECLARATION DU PREMIER MINISTRE, 
M. BÜLENT ECEVÎT, LORS DE LA SEANCE 

PLENIERE DU PARLEMENT
23 July 1974

Eu tan t qu’un pays toujours respectueux, aux décisions de l’ONU, 
la Turquie devait naturellement se conformer à l’appel de cessez le 
fue. Nous avons fait savoir que nous l’acceuillions favorablement comme 
principe et que nous respecterions naturellement cette décision du Con
seil de Securité. Mais nous avons pensé que le cessez le feu pouvait don
ner des résultats très différents de ceux prévus tan t que certaines, me
sures et certaines conditions minimums ne seraient pas assurées du 
point de vue de la sécurité de nos unités déparquées ou parachutées sur 
l’île ce même jour et du point de vue de la sécurité des Turcs chypriotes, 
qu'il n’accélérait pas la paix dans l’île, qu’il la retarderait au contraire. 
Pour cette raison nous avons fait savoir aux pays amis concernés de près 
ou indirectement à la réunion de cessez le feu que nous devions absolu
ment nous entretenir sur les conditions préalables du cessez le feu avant 
de décider de nous y conformer. Or la Grèce voulait que le cessez le feu 
soit appliqué dès qu’il était accepté. Elle faisait savoir qu’il soit appliqué 
tout au moins dès l’instant que son acceptation puisse être communiquée 
aux unités de Chypre. Mais nous avons insisté sur notre point de vus et 
ces contacts non officiels ont traîné. Entretemps nous avons eu la 
possibilité de combler effectivement et dans une grande mesure les 
lacunes des mesures de sécurité.

Nous n’avons jamais eu et nous ne pouvions avoir l’idée d’occuper 
ou d’annexer Chypre. Nous, étions résolus dès le début de demeurer 
dans les limites des pouvoirs et des devoirs que nous accordaient les 
accord internationaux et nous sommes résolus d’y demeurer aujour’hui 
et demain. C’est parce que nous y veillons attentivement que l’opinion 
publique mondiale toute entière a approuvée la position justifiée de la 
Turquie.

L’opération militaire a atteint ses objectifs de trois jours et les 
a dépassés même et toutes les mesures nécessaires ont été prises pour 
consolider et m ettre sous garantie le résultat obtenu a l’issue de cette
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opération. Ces mesures ont été prises décisivement ces points de vue du 
personnel, des équipements et du terrain sous contrôle.

Entretemps, le résultat le plus important est l’accès à la mer 
a Kyrénia de la communauté turque. Aujourd’hui le port de Kyrénia 
qui se situe au milieu de la région contrôlée par les turcs jouit d’une 
sécurité entière.

Cela signifie pour les turcs chypriotes une plus grande sécu
rité, une liberté géographique et économique, un grand renforcement 
sur le plan politique pour les turcs chypriotes et en tan t que pays 
garant pour la Turquie. Le plus grand obstacle pour la Turquie était 
de débarquer à l’île pour remplir cette tâche. Cet obstacle est aujourd’ 
hui entièrement éliminé.

Auparavant c’était la Grèce qui détenait cette possibilité car, défi
ant les accords elle pouvait envoyer à Chypre autant de soldats et 
d’équipements qu’elle voulait par la voie des ports sériens et navals 
qu'elle tenait sous son contrôle.

Par conséquent la Grèce possédait des moyens concrets pour 
remplir ses tâches en tant que pays garant. La Grande Bretagne les 
possédait également (elle detient des bases sur l’île). Des trois pays 
garants, seule la Turquie était privée de ces moyens. Elle les a atteints 
aujourd’hui.
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PRIME MINISTER BÜLENT ECEVÎTS
STATEMENT TO THE PRESS

24 July 1974 Ankara.

Prime Minister Biilent Ecevit, while leaving his office in Ankara 
a t 11. 30 this morning, was asked to comment on the new political 
devlopments in Greece and the appointment of Mr. Karamanlis as 
Prime Minister. In answer to these questions, Mr. Ecevit made the 
following statem ent to the press :

«It will make us very happy to have an effective and democratic 
government in Greece to talk to. This may lead to a speedy improvement 
v.-f the relations between Turkey and Greece.»

«When we had started our peace operation in Cyprus I had said 
this» :

1 believe th a t this good-wil operation which we have started 
for peace, freedom and equality may open the way for a return to 
democracy in Greece and among the Greek Cypriots.»

It makes me happy to observe the indications th a t this hope of 
mine may now be realized.»

«I have strong hopes tha t developments towards establishing a 
democratic way of life in Cyprus as well as in Greece will facilitate 
closer co-operation and friendly relations between us. We shall be 
speaking the same political language.»

«Mr. Karamanlis, who is appointed as Prime Minister of Greece, 
is an experienced statesman and he had shown the value that the 
attaches to Turkish-Greek friendship during his previous terms of 
office. This is another factor tha t strengthens my hopes.»

Prime Minister Biilent Ecevit then answered the following questions 
of the press :

Prime Minîsîer Bülent ECEVÎT's Sîatemeni lo the Press.
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Question : Was there any incident in Cyprus last right?

Answer : No, everything lias been perfectly normal.

Question : There are reports that the Lefkoşe (Nicosia) Airport 
has been taken over by the Turks.

Answer : I had told you before, the Lefkoşe (Nicosia) airport is 
under Turkish control.
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PRIME MINISTER BÜLENT ECEVİTS 
STATEMENT TO THE PRESS

25 July 1974

I've visited to-day, together with our Chief of General Staff
General Sancar, Vice-Premier Mr. Erbakan and the Minister of
National Defense and Acting Foreign Minister Mr. Hasan Işık, those
members of the Turkish Armed Forces who had been saved from
the sea during the Cyprus operation and one of our pilots who was 
injured during the fight. We are very happy to see our men in good 
health and excellent spirits. They have done a great service to their 
country. I’m happy tha t now I am in a position to give a good news : 
A few days ago in the Parliament I had disclosed the figures I’d 
received from the Turkish General Staff and at that time over 230 
people, members of our Armed Forces were lost, their whereabouts 
were uot known. And, I’m glad to say tha t now this number has been 
reduced to 16, and we have hopes tha t even the remaining sixteen 
may be saved, I would first like to thank God tha t their lives have 
been saved and I would thank those countries and sailors who have 
fought to save the lives of our people. We are grateful to them and 
we are grateful to the members of our Armed Forces.

Thank you.

Question : Mr. Prime Minister, some newspapers have said, raised 
the question whether what you gained by this invasion was worth the 
cost in men and material. Would you comment on tha t?

Answer : Certainly. Turkey now is on Cyprus, much more affec
tively than before and Turkey is irrevocably in Cyprus This is quite a 
change for Cyprus and for Turkey’s position in the world. And particu
larly for the safety of the Turkish population on Cyprus. It was cer
tainly worth taking this measure. Thank you.

Question : Mr. Prime Minister, there’s been a lot of questions of 
whether after this conflict Turkey and Greece can co-operate inside 
NATO? Can you sit down with Greece in NATO?

Pr'jne Minister Bülent ECEVlT's Statement to the Press.
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Answer : If there are responsible statesmen on both sides, I think 
it's possible and. more than possible, it is necessary. After all the Turks 
and Greeks had fought a much more bitter war in the twenties, and 
right after that war a strong friendship and cooperation was establis
hed between the two countries under responsible leaders both in Turkey 
and Greece, who realized that friendship and close co-operation between 
Turkey and Greece was inevitable; it was a historical and geographical 
necessity, i t  is no less a necessity to-day than it was right after the War 
of Liberation that we had fought with the Greeks. 1 have always been 
convinced that there is a latent feeling of sympathy and proximity 
between the two peoples, and under responsible leadership these latent 
feelings can come up to the surface and make us join our hands for a 
better future in our region. Thank you.

Question : Do you feel Sir, you can trust Greece?

Answer : Well, M.\ Karamanlis is an experienced statesman. I 
expressed my sincere feelings about him when I wrote to him yesterday 
to cougratulale him and during his term of office he contributed a lot 
to the establishment of closer links, closer friendship between Turkey 
and Greece. One of his close collaborators in these efforts at th a t time 
was Mr. Averof who is an old friend of mine and I’m glad to see that 
he’s also in the new Greek Government. I’m confident tha t there are 
things we can do, and, I think, if we are willing to forget about the past 
and turn to the future, we can easily establish good relations between 
the two countries. That’s my hope and conviction.

Question : Mr. Prime Minister, in the future do you think, its pos
sible that partition might have to be the solution if 110 other solution is.

Answer : I don’t  want to talk about possible solutions now. It is 
not as vitally important. The particular solution tha t we might reach, 
or wc might search, is not as important as it used to be. Because after 
the new position that Turkey has acquired on the Island 110 m atter 
what solution is reached we shall be able to see to it thr.t it is not in 
conlict with legitimate Turkish interests. I think tha t the primary 
necessity, requirement is to establish real peace and stability on the 
Island. Without peace and stability we can have 110 effective cease
fire. So, I believe, and I’ve discussed tha t with my friend the Foreign 
Minister, Mr. Turan Güneş before he left, I believe that the conference 
in Geneva should first tackle the problem of security and order 011 
the Island. Thank you very much.
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PRESS CONFERENCE OF 
PİLİME MINISTER BÜLENT ECEVÎT

23 July 1974

I would like to comment on the Geneva talks concerning Cyprus. 
My comments will be based on the latest information that 1 have re
ceived from our Minister of Foreign Affairs Prof. Turan Güneş on telep
hone this morning.

in  the Geneva talks for ceasefire on Cyprus, the Turkish Delega
tion has shown utmost goodwill and we shall be continuing to show 
every goodwill. We have refrained from making excessive demands. 
Hut, unfortunately, we cannot see much satisfactory progress up to the 
present moment.

We have certain minimum demands on which we would insist. An 
agreement cannot be reached unless they are accepted. For intance, we 
want real security for the Turks all over the Island. Security on paper 
would not satisfy us. Every Turk in every corner of the Island must 
feel a t home. This we regard as an unalignable right. It is a human 
right. So-called security measures which would still keep the Turks in 
many parts of the Island on the alert, wondering when they may be 
attacked or massacred cannot be a tolerable way of life.

The Turkish Armed Forces are in Cyprus with the objectives of 
securing peace and security, and of facilitating the establishment of a 
legitimate order on the Island. Thay ere there with the rights and 
authority of a guarantor power.

Their right for re-inforcement and logistic support cannot be 
questioned or stopped until the final and legitimate status of Cyprus 
is decided upon in a way that would be satisfactory for Turkey and 
for the Island Turks.

P.sss Conference of Prime Minister Bülent SCZVİT.



The Greeks have been amassing troops and armaments in Cyprus 
for at least a decade. A balance could not have been achieved within 
a week.

Although Mr. Sampson’s replacement with Mr. Klerides is a 
welcome development, the Greek administration in Cyprus is still far 
from being a legitimate and constitutional administration. Even before 
the coup which brought Mr. Sampson to power, the status of Cyprus 
had deviated from constitutionality for many years.

It is even doubtful if the authority of the present Greek admi
nistration is acceptable tu all the Greeks on the Island. In any case, after 
all that has happened the Turks in Cyprus cannot be expected to live 
under a Greek administration.

Therefore, the autonomy of the Turkish and Greek administra
tions on the Island must be admitted until the final and legitimate 
status of Cyprus is ascertained.

The autonomy of the Turkish administration already exists in 
effect, in parts of the Island, as a result of the developments tha t 
have been taking place throughout the years. This must be officially 
accepted now. Everyone concerned must be realistic enough to accept 
the realities if we are to reach a viable agreement.

Mr. Klerides cannot represent Cyprus by himself. The powers of 
Mr. Denkta§ must be accepted as a co-representative of Cyprus. We 
would insist on that.

We would also insist that any cease-fire agreement to be reached 
should not disregard Turkey's rights and duties as a guarantor power. 
All these are essential for us in order to combine cease-fire with 
effective security. Unless these are accepted we will not be in a position 
to sign the cease-fire agreement.

We want to establish close friendship and cooperation with our 
neighbour Greece by reaching fair solutions to all the problems between 
the two countries. Wre have been and we shall be showing every goodwill 
to achieve this result.

But no one should think or speak as if nothing new has happened 
in Cyprus, as if nothing has changed there. A lot has changed in Cyprus 
since the morning of 20th July 1974. A lot has changed irrevocably in 
Cyprus since the morning of 20th July.

A solution foi the Cyprus isue cannot be found through negotiations 
unless everyone concerned realistically realizes the realities.
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Question : Is there a possibility of a renewed and very serious
war ?

Answer : 1 hope it doesn't come to that a t all. The discussions 
are still continuing. They are not interrupted. I have commented on 
the present position which may change and I hope will change. When 
we are still seeking for a peaceful solution, 1 wouldn't like to talk about 
the possibilities of war, but we are prepared and we are being prepared 
for all possibilities and eventualities.

Question : Have there been cease-fire violations?

Answer : There have been no cease-fire violations as far as we are 
concerned. We have explained this in Geneva and in New York as well. 
What has happened is this : There were small remaining pockets of 
resistance over the mountains surrounding the Port of Kyrenia, and 
they have been threatening the security of lives in the city and Port of 
Kyrenia. They had to be cleared. If a breaking of the cease-fire wras in 
question, it was not because the Turkish troops fired a t anybody, but 
because, in spite of the declared cease-fire these small pockets of resis
tance continued firing on our people. And regarding the Nicosia Airport, 
the measures we have had to take around the Nicosia airport was simply 
because the Greeks still ur:ed this so-called international airport for sen
ding armaments and military personnel to the Island.

Question : Is there a possibility of the Turkish and Greek Cypriot 
representation in the Geneva talks?

Answer : Thank you for your question. At least when we reach 
and if we reach the stage a t which we shall be discussing the status of 
Cyprus, certainly representatives of the Cyprus people should be pre
sent there. Otherwise it would be very undemocratic and it would be a 
violation of the independence of Cyprus. So, the Island people should be 
represented in the talks when the status of the Island is going to be 
discussed and they must be represented by two delegations, Turkish 
and Greek.

Question : Can you explain to me what does the Government 
mean by autonomy?

Answer : I have made myself clear by stating the fact tha t it is 
both a political and psyhological fact. After all tha t has happened the 
Turks in Cyprus can 110 more live under a Greek administration.

Question : According to newspaper reports, the United States have 
offered various proposals and concessions to Greece a t the very moment



that the talks are taking place between Turkey and Greece. What are 
these proposals and concessions?

Answer : Naturally, I cannot know what kind of direct of indirect 
contacts have been taking place between the United States and Greece. 
But, as far as 1 know, being an ally and friend of both countries the 
United States is trying, with utmost goodwill, to find a solution to the 
Cyprus issue and, for the relaxation of tensions between Turkey and 
Greece. The U.S. has already made and continues to make some appro
aches to Turkey too. But none of these approaches have surpassed the 
limits of respect which is to be observed between two ally and friendly 
countries. 1 would like to streess it with all my sincerity.

Question : You have spoken of autonomy. It seems th a t this is 
going to be the Turkey’s policy in the long run. Is it envisaged for 
the already existing enclaves or will this necessitate a partial population 
exchange on the Island?

Answer : It is not possible, a t the time being, to enter into details. 
But, if and when the principle is agreed upon, the form of its application 
will surely be found. After all, we are not negotiating the final solution. 
Now we are discussing the conditions for a ceasefire which will also 
ensure the security in the Island.

Question : I wonder if you could clarify something. Do you mean 
that the Government would not sign the cease-fire agreement until 
the representation of Cyprus in the Geneva Conference?

Answer : You see, Cyprus must be represented in Geneva, a t least, 
when and if we reach the stage of discussing the status of Cyprus. At 
that stage, Cyprus must be represented by two delegations, of the 
people of Cyprus, Turkish and Greek. What I am saying amounts to this. 
Apart from that, the state of Cyprus must be co-represented by Mr. 
Klerides and by Mr. Denkta§. One of our conditions for the cease-fire 
agreement is tha t the autonomy of the Turkish administration should 
be accepted.

Question : Several years ago, Turkey favoured the idea of parti
tioning the Island of Cyprus. What has changed, what are the reasons 
that produced the change in your country’s position?

Answer : We are not a t this moment negotiating or talking about 
the final status to be given to Cyprus. We haven’t reached tha t stage 
yet, so, if you allow me, 1 don't want to talk about this.

Question : Could you tell us something about the size of the 
Turkish Armed Forces in Cyprus?



Answer : No, I’m sorry. What 1 can say is this : The Greeks, as
I said in my talk, have been amassing forces there for ten years and
the balance has not yet been reached, and could not have been reached 
within a week.

Question : We have learnt that the UN peace-keeping force has
intervened a t Nicosia airport. Meanwhile, 1750 Turks are being kept as
prisoners in Limassol. Has the UN Force taken any action towards 
this, too?

Answer : I do not know the details yet. But it is different from 
the Nicosia airport matter.

Question : A five-point proposal has been forwarded for the signing 
of the cease-fire agreement. Does this mean tha t Turkey has not yet 
agreed to the cease-fire?

Answer : The cease-fire has come into force. W hat is under discus
sion are the conditions for keeping the cease-fire in force. If the negoti
ations fail to reach an agreement the situation will certainly change. We 
will then determine our position within the framework of International 
Law.

Question : When you say, the balance is not yet reached, do you 
mean that Turkey is going to continue to send troops?

Answer : Well, as 1 have said in my initial talk, we cannot accept 
the questioning of our rights to send reinforcements.

Question : Are you going to continue?
Answer : T hat’s what 1 say. Thank you.
Question : Is the Security Council resolution still the framework

for the talks in the hope of activating a cease-fire or are you setting
new ground rules?

Answer : Of course we met under the  Security Council call. Our 
approach is this : We cannot discuss only cease-fire. If the cease-fire 
is not supplemented by effeetice security, it cannot work. So we don’t 
want to distinguish between cease-fire and security. That is our 
position.

Question : Are the talks now continuing?
Answer : They are continuing. They may reach results that may 

be acceptable to us. I hope they will. I thought it would be a good thing 
for me to comment, to state the views of the Turkish Government re
garding the situation tha t exists in Geneva talks at this very moment. 
Thank you very much.
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DECLARATION BY THE FOREIGN MINISTERS OF 
GREECE, TURKEY AND THE UNITED KINGDOM

30 July 1974

1. The foreign Ministers of Greece, Turkey and the United King
dom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland held negotiations in Geneva 
from 25-30 July 1974. They recognized the importance of setting i.i 
train, as a matter of urgency, measures to adjust and to regularise wit
hin a reasonable period of time the situation in the Republic of Cyprus 
on a lasting basis, having regard to the international agreements signed 
at Nicosia on 16 August 1960 and to Resolution 353 of the Security 
Council of the United Nations. They were, however, agreed on the need 
to decide first on certain immediate measures.

2. The three Foreign Ministers declared that in order to stabilise 
the situation, the Republic of Cyprus controlled by opposing armed for
ces on 30 July 1974 at 22.00 hours Geneva time should not be extended. 
They called on all forces, including irregular forces, to desist from all 
offensive or hostile activities.

3. The three Foreign Ministers also concluded tha t the following 
measures should be put into immediate effect :

a) A security zone of sizes to be determined by Representatives 
of Greece, Turkey and the United Kingdom in consultation with the 
United Nations Peace-Keeping Force in Cyprus (UNFICYP) should be 
established a t the limit of the areas occupied by the Turkish Armed 
Forces a t the time specified in paragraph 2 above. This zone should be 
entered by no forces other than those of UNFICYP, which should su
pervise the prohibition of entry.

Bending the determination of the size and character of the security 
zone, the existing area between the two forces should be entered by no 
forces.

Derleialion by the Foreing Ministers of Greece.
Turkey and the U.ii'ed Eingd-m el Great Britain an! Northern Ire!cn i.
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b) All the Turkish enclaves occupied by Greek or Greek Cypriot 
Forces should be immediately evacuated. These enclaves will continue 
to be protected by UNFICYP and to have their previous security arran
gements.

Other Turkish enclaves outside the area controlled by the Turkish 
Armed Forces shall continue to be protected by an UNFICYP security 
zone and may, as before, maintain their own police and security forces.

c) In mixed villages the functions of security and police will be 
carried out by UNFICYP.

d) Military personnel and civilians detained as a result of the 
recent hostilities shall be either exchanged or released under the super
vision of the International Committee of the Red Cross within the 
shortest time possible.

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

5. Deeply conscious of their responsibilities as regards the mainte
nance of the independence, territorial integrity and security of the 
Republic of Cyprus, the three Foreign Ministers agreed tha t negotiations, 
as provided for in Resolution 353 of the Security Council, should be 
carried on with the least possible delay to secure (a) the restoration 
of peace in the area and (b) the re-establishment of constitutional go
vernment in Cyprus. To this end they agreed that further talks should 
begin on 8 August 1974 at Geneva. They also agreed tha t representati
ves of the Greek Cypriot and Turkish Cypriot Communities should at 
an early stage, participate in the talks relating to the constitution. 
Among the constitutional questions to be discussed should be that of an 
immediate return to constitutional legitimacy, the Vice-President as
suming the functions provided for under the 1960 Constitution. The 
Ministers noted the existence in pratice in the Republic of Cyprus of 
two autonomous administrations that of the Greek Cypriot Community 
and tha t of the Turkish Cypriot Community. Without any prejudice to 
the conclusions to be drawn from this situation the Ministers agreed to 
consider a t their next meeting the problems raised by their existence.
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6. The three Foreign Ministers agreed to convey the contents of 
this declaration to the Secretary General of the United Nations and to 
invite him to take appropriate action in the light of it. They also 
expressed their conviction of the necessity th a t the fullest cooperation 
should be extended by all concerned in the Republic of Cyprus in carrying 
out its terms.

3TAÏEÏÆENT BY THE FOREIGN MINISTERS OF 
GREECE, TURKEY AND THE UNITED KINGDOM OF 

GREAT BRITAIN AND NORTHERN IRELAND

The Foreign Ministers of Greece, Turkey and the United Kingdom 
of Great Britain and Northern Ireland made it clear tha t the adherence 
of their Goverments to the declaration of today’s date in no way preju
diced their respective views on the interpretation of application of the 
1960 Treaty of Guarantee or their rights and obligations under that 
Treaty.

S .3.e3ionIs hy the ; creign Ministers of Gieece, Turkey and the 
Un’led Kingdom of Greal Britain and N oiihen  Ireland.



STATEMENT BY PRIME MINISTER BÜLENT EOEVÎT 
ON THE AGREEMENT REACHED IN GENEVA

31 July, 1974

The first of the efforts aiming a t the establishment of peace, se
curity and mutual confidence in Cyprus and a t defining the status of 
Cyprus has reached a successful conclusion with the negotiations th a t 
took place in Geneva between 25-30 July.

The Turkish Delegation headed by Minister of Foreign Affairs 
Prof. Turan Güneş, had gone to the Geneva Conference with the strength 
obtained through the great victory of the Turkish Armed Forces in their 
Peace Operation.

Within the brief period between the beginning of the Operation 
and the cease-fire decision, the Turkish Armed Forces had successfully 
reached their military objectives; and now the Turkish Delegation has 
obtained through the great victory of the Turkish Armed Forces in their 
Peace Operation.

I would like to congratulate, once again, the brave Turkish Armed 
Forces for their victory which will have an important place in the mili
tary  history of the world; and I would like to congratulate the Turkish 
Delegation in Geneva for the successful result they obtained in the dip
lomatic field through strenous efforts.

I attach particular value to the following results obtained a t  the 
initial stage of the negotiations :

Turkey's rights and justified action as a guarantor power have 
been re-affirmed.

Turkey’s right to continue to re-inforce and supply the military 
forces th a t she has sent there in order to fulfill her rights and duties 
as a  guarantor power has been confirmed.

According to the agreement reached in Geneva, it is only stipulated 
tha t measures should be elaboreted which will lead to the timely and 
phased reduction of the number of armed forces, munition and war
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material, within the framework of a just and lasting solution acceptable 
to all the parties concerned and as peace, securrity and mutual confi
dence are established in Cyprus.

This would, in any case, be one of the natural and happy consequ
ences of the attainment of the final objectives of our peaceful initiative 
in Cyprus.

— Another important result obtained at the initial stage of the 
talks which started in Geneva, is that the autonomy of the Turkish 
Administration in Cyprus has been recorded. This implies that the 
Turks in any part of the Island are to live under their own administ
ration and will undertake their own security arrangements. The Greek 
forces will evacuate the Turkish sectors all over the Island.

It can be concluded that in this initial stage of the talks which 
started in Geneva, it has been possible to go beyond the mere formu
lation of conditions for cease-fire and peace in Cyprus; the foundation 
stones of the new status to be given to Cyprus have also been laid down 
during this meeting.

The results achieved in Geneva are in the interest not only of the 
Turkish Cypriots and of Turkey, but also of Greece and of all the 
peoples of Cyprus ; because, the way has now been opened that may lead 
to the establishment of an order in Cyprus in which the Turks and the 
Greeks may live in peace and security, and to the attainment of an 
atmosphere which may enable Turkey and Greece to start a sound 
friendship and close co-operation.

It has been our sincere desire from the beginning, that our Peace 
Operation in Cyprus should lead the way for the restoration of a sound 
friendship between the Turks and the Greeks. We have, therefore, taken 
great care to refrain in words and in deeds from hurting the feelings of 
the Greeks, and even while the military action was continuing we ende- 
voured to lay the foundations of lasting friendship between our peoples.

I am grateful to the Turkish people and to the Turkish press, 
radio and television for the support they have given to this peaceful 
policy of our Government.

I would like to congratulate the British and Greek Delegations, 
as well as the Turkish Delegation, for the results obtained in Geneva 
after days and nights of toilsome work.

I hope that the final solution for Cyprus, which can only be 
reached with the co-operation and the willing acceptance of the peoples 
of Cyprus, will be beneficial for all the Cypriots, Turk and Greek alike, 
for the Turkish and Greek nations and for all mankind.
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Question : Mr. Prime Minister, your said Greeks will withdraw 
from Turkish sectors. Will the Turkish Forces enter those areas?

Answer : In the Turkish areas outside Kyrenia and Nicosia regions, 
those Turkish sectors scattered all around the Island, the Turkish 
communities themselves will undertake the arrangements for their own 
security.

Question : Will they be assisted with supplies?

Answer : I am sure arrangements will be made for that. This is 
inevitable.

Question : Greek Cypriot Community and people in Greece had 
a negative reaction to the Geneva Agreement. What do you think will 
be the attitude of military leaders in Greece in this respect?

Answer : You may have noticed from my talks th a t we are 
striving for a sound and lasting peace between the nations and know 
from past observations th a t Mr. Caramanlis is a man who knows the 
value of Turkish - Greek frieendship. In my government’s view, a 
sound and lasting Turkish - Greek frieendship should be one of the 
essential features of our foreign policy and I am sure th a t the present 
Greek leaders will be thinking the same way.

Question : Have you confidence in the Commanding Officer of 
the United Nations Peace Force and the U.N. Peace Force?

Answer : I would not like to think about personalities - but in 
general, although 1 believe in good intentions of the United Nations 
Peace Force I think they have fallen rather short of what was expected 
of them during the Cyprus Crisis. They have not been able to help 
Turkish Communities in their days of distress.

Question : During conversation with the U.S. Secretary of State 
Henry Kissinger, did you work out together a formula acceptable to 
Greeks ?

Answer : If you allow me I shouldn’t  go to the details. But during 
the last stages of the Geneva Meetings Mr. Kissinger has played a 
very constructive and helpful role. I think he has evaluated the situation 
very objectively and intellegently.

Question : Will Greek Cypriots be allowed to return to their 
settlements in Kyrenia region and what are Turkey’s plans to develop 
the area?
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Answer : I am not in a position yet to speak about settlement or 
ressettlement problems. We have already started building a port in 
Kyrenia and started improving an airfield which has been existing 
somewhere between Kyrenia and Nicosia. We also established an inter
ministerial committee which are dealing with the day to day require
ments of our troops there as well as of the Turkish Community.

Question : Do you intend to ask Greek military build up on the 
island of Rhados to be removed?

Answer : This is one of the problems that should in due time be 
taken up between Greece and Turkey. If we are to remain allies within 
the framework in Nato, which I think we should. We have to face the 
1‘act tha t we had to abide by international agreements that are binding 
for us all and we should be able to collaborate in every way. The estab
lishments of armaments and armed forces on the Dodecanesse Islands 
are limited by international agreements and of course we cannot accept 
the violation of such agreements in islands which are so close to Tur
key. If the militarization of these islands are essential for the collective 
security of Turkey and Greece, within the framework of Nato, then we 
should cooperate in this field as well. I think that, eventually with the 
good intentions of both governments we shall be able to take up all these 
matters.

Question : «.If we are to remain in Nato». This is the first time I 
hear this. Is there such a question?

Answer : 1 am referring to a fact. Turkey is surrounded with 
many countries in such a part of the world which is always full of 
trouble.

We have good relations, very good and friendly relations v /th  all 
our neighbours, with one exception, our Nato ally Greece. This is a 
paradox. That must be settled. We can’t be allies and yet arm against 
each other. Itis illogical. Paradoxical. We either should cease our 
cooperation within the framework of tha t alliance or we should fully 
cooperate. We certainly prefer the second alternatives.

Question : Which kind of Cyprus foreign policy would be suitable 
for Turkey, aligned or non-aligned?

Answer : We are not yet in a position to state the final solution, 
we will suggest for Cyprus. The important thing for us is this. The 
position we have reached, such a position with regard to Cyprus that 
no matter what final solution will be accepted it will help to keep 
in view the legitimate interests of Turkey and of the Turkish Commu
nity in Cyprus.
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Question : Dou you plan any meeting with Denktaş before the 
next session of the Geneva Talks?

Answer : We should try  to find means of obtaining the views of 
the Turkish leaders in Cyprus in details before finally formulating our 
proposals for a solution to the status of Cyprus.

Question : How much has cost Turkey the Cyprus operation and 
how much is costing every day to maintain her forces there?

Answer : Well 1 haven't discussed the details. I will discuss it with 
my friend Güneş when he comes back tomorrow.

Question : What about the security zone?

Answer : As you know the decision on this point has been postponed 
to the next session. Our position is this. We have suggested in very 
goodwill tha t a large security zone evacuated from all military forces 
should be established which could be patrolled by the United Nations 
Forces. Unfortunately it seems th a t our Greek friends cannot realise 
our good intentions behind this proposal. We would be ready to have 
no security zone a t all and no United Nations Forces between the 
Turkish And Greek troops. We can accept that. But we must admit 
tha t it is very risky because the smallest s ta r t may suddenly grow 
up into a  fight. This is because we wish to avoid this risk in goodwill 
th a t we have made this proposal and 1 hope th a t the Greek side will 
understand our reasoning and we shall be able to reach a reasonable 
settlement.
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«First of all, 1 should like to voice ray delegation’s satisfaction 
at seeing you presiding over the Council’s debates. We have every 
confidence in your qualities as statesman and diplomat of a 
country with which Turkey has the very best of relations. This is a 
good omen for the success of our Council’s proceedings in the month of 
August. May I nevertheless be permitted to express the hope th a t my 
delegation will be called upon to follow only from afar, from the very 
back of this chamber, the proceedings of this Council and to applaud 
its success on questions other than tha t of Cyprus.

I should also like to underscore the great admiration my delegation 
feels tor the truly magisterial performance of your predecessor, the rep
resentative of Peru, in his conduct of the Council’s proceedings during 
a month that was particularly difficult, above all for my own country. 
I hope I never again have to be present at meetings such as those that 
took place this past month. But if we had to go through these difficult 
days, my delegation could not have wished to do so under a more 
enlightened, patient and dedicated presidency than that of Ambassador 
Perez de Cuellar.

As for the resolution that the Council has just adopted, I can only 
express the hope that it will bring closer peace and a just solution to 
the problem and that - to take up a mythological reference that was 
made earlier today - it will help us to find Ariadne’s thread and get us 
cut of the labyrinth.

I would not wish to conclude without expressing to the Secretary- 
General the gratitude of my delegation for his tireless efforts in behalf 
of peace and assuring him that he has all our confidence.

1 had no intention of exercising my right of reply today and, in 
spite of everything, 1 shall abstain from doing so.»

Tex! of the right of reply msde by Mr. Osman OLCAY, 
Ambassador, permanent Representative at the Security Council on 
1 August 1974 A/PV. 1789.
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«The Turkish Armed Forces have started fulfilling their duty in 
Cyprus this morning, when it became obvious tha t the Geneva Confe
rence could not yield any positive results and tha t the Conference would 
be obstructed by the Greek Government and the Greek Cypriot adm i
nistration from attaining the objectives set forth by the Security 
Council.

The delegations of Greece and of the Greek Cypriot adminis
tration have tried to prevent a serious discussion on the constitutional 
status of Cyprus and have delayed the working of the Conference 
by claiming that, in spite of the clear mandate of the Security Council 
Resolution, the Conference was not authorized to take up such matters.

They have refrained from fulfilling any of their obligations under 
the Geneva Declaration of July 30, 1974.

They continued treating many unarmed and defenseless members 
of the Turkish community as prisoners and hostages, whenever and 
wherever they had the power to do so, in open violation of the provi
sions of the Geneva Declaration, of international law and of human 
rights. Days after the Geneva Declaration was signed and after the 
second round of Geneva talks had started, they promised to let the  
Turks return to render the Turkish presence on the Island as guarantor 
power ineffective.

The Geneva Agreement should be implemented as a  whole. The 
cease-fire provision which is only a part of this entity, has been put 
into effect in spite of the difficulties arising from the fact th a t the 
security zones requested by Turkey were not established. Yet the 
Government of Greece and the Greek Cypriot Administration have 
been adamant in disregarding certain provisions of the Agreement that 
are the essential conditions of establishing security on the Island.

Under the circumstances, the cease-fire provision can no more be 
considered as binding for Turkey as guarantor power.

Tox! o ' the Statement by P.-ime Minister Mr. B31ent HCEViT, 
dated August 14. 1974.



Having reached the conclusion that there is no use but only 
harm in maintaining the appearance of continuing a conference that is 
intentionally obstructed and whose deliberations are unilaterally violated, 
Turkey has considered it her duty to fulfill by herself her prerogatives 
and duties as a guarantor power and her responsibilities concerning the 
independence of Cyprus as well as the rights and security of the Tur
kish Cypriot people.

The action now undertaken by Turkey is at least as rightful and 
legal as the action that she had started on july 20, as a guarantor power 
and strictly within the bounds of her authority as such a power, for the 
state conditions still exist today as on july 20; conditions that formed 
the basis of her action’s rightfullness and legality.

This new Turkish action is as legitimate as Turkey's initial move 
and is its inevitable continuation.

The Turkish Armed Forces had stopped their operation in order 
that a solution to the problems of Cyprus could be explored through 
discussions; and when it became obvious that these explorations were 
not going to yield any results, the Turkish Armed Forces resumed 
their function.

The objective of this operation is not to destroy the state of 
Cyprus but to contribute to the re-building on sounder bases of that 
state which was destroyed and to ensure its territorial integrity.

Tilt objective of this operation is to bring peace, freedom and 
security to Cyprus.

The objective of this operation is to end the longlasting sufferings 
of the Turkish Cypriots and to enable them to live freely on their ow'n 
soil, in a way befitting humanity,

When the objectives of this operation are attained, the Greeks 
as well as the Turks on the Island will enjoy full security and durable 
peace.

Our action is not against Greece or against the Greek Cypriot 
Community. We intend to establish balanced society on Cyprus which 
will enable the Turks and the Greeks to co-operate and prosper under 
equitable conditions.

May God help the Turkish Armed Forces succeed in their peaceful 
and humane mission.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

Turkey, as a Guarantor State, had to intervene in the Island, upon 
the 15th july, 1974 Coup d’E ta t by the Greek officers who although 
stationed in Cyprus were still taking orders directly from Athens, in 
order to safeguard the independence and territorial integrity of Cyprus 
and to protect the security of life and property of the- Turkish Com
munity and to bring peace to the Island. This Coup d’E tat was simply 
aiming a t the termination of the very existence of the independence 
of the Republic of Cyprus and thereby annexing it to Greece.

It was only Turkey’s action tha t made it possible to protect the 
independence of Cyprus.

Following these developments, Turkey has done its best to fulfill 
its duty in order to establish a constitutional order, peace and tran 
quility in the Island in accordance with the Security Council Resolution 
553. However, the other parties had failed to abide by all the provisions 
agreed to be realised by the Declaration which was made with the 
approval of the parties concerned solely for purpose.

As if all these were not enough, under the disguise of taking 
into custody, unarmed and defenseless people were being kept as 
prisoners or hostages under the conditions tha t would drive the civilized 
consciences to revolt.

The Turkish Community in the Island can no longer tolerate this 
situation which offends the human dignity and threatens the 
lives and the very existence of its greater majority, and they, there
fore, anticipate Turkey, as a Guarantor Power, to liberate them as soon 
as possible.

During the Second Geneva Conference on the other hand, it was 
understood once again tha t Greece had continued to see the Cyprus 
State as a Greek Island and had no intention whatsoever, to give up 
its high aspirations of annexing the Island to its mainland when an 
opportunity so avails. It has also become very clear tha t Greece wanted 
to prevent the recognition of equal rights and opportunities and well 
deserved security to Turkish Community which would have culminated 
in putting an end to the oppression th a t it was subjected to by the 
Greek Community for it was only the Turkish Community that has

Toxj of ihe Communique Issued by the T udt'ih  Government dated Augirst 14. 1974.
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constituted the strongest and most important element in the continuation 
of the independence of the Cyprus Republic until the Coup d Ktat ol 
july, 15th. And it was also observed that Greece had not refrained from 
resorting to various delaying tactics in the Conference.

Greece as guarantor state lias not carried out its obligations in
cumbent upon it by the Security Council Resolution 353.

It was also Greece that did not abide by the responsibilities it 
undersigned and has accepted by the Geneva Declaration of 30th july 
1974.

It was Greece again that refrained from serious negotiations for 
the whole six days since the beginning: of the Second Geneva Conference 
at 8th August, and has adopted an uncomprimising attitude, even to 
discussing the issues.

Under these circumstance, it has become obvious that all the pea
ceful representations tha t has been carried out by Turkey with utmost 
goodwill and patience would not culminate in a positive result.

Turkey has been compelled to take unilateral action to establish 
a legal order in which the existence, independence and territorial integ
rity of the State of Cyprus will never be threatened again and the 
rights and security of the Turkish Community will be duly protected, 
since all its efforts to produce a settlement that will be agreed upon by 
the other countries concerned were persistently hurdled by Greece 
and the Greek Cypriots.

The Turkish Community is not after a special priviledge in the 
Island. Nevertheless, it will never consent to be treated as slaves or 
a minority with limited rights. All it is asking for is equal opport
unities with the Greek Cypriots as far as the rights, obligations and 
responsibilities are concerned.

As it has been announce*- many times before, Turkey has no 
intention whatsoever of militarizing the Island nor has it any territorial 
demand.

Turkey, however as Guarantor Power, being aware of its responsi
bilities, take it as its duty to safeguard the independence and territorial 
integrity of Cyprus and to protect the l ights and interests of the Tur
kish Community and will go on doing so.

This action is not against Greece.
Nor is it against the Greek Cypriot Community.
This action is aimed at safeguarding the independence of Cyprus, 

security, peace and tranquility for the Turkish and Greek Communities 
and establishing a durable peace in the region.»
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«Cette Conférence de presse, de ce matin, est assez différente de 
celle que nous avons tenue il y a une dizaine de jours dans cette 
même salle. A ce moment, c’est-à-dire il y a une dizaine de jours, 
nous étions tous très optimistes, et pour cause, cette fois, le moins 
que l’on puisse dire, c’est que nous avons tous perdu beaucoup de 
cet optimisme initial. Avant de répondre à vos questions je me per
mettrai, si vous le voulez bien, de vous décrire la situation telle que je  la 
vois.

Vous savez que ce matin vers 2 heures, la Conférence s'est terminée 
par un échec. L’interprétation de chacun de nous, enfin d’un de mes 
collègues et de moi-même sont assez différentes. On a dit que la Con
férence avait échoué parce que le Ministre des Affaires de Turquie 
n’avait pas voulu accorder un délai de réflexion de 36 heures à ses 
collègues grecs et chypriotes grecs. Je voudrais expliquer de quoi il 
s'agit, mais pour bien me faire comprendre, je me perm ettrai de remon
ter un peu dans le passé, c’-est-à-dire jusqu’au moment où il y a eu un 
coup d'état fait à Chypre par les forces d’invasion grecques, qu’on a 
l’habitude d’appeler la garde nationale chypriote. Vous connaissez tous 
les événements, il y a eu un coup d’état dans File en vue de réclamer, de 
réaliser l’ENOSIS, dans un laps de temps, disons adéquat. Le Gouverne
ment turc, en tant que le gouvernement d’un pays garant, et également 
en voulant autant que possible rechercher tous les moyens susceptibles 
de résoudre ce genre de conflit par des procédures pacifiques, des procé
dures normales, a envoyé son Premier Ministre à Londres pour consulter 
le Gouvernement britannique sur ce qu’on pouvait faire pour le rétab
lissement de l’ordre constitutionnel, de légitimité constitutionnelle dans 
l'ile, afin d’empêcher et de supprimer cette atteinte à la sécurité et à 
l’indépendance de l’ile.

T̂ e Gouvernement britannique, je  ne suis pas juge, évidemment, 
de ses actes, a considéré de sa part, qu’il n’v avait pas grande chose 
à faire, sauf consulter le Gouvernement grec, l’ancien Gouvernement 
grec, qui avait organisé ce coup d’état dans la République de Chypre. 
Si dans une certaine mesure, nous sommes arrivés à rétablir une 
légitimité dans l’île, dans la République, dans l’E tat de Chypre, si, 
également, le danger qui pesait lourdement sur l’indépendance de l’ile 
qui a pu être évité, c’est qu’après avoir cherché une initiative commune 
avec la Grande Bretagne, la Turquie s’est vue dans l’obligation d’assu
mer toute seule la responsabilité qui lui incombe.

THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

Texl of the  P ress C onference by  M. T uran GÜNEŞ,
M '.rrs'er c l Foreign A dairs , d a ted  14 A ugust 1974.



Je crois, je ne suis pus sûr, mais, enfin, je crois que si déjà tout 
de suite après le coup d'état on pouvait se mettre d accord sur un 
plan d’action qui n’aurait pas été militaire pour rétablir l'état des 
choses existant selon la Constitution ou selon les articles la base de 
la Constitution, nous ne serions pas arrives à ce stade.

Si je vous parle, lorsque après l’intervention militaire, qui a été 
nécessitée pour deux raisons que je viens d évoquer succinctement, 
devant vous, c’est parce qu’ou tache de honner 1 impression que la 
Turquie avait des idées belliqueuses et qu’elle avait des revendications 
sur l’Ile, incompatibles par son statut. Ceci dit, revenons à cette 
histoire du délai de 36 heures, que, paraît-il, je n’avais pas accordé à 
mes collègues pour réfléchir, pour l’etude du problème.

Et bien, il faut ne pas être du tout au courant de ce qui se passe, 
ici, à Genève depuis le 8 août, pour pouvoir dire une chose pareille. 11 
paraît d'après ce qu'on a dit, que la Turquie a fait des propositions au 
dernier moment à ses collègues, enfin, aux autres pays garants, ainsi 
qu’aux deux Communautés, en tout cas à la Communauté Grecque 
Chypriote, qui les ont surpris parce que c’était des choses toutes 
nouvelles et que malgré cela, j'avais refusé de leur accorder 36 heures. 
Or, il suffit de lire, les journaux d'hier, pour savoir que tout le monde 
était au courant non seulement d’une façon officieuse, mais d’une façon 
très officielle de ce que la Turquie proposait pour la solution du problème 
constitutionnel de l’ile, de l’Etat. Je voudrais également a ttirer votre 
attention sur le fait que je me suis trouvé en face d'une prétention, d’un 
point de vue, qui refusait à la Conférence la compétence pour étudier le 
problème constitutionnel de l'Ile. Les premiers jours, nous avons passé à 
discuter des choses qui ne concernaient pas du tout la Conférence, nous 
avons perdu un jour entier sur les pancartes, les étiquettes, vous savez. 
M. Clerides, tenait absolument, malgré le libellé de la Déclaration de 
Genève, qu'in lui reconnaisse le titre de Président de la République 
Chypriote. Ceci n’avait absolument rien à avoir avec la Conférence à 
laquelle nous avions invité les chefs des deux Communautés. En l’occur
rence, quelque que soit la valeur d’un titre en tant qu'organe de l'E tat 
Chypriote, M. Clerides se trouvait être, peut-être par la force des 
choses, le représentant de la Communauté Grecque. Ceci nous a fait 
perdre un jour, et entretemps, évidemment dans les journaux, on savait 
très bien, et on en parlait, quels étaient les principes essentiels de la 
proposition de la Turquie. On m'a proposé* dès le début de la Conférence 
qu’étant donné que nous n’étions pas compétents pour discuter les 
problèmes constitutionnels il fallait donner, accorder un délai de 3 se
maines, au moins, aux représentants des deux communautés pour qu'ils 
négocient, pour qu’ils discutent entre r ux les problèmes constitutionnels : 
et nous, les ministres des Affaires Etrangères, après ces trois semaines 
138



nous pourrions nous réunir à Genève, de nouveau, pour voir un peu 
dans quel é ta t se trouveraient les travaux effectués par les représentants 
des deux Communautés. A ce moment-làf j ’ai été obligé de prendre en 
main, la Déclaration de Genève, pour relire et re-relire à mes collègues 
que nous avions décidé en commun accord, qu'à partir du 8 août nous 
allions nous occuper des problèmes constitutionnels. Si vous permettez, 
je relis cet article, parce qu’on a tout fait pour faire oublier ce qu'il 
y a dans la Déclaration de Genève.

«Profondément conscients de leurs responsabilités touchant le 
maintien de l'indépendance, de l'intégrité territoriale et de la sécurité 
de la République de Chypre, les trois Ministres des affaires étrangères 
sont convenus que les négociations prévues dans la résolution 353 du 
Conseil de sécurité devraient être menées dans les meilleurs délais en 
vue d’assurer a) le rétablissement de la paix dans la région; b) le 
rétablissement du gouvernement constitutionnel à Chypre».

Nous avions déjà commencé, enfin nous croyions, nous espérions 
avoir commencé le rétablissement de la paix et le rétablissement du 
gouvernement de Chypre à cette fin. Ils sont convenus que de nouveaux 
pourparlers devraient commencer le 8 août k Genève, ils sont convenus 
aussi que les représentants des Communautés Chypriotes Grecque et 
Turque devaient, à un stade rapproché, participer aux pourparlers relatifs 
à la Constitution.

Qu’avait-on décidé, on avait décidé qu’on allait commencer à partir 
du 8, à parler des problèmes constitutionnels et également inviter les 
deux représentants des deux Communautés à participer dans les plus 
brefs délais à un stade rapproché, après avoir commencé à étudier nous- 
mêmes, qu'ils viennent participer aux pourparlers relatifs à la Consti
tution. J ’ai eu tout le mal du monde pour faire admettre et encore je 
ne suis pas très sur après les travaux d’hier soir, j'ai eu tout le mal du 
monde à faire accepter à mes collègues que nous avions, tout de même, 
la compétence de parler des problèmes constitutionnels; ils ont dit tout 
simplement qu? cela ne dépendait pas de nous, Chypre était un E ta t 
souverain. E tat indépendant, donc il avait la latitude et la compétence 
exclusive de s'occuper de sa Constitution et que nous, nous ne pouvions 
rien faire.

C’est la raison pour laquelle nous n'avons pas pu aborder tout de 
suice des problèmes constitutionnels, il a fallu, je  disais, un effort consi
dérable, pour pouvoir passer à travers ces manoeuvres dilatoires, j'ai 
réussi après une perte de temps extraordinaire, mais cela ne veut pas 
dire qu'on a laissé complètement de côté ces problèmes, mais on en a 
parlé dans les coulisses, dans les tête-à-téte, et comme je le disais tout à 
l’heure, également, avec les différentes négociations, par les moyens 
téléphoniques entre différentes capitales, avec la collaboration, si vous
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le voulez, de certaines personnalités du monde international. Quand nous 
avons commencé enfin à pouvoir aborder dans une certaine mesure le 
problème constitutionnel, M. Clerides est venu nous dire qu il ne recon
naissait pas encore une compétence à notre Conférence, et que la Tur
quie, étant un pays garant et étant intervenu militairement dans l’Ile, 
la seule chose que la Turquie devait faire, c'était de rétablir le gouverne
ment au sens concret du mot, dans l'Ile et c'était seulement cette fonc
tion, cette possibilité que le Traité de Garantie accordait aux pays 
garants, en l'occurrence la Turquie et c'était tout. Je dois dire que bien 
que nous ayons eu quand même l'occasion de parler de certains problè
mes constitutionnels, la position de mes collègues a, dans la mesure où 
on peut lire entre les lignes et entre les paroles, n'est pas changeé du 
tout. Donc, en somme, vous vous souvenez tous qu'à un moment donné 
j ’avait dit peut-être que la Conférence se terminera par faute de sujet 
et je crois que ce que j'ai dit à ce moment-là s'est avéré dans une très 
grande mesure exacte.

J'ai bien dit que la question était connue de tout le monde. Vous 
savez, il y a eu 2 thèses : Quand la première proposition consistait 
à diviser administrativement et du point de vue structure constitu
tionnelle n ie  en deux zones, cette proposition a été rejetée aussi bien 
dans les tête-à-tête que dans le déclarations publiques à la presse et 
également dans les capitales intéressées. Alors pour sauver la Conféren
ce, j ’ai dû faire un effort et tâcher de trouver un compromis, de trouver 
une solution sur laquelle M. Mavros, M. Clerides auraient donné leur 
accord; j'ai proposé le modèle, si vous voulez, qu'on appelle le modèle 
ou le système cantonal. Je l’ai porté à la connaissance de tout le monde, 
en envoyant le document à mes collègues. Mais M. Mavros et M. Clerides 
n’ont pas pensé qu’il était nécessaire de se réunir. La réunion n'a pu se 
faire que le lendemain, comme vous le savez, c’est-à-dire hier soir. 
Entretemps, M. Clerides a proposé une autre solution à M. Denktaç, 
dans le document relatif à cette proposition et communiqué à la presse, 
on voyait très nettement qu’il était très loin, qu’il n'était pas près, du 
tout, ni maintenant ni dans l’avenir, des propositions delà Communauté 
turque et du Gouvernement turc. J'ai ici ce document qui a été remis à 
M. Denktaç le 13 août. Comme il est écrit en anglais, je prierai mes 
amis de vous en faire la lecture; vous verrez à la fin du 13 août où en 
était la position de M. Clerides, et par conséquent la position de M. Mav
ros. Je m'excuse de vous prendre beaucoup de temps, mais il faut qil 
y ait une certaine mise au point à ce moment assez dramatique.

1. The constitutional order of Cyprus shall retain its bicommunal 
charaeter based on the co-existence of the Greek and Turkish commurii- 
ties within the framework of a sovereign, independent and intégral 
Republic.



2. This constitutional order shall, through an appropriate revision 
and the active co-operation and free consent of the two communities, 
ensure an enhanced feeling of security for both.

3. The co-existence of the two communities shall be achieved in 
the context of institutional arrangements regarding an agreed allocation 
of powers and functions between the Central Government having com
petence over state affairs and the respective autonomous Communal Ad
ministrations exercising their powers on all other m atters within area** 
to be established as in paragraph (5) herein below provided.

4. The structure of the Central Government shall continue to be 
based on the presidential regime.

5. The Greek and Turkish Communal Administrations shall exer
cise their powers and functions in areas consisting respectively of the 
purely Greek and Turkish villages and municipalities. For the purposes 
of communal administration such villages and municipalities may be 
grouped together by the respective communal authorities. For the same 
purpose mixed villages, shall come under the communal authorities of 
the community to which the majority of their inhabitants belong.

6. Legislative authority over the respective Communal Administ
rations shall be exercised by the Greek and Turkish members of the 
House of Representatives constituted in separate Councils for this 
purpose.

On sait très nettement la position de AI. Clerides le 13 août. En ce 
qui concerne M. Mavros, il suffirait de lire ses déclarations dans le 
Journal Le Monde en vente ce matin, mais qui a paru hier, refusant 
d'ailleurs d’une façon catégorique une solution régionale, fedérale. enfin 
une solution dans laquelle il y aura deux régions d'administrations auto
nomes. Dons, quand, hier soir, nous avons repris notre réunion, les po
sitions de M. Mavros et de M. Clerides étaient nettement précises, mais 
comme ils ne voulaient pas prendre la responsabilité d’avoir fait échouer 
la Conférence, ils ont dit qu’officiellement la question était discutée pour 
la première fois dans la Conférence et que, par conséquent, il leur fallait 
un moment de réflexion, de ren trer chez eux et de revenir ici dans trois 
jours.

La Conférence, si l’on peut dire, avait tout de même fait un petit 
progrès, parce qu’au début, on me parlait de trois semaines, peut-être 
que, à un moment donné, cela aurait été trop demander; si l’on peut 
dire, le seul point où il y a eu une petite concession de leur part, c’était 
de diminuer le délai de réflexion de trois semaines à 3 jours d’abord, et 
puis à deux jours, et puis à 1/2 jour. Ils m’ont dit qu’ils se trouvaient 
officiellement, entretemps, évidemment nous avions tous parlé les unes 
avec les autres en tête-à-tête, vous savez que par exemple à un moment 
donné un autre collègue qui avait trouvé assez adéquate ou opportune
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la solution cantonale était venu me trouver pour dire si on ne pouvait 
pas retourner à la première solution bi-zonale, enfin, je passe tout celà, 
ils m ont dit qu’il leur fallait 30 heures pour aller voir les choses à 
Athènes. Que pouvaient-ils m’apporter d’Athènes et de Nicosie comme 
réponse; cela se voit avec une netteté dans la déclaration que M. Mavros 
a faite hier soir, enfin ce matin peut-être après l'échec de la Conférence. 
Voilà ce qu'il dit : En parlant de l’intervention des puissances garantes, 
leur intervention est strictement limitée pour le rétablissement de 1 état 
des choses garanti par le Traité. Cet état de chose est décrit dans la 
Constitution existante, en plus certains articles de cette Constitution 
énumérés dans son annexe sont caractérisés comme articles fondamen
taux et ne pourraient être modifiés étant donné qu’ils proviennent des 
accords de Londres et de Zürich, dont le Royaume-Uni est co-signataire. 
Parmi eux, l’Article 185 est très explicite; le territoire de la République 
est un et indivisible; le traité, par ailleurs, interdit expréssément à la 
République de Chypre, à la Turquie, etc., d’entreprendre toute action qui 
pourrait conduire d'un côté à l'union directe ou indirecte de Chypre avec 
un autre Etat, ou de l'autre côté, au partage du territoire. La solution 
fédérale conduisant directement à la division du territoire delà Répub
lique, et indirectement, pour le moins qu’on puisse dire à la dépendance 
de certaines portions de ce territoire, des puissances étrangères, se 
trouvent être donc en opposition directe avec cette disposition particulière* 
du traité.

Donc, M. Mavros avait déjà une décision très précise, une décision 
définitive concernant la proposition; mais malgré tous les effort que 
j ’ai faits hier soir, je n'ai pas été capable de faire dire concession que M. 
Clerides a fait, c'est de dire, qu'on pouvait ni à M. Mavros ni à M. Clerides 
s'ils toruvaient tout de même que cette solution proposée pouvait être 
acceptée. La plus grande concession que M. Clerides a faite c'est de 
dire, qu’on pouvait envisager ce texte, ce document. Donc, je  savais dès 
hier soir, que même après le retour d'Athènes et de Nicosie, j'aurais une 
réponse en tout cas négative. Je n’ai pas voulu que la Conférence meure 
d'une mort lente; il vaut mieux mettre les points sur les'i et expérience 
faite avec la première déclaration de Genève, malheureusement il n'y 
a pas eu la seconde, il n'y avait pas lieu à se laisser duper, à passer 
pour être le Ministre des Affaires Etrangères le plus naïf du monde 
pour laisser partir mes amis et pour revenir ici d'ici quelques jours.

Vous savez, à l'ouverture de la Conférence il y a eu une campagne 
extraordinaire sur le fait que la Turquie continuait à étendre sa zone 
d occupation. Il paraît que nous avons violé le cessez le-feu cent fois et 
que nous avons étendu notre zone d’occupation. Il y avait tout de même 
un argument très logique et matériel pour refuter cette thèse. Si les
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forces turques voulaient vraiment étendre leur zone d'occupation, elles 
ne l'auraient pas fait en centimères ou en mètres, mais elles l’auraient 
fait en kilomètres. En bien, après l’échec de la Conférence, si ies infor
mations que j'ai écoutées sont exactes, le Gouvernement turc s'est senti 
dans l'obligation d'assumer seul la responsabilité en tant que puissance 
garante, de venir h l'aide de la Communauté turque et de rétablir la 
paix dans l'Ile; probablement l'opération a commencé à 5 heures locale, 
mais il y a vraiment maintenant l'extension de la zone d'occupation 
turque, en i heures les troupes turques se trouvaient à peu près à 4 km 
de la ligne désoccupée ce matin. C'est cela une véritable extension de la 
zone. Il n'y a pas eu au sens vrai, une extension de la zone entre le 30 
juillet et le 10 août; admettons par une hypothèse d’école qu'il y ait eu 
des violations de cessez-le-feu, nous sommes ici depuis le 8 et pessonnes 
ne peut dire qu’il y a eu jusqu'à ce matin un coup de fusil tiré par les 
forces armées turques.

Mais, le reste de la déclaration semble avoir été complètement 
oublié; l'Article 3 n'a pas reçu d'application. Hier déjà, le Gouverne
ment g'/ec avait arrêté l'évacuation des enclaves turques, après que cet 
article ait vu un commencement d'application extrêmement modeste. Ni 
l'article b, ni l'article c, ni l’article a, qui demandent qu'une zone de 
sécurité soit établie il partir des lignes occupées par les Turcs ; je  n'ai pas 
pu les faire accepter à M. Mavros à la première réunion de Genève, ni 
non plus maintenant, en principe, les forces Chypriotes grecques et les 
forces grecs devraient se retirer à une certaine distance à partir des 
forces armées turques; ceci non plus n'a pas été appliqué, et je vous ai 
parlé de ce qui est advenu, de l'article 5 concernant le problème constitu
tionnel; donc, aucun autre article de cette Déclaration n’a vu l'appli
cation, sauf le cessez-le-feu par la Turquie, à moins d'incidents locaux. 
Dans ces conditions, il ne m’était pas possible, vu le déroulement de la 
Conférence, vu les déclarations faites par M. Mavros et M. Clerides, vu 
également l'application de la Déclaration de Genève, de continuer de 
tromper les autres gouvernements, et il ne me restait d'en tirer les 
conséquences. Peut-être je  pourrais ajouter ceci, entretemps le Gouver
nement grec se préparait à porter le problème dans d'autres instances, 
et il était en train de préparer les prochaines manoeuvres dilatoires, 
prochaines manoeuvres pour m ettre la Turquie dans une situation diffi
cile sur le plan international. Par example, comme il en a eu l'habitude 
d'utiliser plusieurs fois, une déclaration officielle du Gouvernement grec 
disait l'annihilation complète de l'article 4 de la Déclaration, article 
relatif à la réduction des armements et des forces armées dans l’Ile. Un 
communiqué publié mardi matin disait que le Gouvernement héllenique 
considère que le premier pas à franchir d'urgence est l'évacuation des
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forces militaires turques, qui ont envahi Chypre, il est disposé, dans le 
cas où ce premier l'as serait franchi, de retirer de l’Ile des officiers et 
dos troupes héllon iquos Donc, il pos.ut une nouvelle condition à  1 appli
cation future de l’article 4 qui prévoyait, une réduction réciproque visant 
la demilitarisation de l'Ile. Eh bien. le Gouvernement grec disait que cet 
article ne serait valable qu'à condition dalwrd, qu’on évacue les troupes 
turques. On connaît égalé n u 1., resolution du Conseil de Sécurité, qui, 
sans parler dos forces tur<uu>\ c.te nommément des officiers grecs. 
Evidemment, déjà dans la rémois.’»¡on du Conseil de Sécurité, il est établi 
que M. Makarios est le Président de la République de Chypre: il n’arrête 
pas de répéter, mais pour compliquer encore le problème, et pour procu
rer à lui-même d’autres possibilités, il répétait, sans qu’il y ait eu une 
raison particulière, sauf ce que je viens de vous citer, que M. Makarios 
était Président élu de la République de Chypre, Dans l’article 2 de la 
même déclaration, on parle de démilitarisation complète de la République 
de Chypre, et vous savez un peu ce problème de demilitarisation, j ’ai 
déjà expliqué à mes collègues, aux journalistes, ce que la Turquie pen
sait de cette demilitarisation. Mais si la Grèce a voulu que lu chose 
rigure dans ce communiqué, cela atteint les beaux jours de quelque 
d’autre. Alors, donc, il fallait bien finir avec cette Conférence qui 
s’occupait d’autres choses nue la solution du problème Chypriote, et je 
crois que nous avons bien fait. Cela a permis à l’opinion publique de 
connaître les véritables positions des pays intéressés.

Je m’excuse, ie voudrais ajouter une chose. Hier soir à la réunion, 
quand on m’a dit que je proposais la chose officiellement pour la pre
mière fois, et donc qu’il fallait accorder un délai de réflexion, j ’ai fait 
une autre proposition procédurale. J'ai dit, admettons que mes proposi
tions n’existent pas. .T’attends votre proposition pour qu’on puisse enfin 
parler de la question. M. Mavros, m’a dit que lui. n’avait pas de proposi
tion à faire. Ceci a été également la position officielle de M. Clerides, 
bien qu’il ait déjà promis son papier le 13 août à M. Denkta§. Alors, je 
crois que M. Mavros et M. Clerides sont venus avec l’idée de ne pas 
discuter le problème constitutionnel, de ne pas prendre l’engagement, en 
tout c~ïs d’éviter de toute façon par manoeuvres dilatoires ou autres, 
d’empêcher que la proposition de la Turquie ne soit discutée. Voilà ce 
que j ’ai à dire sur ce problème de 36 heures et j ’ai la conscience très 
tranquille, je  crois avoir fait tout mon possible, j'ai fait des concessions; 
j ’ai à un moment donné avec toute ma force de conviction, prié M. 
Denkta^ de revenir sur son projet, d'accepter un autre projet qui en 
somme ne pouvait sauvegarder les intérêts de la Communauté Chypriote 
turque dans une mesure extêmement réduite. Cette proposition, peut-
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être vous l’avez lue dans son interprétation par certains hommes d'Etat. 
pouvait avoir un certain appui dans certains milieux. Mais le Gouverne
ment grec et M. Clerides n’ont jamais voulu prendre position.

... Il y a des opérations militaires à l'heure actuelle, je  ne sais 
pas si Nicosie a été bombardce, je ne connaît que les nouvelles de radio. 
Ce que je sais, c'est que le poste des commandement des forces Chypriotes 
a été bombardé, et c'est tout-fait naturel puisqu'il s'agit d'opérations 
militaires.

... Je suis tout à fait d'accord avec vous, à cette différence près 
eue je ne crois pas que la vie de quelqu’un de telle nationalité ait plus 
de valeur que la vie d'une autre personne d'une autre nationalité; à 
l'heure actuelle, il y a dans Pile 65.000 turcs laissés à la mort lente 
sans compter ceux qui sont morts déjà par la mort subite, nous tâchions 
ici d'empêcher qu'une seule chose arrive, mais en ce qui me concerne 
je ne peux pas accepter que la vie d’un grec est d'une valeur plus grande 
que celle d'un turc.

... Je me suis occupé de la Conférence jusqu'à 3 h. du matin, e t 
j'ai besoin de repos; je ne suis pas au courant plus qu'un autre sur 
l'évolution de la situation politique actuelle.

... Nous avons respecté la resolution du Conseil de Sécurité, mais 
comme vous le savez j ’ai dit que la Turquie n 'étant pas plus obligée que 
les autres à respecter les dispositions juridiques ni la Déclaration de 
Genève, M. Mavros avant son départ a dit que la Déclaration de Genève 
avait perdu sa valeur juridique, c'est son point de vue. Mais s'il consi
dère que les résolutions perdent facilement la valeur juridique, je ne 
peux pas dire que je dois respecter ce que les autres ne respectent pas.

... Je vous dirai en toute franchise pendant que nous nous 
réunissions dans la Salle, il y a eu certaines entrevues, certaines com
munications téléphoniques. Nous avons demandé qu'on fasse certaines 
démarches diplomatiques, pour que la Grèce accepte le principe d’une 
administration sur une base géographique. Ceci n’a pas été obtenu par 
d'autres moyens diplomatiques. Donc, c'est la raison pour laquelle 
probablement le Gouvernement turc a vu qu'il ne restait pas d'autres 
voies diplomatiques pour la resolution du problème.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

I have received your telegram in which you draw my attention 
of the contents of the resolution 357 of the Security Council dated the 
14 th August 1974.

Pending the careful examination of this resolution by our Govern- 
mient, 1 have informed you through our Permanent Representative at 
the United Nations, Ambassador Osman Olc&y, of our relations with the 
United Nations and the constructive considerations which we give and 
the attitudes which we adopt towards the recommendations and resolu
tions of the Organization and also of the inhuman treatment of a large 
section of the Turkish Community in Cyprus by the illegal National Guard 
Forces under the command of a Greek General and Greek officers from 
Greece.

Having examined resolution No : 357 of the Security Council, I now 
submit the views of my Government on this resolution.

The resolution in question, having expressed anxiety over the re
sumption of fighting contrary to the provisions of resolution 353 of the 
Security Council calls on all parties to comply with resolution No : 353 
and to cease firing and to stop all military operations. In addition it calls 
for the resumption of negotiations for the purpose of restoring peace in 
the area and the reestablishment of Constitutional Government in Cyprus.

1 should inform you at the outset that, bearing in mind resolution 
353 of the Security Council and as will be seen from the Declaration 
signed at Geneva by the three Guarantor Powers, Turkey and the other 
two interested Powers, in view of the necessity for taking urgent and 
effective action, had agreed to take steps to reorganize and regulate the 
situation in Cyprus within a reasonable period and, together with certain 
other urgent and effective action with regard to security, to stop all 
military operations and to evacuate immediately all Turkish Cypriot areas 
occupied by the Greek and Greek Cypriot forces. At the same time

Text ol the letter by Mr. Bülenl ECEViT,
Prime Minister o! Turkey to the Secretory - General of the United Nations, 
Mr. Kurt Waldheim dated 16 August 1974.
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bearing: in mind the necessity for restoring peace in the area and the 
existence in practice of two autonomous administrations, the one Tur
kish Cypriot and the other Greek Cypriot, in Cyprus, with a view to 
restoring constitutional Government, decided to s tart negotiations again 
in Geneva on the 8 th August with to participation of Turkish Cypriot 
and Greek Cypriot Leaders.

Turkey has tried with all sincerity and goodwill to comply with all 
the provisions of the Geneva Declaration.

In fact 1 should also add tha t although every effort has been made 
in every sense by Turkey and the Turkish Cypriot Community for the 
past 11 years to achieve these objects, but unfortunately apart from some 
very temporary and relatively hopeful developments, it has not been pos
sible to achieve these objects permanently. It will be recalled that in
1963, the Greek Cypriot Community launched an armed attack against 
the Turkish Cypriot Community, violated the Constitutional order and 
attempted to turn  to Republic of Cyprus, which was established under 
international treaties and which was based on the principle of equal part
nership between the Turkish and Greek Cypriot Cummunities, with a 
Greek Cypriot state.

Although the Greek Cypriots were not able to obtain legality in 
International Law by these acts, they did not give up their efforts to have 
their unconstitutional de facto administration to be recognized, with the 
passage of time, as the lawful «Government o:f Cyprus.» It is a pity that 
because in practice power in the Island happened to be in the hands of the 
Greek Cypriots and because the Turkish Cypriot Community was compel
led to live the life of a  «ghetto» in their small areas, The United Nations 
did not give the requisite and effective attention to the complaint made 
by Turkey and the Turkish Cypriot Community against these unlawful 
activities. The Greek Cypriot Administi*ators, having been encouraged 
by the success of their «fait accompli» policies, between the years from 
1963 to 1967 saw fit to resort to all kinds of attacks against the Turkish 
Cypriot Community, including armed attacks amounting to genocide, 
discriminatory treatm ent and the imposition of an economic blockade. 
They treated the members of the Turkish Cypriot Community, a t best, 
as prisoners or as second class citizens. There were times when the Tur
kish Cypriot Community was left to their own fate during these genocide 
attacks and the Greek Cypriot atrocities couid only be stopped either By 
Turkey’s police action by the Air Forces or w'hen it became ciear that 
Turkey was about to intervene fully. The mass murders of Christmas
1963, the attacks on Erenköy (Kokkina) in 1964 and the genocidal attacks
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on Ge§itkale (Kophinou) in 1967 are amongst the countless Barbarous 
attacks which can be given as examples of attacks which it has been pos
sible to stop by measures taken by Turkey to which 1 have referred.

When it became clear to the Greek Cypriot Administration a fte r 1967 
that attacks on this scale would not be left unanswered by Turkey, they 
this time tried to destroy the Turkish Cypriot Community economically 
while prolonging by various tactics the efforts to find a peaceful solution. 
The Greek Cypriot Administration was supported in all these illegal ac
tivities and policies by Greek Governments either in an active way, that 
is to say, by sending arms, ammunition and illegal Greek military forces 
or by helping and approving their unlawful deeds in a clandestine manner.

As is recorded in the reports of the United Nations, during the 1967 
crisis a force consisting of 10.000 Greek officers and men, which had 
been illegally brought to the Island, had to leave the Island as a result of 
Turkey’s decision to intervene. Moreover, it is known that the fact that 
Greek forces had again come to the Island, has been admitted by the Greek 
Cypriots and Greeks themselves.

The reason why the Turkish Government has felt the necessity of 
referring briefly to past events in Cyprus is not due to any sentimental 
reason but because it takes a realistic view of the matter. Because it is 
not possible to make a proper assesment of the extent of the problems 
which face Twkey and the Turkish Cypriot Community today without re
calling these events and without analysing the real aims lying under these 
events. If this were so, then all th te recommendations and resolutions of 
international organizations would only be regarded as providing temporary 
relief.

The reason underlying this joint attitude of the Greek Cypriot 
Administration and the Greek Governments, which is very unconstruc- 
tive and dangerous for the future of the Turkish Community and for 
peace, security, prosperity and legality in Cyprus, is the mentality 
of regarding Cyprus above everything else as a Greek Island. The result 
of this mentality has been to regard Enosis, tha t is to say the union 
of Cyprus with Greece, as natural and the Turkish Cypriot Community 
has been regarded, in effect, as being foreigners in Cyprus. Because of 
this the Greek Cypriots felt to qualms in treating members of the 
Turkish Cypriot Community the slaves and they wanted to put aside 
and trample upon the international treaties which they had signed, 
notwithstanding that it was due to these very treaties that the inde
pendent Republic of Cyprus came into existence. Again, it was for 
these same reasons that in 1954, when Greece first brought the sub
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ject of the Cyprus problem before the United Nations, it was stated 
in the memorandum signed by the Prime Minister of Greece tha t 
«Cyprus is Greece itself». Naturally, this claim of annexation (Enosis) 
by Greece was rightly rejected at the time by the United Nations Ge
neral Assembly and in the end the Republic of Cyprus, based on inde
pendence and the principle of partnership of the two Communities was 
established by agreement reached between Turkey, Greece, the United 
Kingdom and the Turkish and Greek Cypriot Communities.

I regret to observe tha t this mentality of the Greek Cypriots and 
the Greeks to which I have briefly referred in the above historical 
outline has not in effect changed whatsoever right up to the last 
crisis. I t was undoubtedly this same mentality which led to the Greek 
coup of the 15 July 1974, the object of which was to put an end to the 
independent Republic of Cyprus. Ju st in the same way as it was the 
same mentality which lay under the efforts of Greek Cypriots during 
the past II years, while attem pts were being made to solve the Cyprus 
problem, through various means to reduce the Turkish Community to 
a minority status forever which in time it would be possible to exter
minate.

The Turkish Government had had hoped th a t after the coup of the 
15th July and after Turkey was compelled to act in its capacity as a 
guarantor of the independence, territorial integrity of Cyprus and 
Constitutional order based on the existence of two Communities, the 
other side would a t last have appreciated the fact tha t Cyprus is not a 
Greek Island but is the common home of both Communities where their 
ancessors have lived for centuries.

At the same time, it is necessary to understand th a t the best 
guarantee of the permanent independent existence of the Cyprus State 
are the inalienable rights of the Turkish Community to live like hu- 
man-being in their own autonomous areas as equal partners of the Sta
te and with the same rights for development and security as the other 
Community. Resolution No : 353 of the Security Council should be in
terpreted within the framework of this necessity. The impression which 
we got at both the Geneva Conferences was that unfortunately our sin
cere thoughts and wishes in this connection were not taken into conside
ration. It was on account of this that Greece and the Greek Cypriots did 
not even wish to discuss the most reasonable proposals made at Geneva 
by Turkey and Turkish Cypriot Community with regard to the Consti
tutional order. The Turkish Government observed with regret the 
tactics and attitudes of the other side a t both Geneva Conferences to 
preserve the illegal order-or in other words, the disorder-which it had
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been continuing for the past 11 years, in fact Greece and the Greek 
Cypriot side did their utmost to nullify or not to observe the provisions 
of the Declaration which had been signed by the three Guarantor 
Powers on the 30th July, with the object of complying with resolution 
No. 353 of the Security Council. However as you will appreciate, the 
Declaration should be regarded as one whole and all its provisions 
should be complied with. It is neither logical nor possible to ask for the 
compliance only of the ceasefire provisions of this agreement and to 
wish to put aside its other provisions. In fact, the Turkish side made 
great efforts to bring about a ceasefire after the 30th July and while 
it had almost completely succeeded in doing so, the other side opened 
fire continously and continued its attacks. The Greek side, having s tar
ted to put an end to some of the inhuman acts directed against tens of 
thousands of unarmed or defenceless Turks, including acts like the 
holding of prisoners and hostages, all of a sudden defaulted in doing 
so without reasonable cause and declared tha t this barbarity would 
continue.

This fact was announced by Athens’ Radio on the 13th of August 
in its Greek broadcasts. In these circumstances, is it possible for Tur
key to accept that only she is bound by resolution No : 353 and the 
Geneva Declaration ?

I am submitting the above points to you with great sincerity. As 
is known Turkey is carrying out the Peace Operation in Cyprus in 
compliance with the rights and obligations vested in her by the Treaty 
of Guarantee of 1960 which guarantees the independence, territorial 
integrity of Cyprus and the Constitutional order based on two Com
munities. This fact is also acknowledged by the Geneva Declaration of 
the 30th July, Turkey cannot, under any circumstances, ignore these 
obligations. The Turkish Nation cannot abandon the rights and secu
rity of the Turkish Cypriot Community to the mercy of the Greek 
Cypriots and the Greeks. Turkey is a peace loving country and is one 
of the founders of the United Nations, Turkey has contributed with 
sincerity to this international organization ever since its birth. Turkey 
has protected the ideals and principles of the Charter of the United 
Nations even, when necessary with the lives of her young sons. In fact, 
in the appropriate part of the United Nations Building in New York 
the memory of the Turkish soldiers is proudly observed alongside those 
who have given their lives in the cause of the United Nations.

Having said this, I would immediately like to state tha t the Tur
kish Government is sincerely prepared to continue in the future, as has
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been the case hitherto, the best relations first and foremost with Your 
Excellency and with all competent officials and organs of the United 
Nations.

We shall be very pleased to respect, as has been the case hitherto, 
all lawful and ju st recommendations and resolutions of these organs. 
This being so, Turkey will undoubtedly comply with resolution No : 
357 of the Security Council, to which you have drawn my attention by 
your telegram, on condition tha t all parties to whom the resolution 
applies comply in all sincerity with its provisions. I would like to state 
th a t this is subject to the condition that all other parties concerned 
sincerely comply with the obligations which fall upon them. I would like 
to take this opportunity to renew my thanks for the personal efforts 
which have been made 011 behalf of the United Nations for the purpose 
of strengthening peace.

Yours faithfully 
Bülent Ecevit 

Prime Minister of the 
Government of the Republic 

of Turkey
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

sc When 1 wrote to you on 29 July 197-4 about the conditions faced 
by Turkish Cypriots in Greek controlled areas of the island, I quoted 
myself as having said during the 1783rd meeting of the Security Co
uncil :

«As opposed to what the media can see in the open war - and we 
deplore it, but after all, there is a war - what is happening in the hidden 
part of Cyprus is also a tragedy. I am afraid that in a few days, when 
mass graves are discovered, as has been the case in the past, when 
photographs are taken in the villages, world public opinion will once 
more shed tears, this time exclusively for Turks.»

I regretfully have to note once more that my worst fears based 
on my experience of the Greek Cypriot character are again being daily 
justified. The savage nature of their hatred of the Turks, vividly de
monstrated for the last 11 years in Cyprus, is once more evidenced by 
events of the last few days. I do not dwell of course on other non-Turkish 
victims of this same savagery.

1 am enclosing a list of further Greek atrocities in Cyprus, with 
my renewed hope that this list will be helpful to you in supervising the 
activities of UNFICYP in the fulfilment of its mandate, and to the 
member States in evaluating the situation more accurately.*

Annex

1. Fifty-seven of the Turkish Cypriot inhabitants of Altilar 
(Aloa), a small village near Magosa (Famagusta), were slaughtered by 
the Greek Officers and the National Guard under their command. A 
mass grave which was discovered near the village first yielded the 
bodies of two children, one of them about two years of age, and their 
mother clutching them.

According to the information given by three survivors, the Nati
onal Guard first killed the male population and took away women and 
children who were murdered after continuous rape and abuse.

The investigation is still going on.
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2. The National Guard and elements from EOKA-B attacked and 
captured Aydin (Ayios Ioannis) near Baf (Paphos) on 5 August 1974. 
After some heavy looting, in which Greek Cypriot women also took 
part, the following persons were sorted out and shot :

1. Savaş Halil 21 years old (Driver)
2. Elmas Salih 32 » »
3. Hüseyin Bilal 42 » » (Farmer)
4. Zeki Salih 38 » * (Teacher)
5. Osman Ahmet (Teacher)
6. Halil Salih 30 » * (Driver)
7. Kudretiye Halil 70 » » (Housewife)

Ilalil Salih and Kudretiye Halil survived their wounds and are now 
in a hospital. Halil Salih lost his eyes. The others were not so lucky.

3. A new concentration camp has been established by the Greek 
Cypriots in Binatli (Polemithia) near Limasol (Limassol). An initial 
150 Turkish Cypriots were rounded up and transferred to the camp.

Letter Deled 22 August 1974 From Ihs Permanent Representative of TaiUey, Arr.feassr*.JoT 
Osman OLCAY. to the United Na'Jons, Addressed to the Secretory - General. 5/11463.
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«It has come to my knowledge th a t the Greek Cypriot administra
tion, through Mr. Zenon Rossides, lias asked for an extraordinary 
meeting of the Security Council. Mr. Rossides cannot represent the 
Republic of Cyprus, Hence, the request for convening an extraordinary 
meeting of the Security Council is a  unilateral action taken by the 
Greek Cypriot administration without any consultation with me. While 
on the one hand, the one hand, the Greek Cypriot leaders are adver
tising their willingness to co-operate with me as the Vice-President of 
the Republic for establishing peace in the Island, on the other hand, 
they are resorting to a unilateral action in asking for an extraordinary 
meeting of the Security Council. This behaviour is not compatible with 
peace efforts; nor does it indicate any appreciation of the fact that 
Cyprus is a binational State. I t is the disregard of this basic factor and 
the attempt to make the binational. State of Cyprus a Greek State 
which are a t the root of our troubles.

1 sincerely hope that the Security Council will not encourage this 
conduct. The refugee problem is a  problem common to both communities 
and the fact remains th a t for 1! years the Greek Cypriot authorities 
have refused the rehabilitation of 24.000 Turkish Cypriots. And now
50,000 Turks in the Greek sector, who live in daily fear of their lives, 
are seeking asylum in the Turkish region of Cyprus. Twenty thousand 
of these are new refugees who had all their property and livestock 
ransacked and looted by Greek gunmen.

I t would therefore be unjust to consider one side’s appeal without 
examining all the facts of the case and without giving the Turkish 
community a  chance to be heard. Under these circumstances, any deci
sion taken in our absence and without hearing the Turkish Cypriot 
point of view can only endanger our peace efforts. Moreover, a decision 
taken at the request of one side without hearing the other side shall be 
arbitrary and undefensible, morally and legally.»

Text o! Ihe Leiter from Mr. Rcruf DENKTAi?,
Vice - President ol the Republic oi Cyprus addressed to the Secretary - General. 
S/11477.
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«The independence of the State of Cyprus was based, by inter
national agreements, on the acceptance as an historic and social reality, 
of the existence and perpetuation of two distinct communities on the 
Tsland - the Turks and the Greeks; and the maintenance of a balance 
between the rights of the two communities as a basic factor of the 
independence and entity of the Republic of Cyprus, was entrusted to 
three guarantor powers, Turkey, Greece and the United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland - three countries that have had 
historic ties of varying degrees with Cyprus.

The upsetting of the balance regarding the right of the two com
munities, the flagrant violation of the Constitution of the Republic of 
Cyprus and the illegal amassment of military forces from Greece, re
sulted, during the Makarios administration, in establishing a situation 
whereby Greece could freely and increasingly interfere in the internal 
affairs of the Republic and endanger its independence, as well as 
causing continuous internal strife, not only among the Turks and the 
Greeks but even within the Greek community itself. In the meantime, 
all the constitutional rights and guarantees of the Turkish community 
were usurped, the members of this community were suppressed politi
cally and economically and they had to endure continuous discrimina
tion as well as periodic massacres.

Finally the military regime of Greece carried its interference and 
military presence to the point of virtually ending the last remnants 
of the independence of Cyprus and took complete control of the admi
nistration, through a bloody coup and an internal war. This was 
obviously intended to achieve de-facto «enosis» - annexation of Cyprus 
to Greece.

It was a t this stage tha t the Republic of Turkey had to take the 
initiative and to exert her right and duty as a guarantor state with 
the sole objectives of restoring the independence of the Republic of 
Cyprus, of establishing peace and order on the Island and of providing 
for the security of the Turkish community.

Turkish Government's response to the
Suggestion of the USSR, on 27 August, 1974, In Ankara.
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The Turkish Government has had no knowledge of attemps 011 the 
part of NATO to «liquidate the Republic of Cyprus as an independent 
and sovereign state «and» to turn the territory of Cyprus into a NATO 
stronghold» as alleged in the statement of the Soviet Government. The 
illegal actions of Greece might have given such results, but they were 
checked and prevented by the measures that Turkey promptly took 
as a guarantor state.

The present Greek Government’s criticism of NATO for having 
intervened in the Cyprus problem may indeed be interpreted as an 
indication of that country's desire to involve NATO in Cyprus. But, 
in the view of the Turkish Government, NATO has had 110 right to 
be involved in Cyprus in any way, since the Republic of Cyprus has 
never been a member of NATO and remains outside the scope of the 
collective security arrangements undertaken by that Alliance. The 
membership of Turkey, Greece and the United Kingdom in NATO is not 
connected with, and should not influence, their status as guarantor sta
tes for Cyprus.

The independent and sovereign State of Cyprus should have full 
authority to decide her own foreign policy, without any interference 
by any of the guarantor states. Turkey has always attached great value 
to the easing of tension hi the Eastern Mediterranean and accepts the 
view that Cyprus could best serve peace and stability ¡11 this area by 
following her own independent foreign policy line. It was with this 
understanding that Turkey has shown full respect to the policy of 11011- 
aligment of the State of Cyprus. The possibility of Cyprus coming wit
hin the collective security system of NATO could arisen if the whole or 
part of Cyprus were to be annexed to a member country of that Alli
ance, and Turkey intends to resist, as in the past, such an annexation.

One of the main reasons for Turkey’s objection to Greece's «eno- 
sis» ideal or to the prospects of the partition of Cyprus has been her 
sensitivity on the independence of Cyprus regarding her external rela
tions as well as her internal affairs.

It is in the same spirit that Turkey, while appreciating the const
ructive attitude taken by the Soviet Union since the very beginning of 
the Cyprus conflict, has reserves about the Soviet suggestion for invol
ving a large number of states in the Cyprus issue. This we fear, would 
inevitably result in the limitation of the independence of Cyprus, would 
infringe upon the will of the peoples of Cyprus.

Furthermore, such a practice would open the way for the perma
nent members of the Security Council to decide the status and policies



of other countries whenever and wherever a country is faced with 
problems that may cause some degree of international concern.

The risks tha t such a situation could bring upon the independence 
of those countries would be appreciated.

Moreover, the experiences of the recent past are not sufficient 
to demonstrate that some permanent members of the Security Council 
have always acted in compliance with the principles of impartiality, 
fairness and objectivity in connection with the settlement of all inter
national issues. On the contrary, on some occasions it was possible to 
observe that some particular considerations prevailed over justice.

There is another reason for our reserve about the Soviet sugges
tion of directly involving a  large number of countries in the Cyprus 
issue : Such an arrangement would prolong the discussions indefinitely, 
thereby creating a situation in which both communities on the Island 
would have to consolidate, in view of the complete absence of an effec
tive and Constitutional Government, their autonomous administrations 
and this might inevitably result in partition. We have already had 
suspicions that this may have been the main objective of Greece in her 
refusal to attend the Geneva Conference. In fact, while, on one hand, 
professing attachment to the principle of the independence and integrity 
of Cyprus the Greek Government has been talking, at the same time 
about international «'Hellenism» and «spiritual» or virtual «enosis» - 
these being «ideals» that would hardly be compatible with the indepen
dence and territorial integrity of the State of Cyprus.

Under the circumstances, Turkey believes th a t negotiations on 
Cyprus, within the framework already drawn up by the Security Co
uncil, should be resumed without delay and that the three guarantor 
powers specifically named in the Security Council decision 353 should 
promptly help to create such conditions as would enable the parties to 
reach a final settlement. As indicated in the Geneva Declaration, the 
three guarantor powers have decided to reach tha t settlement with the 
full participation of the representatives of the two autonomous com
munities in Cyprus. It goes without saying tha t the new status of 
the State of Cyprus must essentially have the approval of these two 
communities, which, with the assistance of the three guarantor powers, 
will be reached through negotiations.

We would like to confirm, in this connection, Turkey's commit
ment to the Geneva Declaration of July 30, in accordance with which 
she intends to s tart timely and phased reduction of her forces on the 
Island as soon as the conditions stipulated in the said Declaration 
begin to emerge.
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It should be admitted by all tha t talks and threats about «enosis» 
and «guerilla warfare» and the verified reports of massacres commit
ted against unprotected groups of the Turkish community and conti
nued internment and torturing of thousands of unarmed Turkish 
Cypriots in flagrant violation of international rules and of the provi
sions of the Geneva Declaration of July 30, are not conducive to the 
creation of an atmosphere for either fruitful negotiations within any 
framework or for the phased reduction of military forces on the Is
land.

The establishment of peace and security on the Island, which we 
are striving for, would certainly facilitate and speed up the reduction 
of Turkish forces tha t were sent to Cyprus in Turkey’s capacity as a 
guarantor State.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«... I know how much time and effort are required the Secretary- 
General and his dedicated team of assistants to make the kind presenta
tion he made this morning regarding the military situation in Cyprus. 
These efforts deserve all the praises that have been extended by so 
many of speakers who preceded me. I merely join them. I must take 
his word on details of the military operation, which are not available 
to me. What I wish to say will be limited to the political objective of 
the operation accomplished by the Turkish armed forces. I shall quote 
what my own Prime Minister has said on the subject.

The Prime Minister of Turkey. Mr. Ecevit, said :

«The Turkish armed forces have started a peace operation in 
Cyprus this morning to end decades of strife provoked by extremist 
elements. At the last stage of the Cyprus tragedy, these extremist 
elements had started massacring even their own people, the Greeks.»

«It is acknowledged all over the world that the coup which recently 
took place was manufactured by the dictatorial régime of Athens. In 
fact it was much more than a coup : it  was the forcible and flagrant 
violation of the independence of the Cyprus Republic and of the inter
national agreements on which this Republic was based.»

«Turkey is a co-guarantor of the independence and constitutional 
order of Cyprus. Turkey is fulfilling her legal responsibility by taking 
this action. The Turkish Government did not resort to armed action 
before all the other means were tried but to no avail. This is not an 
invasion but an act against an invasion. This is not an aggression but 
an act to end aggression. The Turkish armed forces are not going to 
open fire unless they are fired at.»

And the text ends as follows :

«I appeal to all Greeks in Cyprus who have suffered the atrocities 
of terrorism and dictatorship : Bury with, the past dark days the inter
communal enmities and strife tha t were the making of those same

Text of the statement m ade by Mr. Osman OLCAY,
Ambassador, permanent Representative a t the Security Council S/PV. 1781.

159



terrorists. Join hand in hand with your Turkish brothers to speed up 
this victory and together build a new, free and happy Cyprus.»

I would only add that the operation which has taken place after 
more than a decade of insufferable conditions imposed on the Turkish 
community, conditions tha t culminated in the total disappearance of 
all legality on the island, has been carried out with the utmost restraint 
possible in the given circumstances.

The word «enclave» tha t was used many times in the report made 
earlier in meeting by the Secretary-General is an ample illustration 
of the abnormal situation in which Turks have lived for a decade in 
the dramatic ousting of Archbishop Makarios, and when it became clear 
that the invasion by Greece-and «invasion» is not my word: it is the 
word used by Archbishop Makarios to describe what Greece was doing - 
would not because despite protracted negotiations in various capitals 
'ind in this Council, Turkey exercised its legal rights under the Treatv 
of Guarantee, with the sole aim of returning the island as a whole to 
constitutional rule and protecting the Turkish community’s right wit
hin tha t framework.

T know how difficult it is for smaller nations to have their rights 
respected, and how infinitely more difficult it has been for the Turkish 
Community within Cyprus to have its lawful rights respected. The 
events of the last week have vindicated the Turkish representatives in 
all the warnings they have given on innumerable occasions in this forum 
concerning the plight of the Turkish community forced to live in an 
atmosphere of disrupted constitutional legality.

I should like on this occasion to remind Ambassador Rossides of 
¡»uine provisions which he neglected to mention - 1 suppose deliberate^
.11 his description of the Turkish action. I would nnnte only this one :

«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».

That has been and still is the aim of the Turkish Government.

Although I am not a  member of this Council, I would ask to be 
allowed to make some remarks - they are belated and will be to 110 avail, 
but I should like to make them for the record - concerning the resolution 
adopted this afternoon.
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1 should like to raise some points in the form of questions, the 
answers to which some of the members round this table may know. 
My fii*st question is : during the process of the negotiations held today 
and the adoption of this resolution, what happened to the legality in 
Cyprus? On whom is it being conferred on the Greek Cypriot side? My 
second question is : Does the fact that «le combat cessa faute de com
battants» during the past few days, make it an accepted fait accompli, 
leaving only the resulting action of the Turkish forces as a problem 
to be resolved? Certainly, tha t cannot be what the Council had in mind. 
And yet even the order in which the various appeals are made in the 
operative paragraphs of the resolution might give that erroneous imp
ression. Speaking of the operative paragraphs of the resolution, I note 
that paragraph 3 seems to mention only paragraph 1, forgetting the 
intervention clearly aimed at destroying the constitutional structure 
established and guaranteed by international agreements referred to in 
the sixth paragraph of the preamble to the resolution.

I had intended to be brief, and I hope I shall be able to adhere to 
that intention and to refrain from answering as they deserve to be 
answered the allegations made by the representative of Greece. Before 
the representative of Greece spoke, I had made a note of some other 
remarks that 1 wanted to make. I wanted to draw attention to a situati
on which seems at least to me, to be abnormal, a situation to which 
many others have referred. I think tha t I should ask for some clarifi
cation. I found it regrettable that the representative of the United King
dom chose to refer to only one of the parties to the Cyprus dispute wit
hin Cyprus; he did not mention the Turkish side among those with 
whom he said his Government intended to keep in touch.»

«I hope tha t is just a lapsus. Nevertheless, it needs to be corrected, 
as it seems that the representative of Australia, for instance, also had 
the same impression, and certainly Mr. Rossides made the point.

During his explanation of vote the representative of the United 
States made a reference to the «open military action» of Turkey. It is 
an open military action, and what I am going to say is not istended to 
draw any reply on his part; it is not a criticism. 1 merely wanted to 
take this opportunity to draw attention to the difference between overt 
military actions and covert ones, not only in terms of juridical grounds 
and legitimacy but also from the point of view of the unique situation 
of Cyprus, where the Greek invaders were a welcome fixture of the 
political scene until they threatened the administration of President 
Makarios.
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There is one moi-e point on which 1 should like to dwell, not because 
of its importance but because it touches on a m atter to which I have 
often had to refer. The representative of Kenya, 1 am sure, had in mind 
a quotation I gave from a speech by Archbishop Makarios when he 
deplored the fact that Cypriots are considered not as a  nation but as 
the mere numerical addition of two different ones.

Anyone sitting where 1 sit has to be much more attentive to what 
is said than anyone else. Therefore I took note of the much greater 
time devoted by Mr. Rossides in his speech to the territorial integrity 
than to the independence of Cyprus. I hope this is not indicative of 
the relative importance attached to enosis and partition, which Turkey 
equally rejects.

I should like to address myself shortly to what the representative 
of Greece has just said about my country’s intentions with regard to 
Cyprus. I do not even need to answer the allegations concerning the 
object of the Turkish intervention. That has been done in this Council 
by persons whose neutrality is beyond doubt. I will not try  to follow 
him in all the adjectives he chose to use concerning this operation. I 
would only refer anyone who is interested to what Archbishop Maka
rios-and  he cannot be accused of anti-Iiellenism - said yesterday when 
he talked about the frame of mind in which the Greek Government in 
Athens finds itself right now. This of paranoiac attitude is typical of 
tha t which any fascist Government holds towards its own public opinion 
and world public opinion.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

I deplore the fact tha t this resolution was ever tabled. I deplore 
the fact tha t it was accepted. I deplore the frame of mind of those 
who, in their Parisian ivory towers, even thought of such a biased 
approach in this issue a t such a time.

1 have great respect for many virtues which make France great, 
but I also happen to know, alas, that when it decides to climb down from 
greatness to petty considerations it also does it thoroughly. 1 wonder 
whether it is the kind of France which the world hoped would never 
be seen again which is taking over. Despite my own and my people’s 
great respect for France, I cannot help wondering whether it is the 
France of the Foreign Legion, the France of Sakiet Sidi Youssef, the 
France of the paratroopers, the France of Suez, and more recently the 
France of the Mururoa experiments which pretends to judge Turkish 
actions and their relevance to United Nations principles.

It is obvious to anyone around this table, indeed anyone in this 
chamber since yesterday, that France in one of its moods of grandeur
suddenly decided to play a role in this problem, a role which probably
has long been denied to it, and decided to begin by choosing the part 
of a judge, placing the blame for whatever happened in Cyprus on 
Turkish shoulders. T am, of course, talking about the original draft 
resolution circulated and not about the one which seemed to have been 
perhaps, in the minds of those who considered the first one a better 
one, emasculated.

This resolution starts the clock some time last week, despite the 
fact of many resolutions implying tha t foreign intervention, foreign 
military presence, and even action took place for months before the 
Council was seized of the problem in its most recent phase. France 
chose to look back to the last week, and this a t a time when the wise
thing - morally, politically and humanely - would have been to look for-

Text of the statement m ade by Mr. Osman OLCAY,
Ambassador, perm anent Representative a t the Security Council on 18 Augns! 1974. 
A/PV. 1794.
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ward only, to a brighter future which might be created as a result of 
meaningful negotiations. The adoption of such a resolution can only 
be aimed a t ruining prospects of such negotiations.

We know full well the old Makarios tactic of signing agreements 
only to denounce them under the fallacious pretext of their having 
been signed under duress; and their origin of the Cyprus problem and 
the fact that we have now been gathered around this table almost 
every day for the past month, day and night, is due to this original sin 
attributed to the solemnly agreed treaties and constitution by the then 
head of the Cypriot Government.

Is it the aim of France to prepare the terrain for such future 
pretexts? Why this frantic action on the part of a country which had 
been long accustomed to remain silent on issues at least as virulent 
as the Cyprus issue? I know of other cases, also involving the Medi
terranean, to which France is so much attached, where France's reac
tion was much slower in coming. It was not a question of hours - as 
you have yourself mentioned, Mr. President - for the adoption of re
solutions in this Council. Different nations command probably different 
considerations. I wonder how many Mirages one had to be able to buy 
to achieve this aim.

I consider that if the representative of France, or rather his Go
vernment, would have been content with a serious call for the resump
tion of negotiations in operative paragraph 3 of the draft resolution, 
without playing for favours at the same time, it would have been a 
constructive contribution by France to international relations which 
we have not been able to witness for a long time. Indeed, it is the 
first time tha t Security Council has adopted a resolution because the 
Prsident of one Member State has made a statement - which I, at least 
consider as biased - 11 years after the inscription of an international 
dispute on its agenda. One wonders where was the conscience of that 
country when unilateral action, including military action, against de
fenceless Turkish Cypriot civilians was committed repeatedly over the 
past 11 years.

Now I will say this about the end result achieved through the 
French efforts today. My Government has declared its readiness to 
take part in the negotiations aimed a t establishing the future frame
work of the constitution for an independent and sovereign State of 
Cyprus, but it is not on the basis of this unbalanced, biased, unequal, 
unfair and unrealistic resolution that it will do so. The noment this
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Council adopts - as 1 hope it will very soon - any other resolution that 
does not bear all these stigmas, my Government will be ready to 
reconsider its attitude in this respect and will do so gladly.

I want to point out once more tha t Turkey does not enter into 
negotiations under conditions dictated at the inspiration of sentences 
which have been extracted from statements dreamed up in Paris, even 
if it is in the Elysee Palace.
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«... 1 must warn you from the outset that I have a rather longish 
exposé to make. I will try  to keep it, as much as possible, relevant to 
the points under discussion. 1 am not going to propose to discuss those 
aspects of the problem which do not concern our Organisation directly, 
but I will confine my remarks and exposé to those points which may 
help to illuminate and lead to a better understanding of the situation 
for us. I am afraid, for some time to come, we will be saddled with 
this issue, namely the question of Cyprus. We should try to see what 
has happened in Cyprus and what is happening in Cyprus in the right 
context, so that in future this Organisation will be in a position to 
bring a constructive and fruitful contribution to the solution of the 
problem, for a just and durable solution of the problem. So, 1 have 
to go back to some extent to the causes of the present crisis and I 
have to elaborate on them and their unavoidable consequences. As 
this Organisation claims some competence in the legal field, we should 
then first look into some legal aspects of the question. To consider 
them is of particular importance for us for a correct evaluation of our 
present problem, as it is disregard for legality, suppression of cons
titutional rule, violation of treaty obligations tha t lie at the foundation 
of all the troubles that we face today. I believe, for a meaningful 
discussion of the Cyprus problem we should first recall the last days. 
What has happened in Cyprus? What was it that necessitated what some 
refer to as the Turkish military intervention and what we so rightly call 
a peace move?

To take the matter up from one particular point, ignoring the past 
and recent happenings will be misleading. This will deprive us of a 
penetrating and constructive discussion of the situation. We should 
see the present in the light of the past, and prescriptions for the future

Text of the Statement by the Permanent Representative oS Turkey 
Ambassador fiahmi GtiMROKCOOGLU.
THE 234th MEETING OF THE MINISTERS’ DEPUTIES. COUNCIL OF EUROPE 
in Strasbourg on 21 and 22 August 1974. CM/Del/CONCL (74) 234.
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should be made out by taking this fact into account. They must be 
based on realism, fairness and justice. If we are not prepared to du 
this then we may ju s t as well not enter any discussion of any problem. 
Therefore it is my intention to recall first some of the fundamentally 
important elements and facts relating to this problem.

1 should like to mention forthwith that all tha t I will be saying 
in this exposé can be substantiated by documents and evidence if 
need be. In any case I hardly need to add anything to the facts, elabo
rate on them a t length or interpret them in detail, as they speak so 
loudly for themselves. Equally 1 will spare as much as possible my 
personal comments or any arguments in defence of the attitude of 
my Government ¿is it will be seen th a t the same facts and events 
not only determined it but dictated it. Therefore I will simply confine 
my observations to the facts and realities from an as impartial point 
of view as possible. I believe, 1 should s ta rt with the most recent 
events.

The long drawn out conflict between the Greek Colonels and 
Presiden Makarios over the fate of the island resulted in the Colonels 
undertaking their putsch and ousting Makarios. The main issue bet
ween the two as to when ENOSIS should be achieved. The divergence 
between them did not concern the substance, it concerned rather the 
modality of application. Both of them - President Makarios and the 
Greek Colonels - had the same objective, ENOSIS. Only the Greek 
Colonels thought th a t the time for it had come, while Makarios had a 
preference first for taking care of the Turkish Community on the 
island. Once this stumbling block on the road to ENOSIS was overcome 
then annexation of the island to Greece would be realised much more 
easily. This, in his opinion, however, required time. But the Greek 
Colonels in Athens and their EOKA agents on the island wanted a 
quick success. Ever since the military Junta came to power in Greece 
they regretted th a t they did not make a simultaneous coup in Cyprus 
to overthrow Makarios, put an end to whatever was left in Cyprus of 
Constitutional rule and annex island to Greece. They were out this time 
to recover what they thought a wasted opportunity. On 15 July they 
put their plans into action, they overthrew the government of Maka
rios; they did not. however, succeed in killing the man who had, in 
their eyes now turned into a tra ito r because he wanted to delay 
ENOSIS. Fierce fighting started on the island. Pro-ENOSIS Greeks 
fired a t pro-Makarios Greeks. The right-arm man of terrorist EOKA 
leader Grivas, a man called Samson was appointed President and Head 
of the new government of Cyprus. A professional killer, the best gun,
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the tireur élite and murderer of Grivas whose only real occupation 
happened to be terrorism, a man who had 25 murder charges against 
him, who was known as the assassion of British soldiers, their families 
and so many innocent Turkish men, women and children, who took 
pride in writing about them in his own papers, who took pride in the 
fact that during the genocide movements directed against Turks on 
the island by the Greek-Cypriots with the help and support of the 
mainland Greeks in 1963, 1964, 1967, he had murdered Turks indiscri
minately. In fact he was awarded by the Greek-Cypriot Government 
medals for it. He rightly acquired the title of Turk hater. I t  was this 
man that the Greeks appointed as President of Cyprus. This was done 
not only with indirect help and support but also by the active partici
pation of a country who had affixed its signature to the international 
agreements under which she assumed the obligation of preserving the 
independence, territorial integrity, and the constitutional rule of the 
country which they were now out to destroy.

With this movement whatever legality was left in Cyprus under 
the Constitution, under Makarios’ administration was swept away. The 
State of Cyprus, as was created by international agreements was 
brought to an end. This was not the only consequence of the Putsch. 
The entire population of the island was thrown in a state of peril, an 
extremely dangerous and explosive situation was created for the entire 
region. It became incumbent upon those who assumed under the same 
international agreements the obligation and the responsibility to main
tain the independence, territorial integrity of and constitutional rule 
on that island, to take measures to redress the situation. Action was 
necessitated to send Samson and his ENOSIS accomplices back to their 
gutter together with their sinful deeds of the past which had culmina
ted in their last action. Turkey, on the basis of her Treaty rights, un
dertook her peace operation, whose sole aim was, and continues to 
remain, the safeguard of the independence and territorial intergity of 
the Republic of Cyprus and the restoration of Constitutional Rule to 
the island.

Archbishop Makarios himself a t the eleventh hour tried to reverse 
the wheels. It was he who had invited the Greek officers and instruc
tors to come to the island, to build his army, discipline and organise 
the trigger-happy Greek gangs with the ultimate aim of finding a 
radical solution to the existence on the island of a Turkish community. 
Now he wanted them out. As reported widely in the world press 
Archbishop Makarios wrote a letter dated 2 July to the Athens Go
vernment. It is a very significant letter. I hope those who seem to
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have ¿i keen interest in this problem have had an opportunity to study 
this letter among other documents. Makarios expresses the hope that 
orders would be given by the Athens Government to EOKA-B to end 
its activities on the island and says th a t if EOKA-B is not definitely 
dissolved, a new wave of murder and violence cannot be precluded. He 
adds, «1 am compelled to describe at length in crudely sincere language 
the long-standing, lamentable situation in Cyprus». He confesses that 
he was reduced to a District Governor appointed by the Greek Govern
ment. We can open a parenthesis here to say tha t this is what some 
people are referring to as the legitimate Government of Cyprus... This 
is the status quo ante th a t they are aiming a t restoring. This is appa
rently their conception of an independent Cyprus. Some now talk about 
the Turkish invasion. Cyprus was invaded long before the Turkish 
army got there. It was invaded by the Greek army  directed by the 
Greek Colonels of Athens. It was invaded not with the purpose of 
restoring the independence, territorial integrity of Cyprus as is fore
seen by the international treaties to which Greece also happens to be a 
party, it was invaded by Greece in violation of these agreements with 
the deliberate intention of terminating the existence of th a t State and 
the independence of tha t country. These things happened long before 
the Turkish intervention. Constitutional rule was brought to an end 
in Cyprus even for the Greek community there. However Turkey was 
closely watching developments. Turkey is one of the three signatories 
of the Agreements creating Cyprus, the United Kingdom and Greece 
being the other two. Turkey could not be expected to tolerate such a 
flagrant violation of an agreement which, since the setting up of the 
Republic of Cyprus, she had honoured and for the observance of which 
she attached the utmost importance. Look what Article 1 of the Treaty 
of Guarantee dated 16 August 1960 says : «The Republic of Cyprus 
undertakes to ensure the maintenance of its independence, territorial 
integrity and security as well as respect for its Constitution». The 
Greek dominated Republic of Cyprus did not abide by this. They sold 
themselves out to Greece by inviting Greek officers, EOKA leaders and 
reactivating the integration movement with Greece. However, this fact 
was to cost them their legality. Their responsibility is indeed ver3T gre
at. Article 2 of the same Treaty speaks about the guarantor powers, 
guaranteeing independence, territorial integrity and security of the 
Republic of Cyprus. «'Greece, Turkey and the United Kingdom under
take to prohibit as far as they are concerned, any activity aimed at 
promoting directly or indirectly the union of Cyprus with any other 
state.» Greece violated this disposition beyond all limits. It is Article 
4 of the same Treaty tha t confers the right on the guarantor powers
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to take measures to redress such a situation. I shall read Article 
4 : «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 ac
tion may not prove possible, each of the three guaranteeing powers re
serve the right to take action with the sole aim of re-establishing the 
state of affairs created by the present Treaty*, which happens to be 
and remains the sole aim of the Turkish intervention. However, Tur
key once again following the same course she has always followed to 
settle international problems in the past, tried to seek as peaceful a 
solution as possible of the problem.

In view of the multi-sided threats to the Turkish community, to 
her own security and very serious dangers to the peace and stability 
of the region the Cyprus crisis had unleashed, Turkey was obliged to 
assume her responsibilities the international Treaties placed upon her. 
She first sought contact with the other guarantor power, namely the 
United Kingdom. The Turkish Prime Minister personally volunteered 
for talks with the leaders of the British Government. In London he 
said, «I have come to London open-minded to try and find a peaceful 
solution, if this is possible». It is unfortunate tha t this did not prove 
possible. The concurrence of the British Government could not be secu
red for a joint peaceful action to restore what was demolished by the 
Greeks on the island. In the meantime, the Government of the adven
turers on the island, with the help of the Greek Government, went 
ahead to consolidate their position and power. A number of Greek pla
nes rushed forces and ammunition to the accomplices of the Greek 
Government. So the consolidation of the Greek invasion of the island, 
which had bean started some time ago, wras accelerated. In the circums
tances, Turkey had no alternative but to resort to such means which 
had been rendered necessary by this situation, in order to arrest these 
unacceptable developments which had in them the power to ignite an 
explosion to shake the foundations of the peace in the region. Turkey 
sent a military contingent to the island, making her intention by this 
move clearly known to all, which was to help restore the constitutional 
rule, the territorial integrity and independence of Cyprus, to prevent 
bloodshed between Greeks themselves and between the twTo communities 
living on the island. We do not need to go fa r to see if the Turkish 
intervention was called legitimate or justified. Members of the Consulta
tive Assembly met on 29 July and adopted a resolution on the subject. 
That text happens to be in your files. Reading that text you will see 
once more that what the Turkish government did wa.j based on its
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Treaty rights and tha t the action of the Turkish Government was 
rendered inescapable by the unilateral action of the  Greek military 
dictatorship. Of course, if you are interested you will read more in this 
text than those two points. The Consultative Assembly thinks that it is 
about time th a t a fair, lasting and peaceful settlement of Cyprus' prob
lems should be attained. Such a settlement should take into account the 
legitimate rights of the two communities on the island, not only of one, 
namely the Greek-Cypriot community. All these points are made in the 
Resolution adopted by the Assembly. In the light of all this, it becomes 
all the more ironical th a t while one organ of the same organisation is 
urging fair and equal treatm ent for the two communities the other 
organ - namely the governmental wing of the same organisation - is 
allowing only the Greek-Cypriot representative to sit in its Committee, 
without even thinking of giving an opportunity to the other community 
to have its voice heard. The Consultative Assembly never failed to 
express its unconditional disapproval of the subjugation by the Greeks 
of the Turkish Community on the island. Here again their conscience 
makes them observe tha t whatever settlement is agreed upon for the 
future as regards Cyprus, it should being an improved status granting 
the security and rights of the Turkish community.

Turkey’s move on the island was a move of peace. Turkish forces 
were issued orders not to fire a shot unless they were fired upon. The 
first thing Turkey did was to drop leaflets to the population explaining 
th a t the Turkish intervention was a peace move, to benefit both the 
Greek and Turkish communities. I t  was not directed a t the peoples of 
Cyprus.

The developments which had taken place up to the first ceasefire 
leading to the convening of a conference in Geneva are known to you 
all. In the Geneva conference, the three countries agreed on a declaration 
which was to form the basis for future negotiations to be held in order 
to establish the State of Cyprus, to determine its new status and to 
give it a new Constitution. We should remind ourselves of the salient 
points of this declaration to which the three guarantors have affixed 
their signatures and which they have pledged to honour. A ceasefire 
was agreed. It was also agreed to put the following measures into 
immediate effect :

— To establish a zone to be entered by no forces other than 
UNFIYCP.

— All the Turkish enclaves occupied by Greek and Greek-Cypriot 
forces should be immediately evacuated.
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— One other point laid down in Geneva was the exchange and 
the release of military and civilian prisoners.

It was agreed that all these measures were to be taken before 
the second round of Geneva talks to start on 8 August 1974.

The fact was recognised in Geneva that the Turkish-Cypriots were 
reduced and condemned to living in enclaves and those enclaves in which 
only civilian people lived were occupied by the Greeks and Greek-Cypriot 
forces. Other Turkish enclaves were asked to be protected by the UN 
forces because Greeks had never ceased on the island their murderous 
activities towards Turks, women and children, young and old. They 
have a special aptitude and taste for it. Kill whomever you can lay your 
hands on. British soldiers and their families in the past; unarmed and 
helpless Turkish civilians now.

None of the undertakings falling upon the Greeks were fulfilled 
by the time the delegation of the three countries and the representati
ves of the communities met in Geneva on 8 August.

The second round of talks in Geneva made it obvious that the 
Geneva conference did not stand a chance of succeeding. The Greek 
Government and the Greek-Cypriot administration would prevent it 
from attaining the objectives set out by the Security Council. Let me 
quote here what the Turkish Prime Minister said on this point on 14 
August 1974, and as was also pointed out publicly by the Turkish Go
vernment, «The delegations of Greece and the Greek-Cypriot administ
ration have tried to prevent a serious discussion on the constitutional 
status of Cyprus and have delayed the working of the conference by 
claiming tha t in spite of the clear mandate of the Security Council Re
solution, the conference was not authorised to take up such matters. 
They continued treating many unarmed and defenceless members of the 
Turkish community, as prisoners and hostages, whenever and wherever 
they had the power to do so, in open violation of the provisions of the 
Geneva declaration, of international law and of human rights. Days 
after the Geneva declaration was signed and after the second round of 
Geneva talks had started they promised to let the Turks return to their 
villages, districts and houses which would be evacuated by the Greek 
National Guard. But after fulfilling this promise to a vei*y limited 
degree in some localities, they declared on 13 August 1974, in defiance 
of the basic rules of humaity that they were suspending the application 
of this promise and obligation and were not going to release the Turks 
they had been holding as hostages. The Greek Governmen in an official 
statement issued on IB August described the Turkish forces stationed in
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Cyprus as invaders, in spite of the fact that these forces acted under 
the authority of a guarantor power. In complete disregard for the Gene
va declaration the Greek Government requested their withdrawal as a 
prim ary condition. They said that the withdrawal of the units and offi
cers from Greece could only take place after th a t although their illegal 
status and their objective of making Cyprus a part of Greece by a fait 
accompli are known to the world a t large. This was still another ma
nifestation of the fact that the Greek Government did not recognise 
the validity of the Geneva agreement. The Greek Government and the 
Greek-Cypriot administration have exerted every effort to invalidate 
the decisions of the Geneva conference and to obstruct its work.

In the circumstances, the ceasefire provision could no longer be 
considered as binding for Turkey as a guarantor power. Having reached 
the conclusion tha t there is no use but only harm  in maintaining the 
appearance of continuing a conference which was intentionally obstruc
ted and whose deliberations were unilaterally violated, Turkey conside
red it her duty to fulfil by herself her prerogatives and duties as a 
guarantor power and her responsibilities concerning the independence 
of Cyprus as well as the rights and security of the Turkish-Cypriot 
people. I t is unquestionable that this new Turkish action was as legi
timate as Turkey’s initial move and was, as the same conditions still 
existed on the island as on 20 July, inevitable. Therefore the second 
Turkish move was an inevitable and logical continuation of the first 
one. The Turkish armed forces had stopped their operation in order 
th a t a solution to the problems of Cyprus could be explained through 
discussions and when it became obvious that these explorations were 
not going to yield any results the Turkish armed forces resumed their 
mission». The Turkish Prime Minister made it clear in his speech on 14 
August that «the objective of this operation is not to destroy the State 
of Cyprus but to contribute to the rebuilding on a sounder basis of 
th a t State which was destroyed and to ensure its territorial integrity. 
The objective of this operation is to bring peace, freedem, and security 
to Cyprus. The objective of this operation is to end the long-lasting 
sufferings of the Turkish-C.vpriots and to enable them to live freely on 
their own soil in a way befitting humans. When the objectives of this 
operation are attained, the Greeks as well as the Turks on the island 
will enjoy full security and durable peace». The Prime Minister stressed 
that «our action is not against Greece, or against the Greek-Cypriot 
community; we intend to establish a balanced society on Cyprus, which 
will enable the Turks and the Greeks to co-operate and prosper under 
equitable conditions.»
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As is known, on 17 August Turkey following the Security Council 
Resolution and once again called a cease fire in Cyprus. Following the 
cease fire, Turkey’s Prime Minister made known to the world Turkish 
aims and objectives as regards Cyprus. These aims and objectives have 
not altered. They are to achieve a durable solution of this problem ba
sed on fairness and justice. Such a solution will have to be based on the 
preservation of the territorial integrity and independence of Cyprus 
which should be based on more solid foundations. It should give equal 
security and opportunity for the enforcement of human rights, oppor
tunities for a better life for the two communities living on the island. 
It should base their relations not a t the mercy of one of them, but on 
mutual respect for each other's rights and on a spirit of co-operation. 
Cyprus as a whole should be taken off the list of outstanding dangerous 
international conflicts, threatening the peace and security of the neigh- 
boui*ing countries and of the region. Until such time as this aim is 
achieved, Turkey will continue to seek for it and will always have a 
preference for negotiation as a means to attain tha t aim. My Government 
has already extended a hand to all those concerned to come together and 
start discussions to attain these objectives. It is in the interest of all of 
us to take a deeper look into this problem, and remind ourselves of what 
has happened in the past, of the facts and reasons underlying the pre
sent crisis. To serve that purpose I should now like to recall very briefly 
some of those facts and past happenings. If one does not bear them in 
mind one may easily fail to arrive at a correct evaluation of the present 
situation.

As it is directly relevant to the problems we are facing today, 
I should like to say a word or two about the creation of the Republic of 
Cyprus. As is common knowledge, the Republic of Cyprus was created 
by the Zurich and London Agreements. The Zurich Agreement was 
concluded on 11 February 1959, between Greece and Turkey, and regis
tered their agreement on the basic conditions for an independent 
Cyprus. London Agreement was concluded on 19 February 1959, bet
ween Greece, Turkey, the United Kingdom, the Greek-Cypriot com
munity and Turkish-Cypriot community. This reaffirmed the agreement 
reached in Zurich and set out the principles to be incorporated in the 
Constitution of the future Republic of Cyprus. Cyprus became an inde
pendent and sovereign State following the signature on 16 August I960 
of two main treaties based on the Zurich and London Agreements. One 
of them is the Treaty of Guarantee. It is called the Treaty of Guarantee 
because the signatories have undertaken to ensure the maintenance of 
independence and territorial integrity of Cyprus, and Cyprus undertook 
not to participate as a whole, or in part in any political union with any 
state whatsoever.
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Article : 4 of the Treaty stipulates the rights and obligations of 
guarantors against violations of Article 1.

Treaty obligations are created for specific purposes; they are 
created to be respected and to be observed. Treaty rights are recorded to 
make those who violate the treaty obligations respect them. This is how 
honourable states understand their treaty rights and obligations.

Now I come to the major source of the trouble. That is the 
Constitutions of Cyprus. The Cyprus Constitution formed yet another 
foundation stone of the Cyprus. Its main stipulations were agreed upon 
in Zurich and confirmed in London and figure in the two agreements 
known under these names. In Article 181 it is stated tha t the two ag
reements I referred to above formed the annexes of the Constitution. 
Article 182 states that what has been agreed as a basis of the future 
State of Cyprus in Zurich constitutes the fundamental articles of the 
Constitution, as they cannot in any manner be modified, amended, 
amplified or suppressed.

Now to have an idea as to what happened in Cyprus in the course 
of the 3 years following the installation of constitutional rule in the 
island, taking a  brief look at some of these basic stipulations and their 
application by the Greek-Cypriot dominated Government of Cyprus is 
of vital importance. Although the international agreements formed an 
integral part of the constitution, and ENOSIS (ie Union with Greece) 
was prohibited under these agreements, shortly before the creation of 
the Cypriot State and the conclusion of the agreements, we hear some 
declarations on ENOSIS. Archbishop Makarios, addressing the Greek- 
Cypriots on 1 April 1960, 5 months before the birth of Cyprus, but 
after the London and Zurich Agreements laying down the foundation 
stone of the new independent State of Cyprus and while the representa
tives of the two communities were working together drafting the Cons
titution of Cyprus, said : -¿The realisation of our hopes and aspirations 
is not complete under the Zurich and London Agreements. We have 
acquired a bastion and starting  point for further campaigns. From these 
bastions we shall continue to struggle with a view to consummating 
victory.» Which means for them ENOSIS’. Again on 5 January 1962, 
this time after the conclusion of the agreements, and the establishment 
of the new State, addressing the Greek-Cypriots, Archbishop Makarios 
said : «the Zurich and London Agreements form a landmark in the 
course of the struggle for union with Greece, but a t the same time 
they are a starting  point and a bastion for further struggles with the 
object of capitalising on what has been achieved for further conquests».
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So this shows how much dedication to independence and personal ho
nesty lay underneath the signature of some of those who gave birth to 
the independent Republic of Cyprus !

On 13 March 1963 he said, «The aim of the Cyprus struggle was 
not the establishment of a republic. These Agreements only laid the 
foundations for further conquests». Would you believe this coming 
from the President of the Republic who was sworn in to safeguard the 
independence and sovereignty of his country, its constitution, and ob
serve the rights and obligations created by international treaties to 
which that State is one of the parties?

On 27 July 1963, Arch'bshop Makarios in another address to the 
Greek-Cypriots said «The agreements do not form the goal; they are 
the present but not the future. The Greek-Cypriot people will continue 
their national course and shape their future in accordance with their 
will». But what will become of the Turkish-Cypriot people? W hat will 
happen to them? Are not they also entitled to have a will of their 
own? He does not dwell upon any of this. He simply ignores the exis
tence of the Turkish community on that island, who started living 
there before even the American continent was discovered and who have 
been living there for the last 400 years. He could not care less.

After the beginning of the Greek onslaught on the Turks on 25 
March 1964, Archbishop Makarios declared : «Union of Cyprus with 
Greece is the aim and wish of the Greek people and of myself». On 27 
August 1964, addressing the new Greek Ambassador to Cyprus, Arch
bishop Makarios said : «It is my wish and prayer that you be the last 
and your term of office in this capacity be of a very short duration, 
with the early materialisation of union of Cyprus with Greece». This 
reflects their conception of independence of a country ! On 8 September
1964, he said : «The Cypriot people want to define their future accor
ding to their wish and desire, which is to unite with Greece». But the 
Cypriot people are composed of two communities : Turkish people who 
want to live on an independent island, and in an independent state; it 
is only the Greek-Cypriot people who wish to be annexed to Greece. 
What do we do with the Turkish people? How should we take care of 
them? Well the answer proved to be a simple one : if they do not 
accept subjugation and servility, liquidate them, exterminate them. His 
intention is clear. On 1 October 1964, he affirmed : «The real victory 
will be achieved when Cyprus will be annexed to Greece without any 
concession whatever».

On 27 October 1964, at a luncheon party in honour of the visiting 
Greek Defence Minister, Archbishop Makarios said «Greece has become
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Cyprus, and Cyprus is Greece». Isn’t  this interesting, this amalgama
tion? it  is almost a chemical reaction ! Ilov/cver, Makarioa iveiu on ; 
«I unshakenly believe th a t the struggle for ENOSIS will be crowned 
with success soon». On 21 November 1964, in an interview with <¿Phile- 
leftheros», Archbishop Makarios said «I am for ENOSIS and shall always 
stand for it, but it must be genuine ENOSIS, without curbs and strings». 
This he adds in case a foolish person somewhere entertained the idea 
of granting some protection or guarantee to the Turkish-Cypriot people, 
once the island is annexed to Greece. Now perhaps we understand more 
clearly what it was th a t had been behind all this. This is what I meant 
when I said tha t the divergence between the Greek Colonels and Archbis
hop Makarios concerned the modality of application, it did not concern 
the objective itself. Basically none of them was for the maintenance of 
an independent State, but all of them were for ENOSIS. In his New 
Year message to Greék-Cypriots on 31 December 1964, Archibshop Ma
karios said : «We shall reach our ultimate aim of ENOSIS». On 10 Janu
ary 19G5 in a speech a t Kyrenia, which has now acquired its true name 
of Girne, he declared «Our ENOSIS aim is getting stronger every pas
sing day... The aim of the actual struggle is ENOSIS». Earlier, on 8 
September 1964, he had declared to the newspaper « Apqgevmat ini» : «If 
1 have any ambition it is to link my name with the union of Cyprus 
with Greece. The expansion of Greece’s boundaries to the shores of 
North Africa», and why not to the middle of Anatolia as the Greeks 
tried to do in the 1920s «through the union of Cyprus. This is my 
only ambition for the realisation of which I shall continue to struggle 
to my death». All these are fundamentally important points. All these 
should be fully considered and grasped. If th a t is not done no full un
derstanding of the problem can be attained and no fair and just contri
bution to the solution of this problem can be made however earnest and 
however honest one’s intentions may be.

With this aim in mind and their policy directed a t the achievement 
of th a t aim the Greek-Cypriot leaders did not give the young Republic 
of Cyprus a chance to flourish. The Cypriot-Turks who had accepted 
independence as an end in itself, and solidly objected to the union of 
Cyprus with Greece, were represented to the Greek-Cypriots as public 
enemy No 1. This is the origin of the animosity between the two com
munities, because two communities were not given a chance to live 
peacefully, harmoniously, with respect for each other on the island, 
because some people had all the time in their mind to fulfil their am
bitions and to register their name in history as having expanded the 
Kingdom of Greece. On 4 September 1962, a t Panaia village in the 
course of a sermon Archbishop Makarios preached : «Unless this small
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Turkish community forming a part of the Turkish race, which has been 
the terrible enemy of HéÜinism is expelled, the duty of the heroes of 
EOKA can never be considered as terminated». EOKA is a terrorist 
organisation, an organisation of murderers, of gangs trying to realise 
their ambitions by means which are most vehemently deplored by the 
civilised world. And Archbishop Makarios, a priest, a spiritual leader, is 
saying that it is their duty to exterminate Turks». Unless all the Turks 
are exterminated on the island the job of EOKA will never have been 
fulfilled». This is the man whom some recognised as the legitimate Pre
sident of a country and whose deeds were very seldom, if ever, questioned 
in an organisation like the Council of Europe which has taken upon itself 
the defence and protection of human dignity.

This is not all. The Greek side has violated and unilaterally abro
gated certain basic provisions of the Constitution relating to a separate 
majority vote, the right of veto, composition of the civil service and the 
Security Force, right to trial by a judge of one’s own community and 
separate municipalities. They have deliberately misinterpreted them as 
«excessive rights for the Turks». None of these provisions was exces
sive or contrary to any democratic principles.

It was not the Turks who wrote the Constitution of Cyprus, it was 
an eminent Swiss jurist, in keeping with the traditional Swiss policy of 
impartiality and fairness. It is this constitution that they attacked. Let 
me dwell on this a little longer. The separate majority vote requirement 
(Article 87) was applicable only to the enactment of legislation relating 
to taxation. Its purpose was to prevent discrimination against the 
Turks in matters of taxation, and in the manner in which revenue from 
taxes must be spent. As the study of practice will show the Greeks did 
in fact attem pt to deprive the Turks of any say on tax law by intro
ducing a tax Bill in the House which they insisted should be enacted as a 
permanent law and not liable to periodic review as normal practice re
quired. When the Turkish deputies rejected the Bill, the Greeks held 
this action against them as a Turkish attempt to paralyse the State.

The Right of Veto (Article 50) was not reserved to the Turkish 
Vice-President alone, as the Greek account tends to suggest; it can be 
exercised by the President and the Vice-President, jointly or separately, 
over legislation and over decisions of the Council of Ministers concerning 
security, defence and foreign affairs. The purpose here again was to 
prevent discriminatory and one-sided legislation and decisions. Owing to 
Greek majority in the House and in the Council of Ministers, the Greek 
President had no real need for this right. But as the Greeks openly defied 
the Constitution, it also ceased to have any meaning or practical use for
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Vice-President. The right of veto has remained only as a stick in the 
hands of the Greek propagandists to beat the Turks, and, except in one 
case, it was never used.

The fixed ratio in the civil service and security forces (Article 123 
and Article 130). One of the reasons for these provisions was th a t the 
Turks had agreed, as a  concession to the Greeks, to the creation of a 
State machinery in which the latter would be, for all practical purposes, 
in control. The Turks therefore had to make sure of a predetermined 
ratio : 70 % - 30 % in the civil service and 60 % - 40 % in the security 
forces, of government jobs to prevent discrimination. Another reason 
was th a t the participation of Turks in government services in the 
predetermined ratio, was essential to provide adequate service to the 
Turkish community because very few Greek officials spoke Turkish. This 
was, as you will also see, violated.

The separate courts (Article 159). In fact the courts were unified, 
but the judicial system gave the Turks and the Greek-Cypriot citizens 
the right to have their cases tried by judges belonging to their own 
community. This was a fundamental principle of justice and natural right 
given to every citizen. It dates back to the days of Magna Carta, which 
laid down among other things tha t a man should be tried by his Peers, 
in other words by judges familiar with Ills way of life. This right in any 
case had been exercised by the communities in Cyprus since Ottoman 
times. These provisions did not cvreate conflicts of competence or place 
any unnecessary burden on the economy; the courts were constituted 
with a  minimum reorganisation of the existing judicial services.

Separate municipalities (Article 173) : These existed before the 
creation of the Republic. The Constitution merely perpetuated the agree
ment. After long years of experience and continuous protest from the 
Turkish community, even the British had been convinced that Turkish 
areas could never have a fair chance to develop unless they were under 
mixed municipal administrations. While the Greek-Cypriots got the lion's 
share from municipal spending, the Turks received only the crumbs.

P art 2 of the Constitution of Cyprus, Articles 6 to 35 provide ade
quate protection of fundamental rights and liberties. Nevertheless, it 
must be pointed out tha t the Greek-Cvpriot administration, in its attempt 
to usurp the political rights of the Turkish Cypriots indirectly removed 
certain basic protective measures. For example, with the armed onsla
ught unleashed against the Turkish community in December 1903, it 
became physically impossible for the Turkish elements of the govern
ment to attend their wrork in the Greek sectors. When fighting ceased, 
the Greek-Cypriot leadership refused to accept their Turkish colleagues
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back and thus the Turkish community in Cyprus which had tru s t in 
bi-coommunaiity, and thus fairness of a great number of institutions like 
the courts, the police, the legislature and the cabinet found themselves 
deprived of this protection.

The Turkish community which is not a minority group in Cyprus, 
but one of the co-founders of the independence of the republic, has 
nevertheless been grossly discriminated against by the Greek-Cypriot 
administration, in complete denial of fundamental provisions of part 2 
of the constitution. For example, Article 6 of the Constitution states 
«No law shall discriminate against any of the two communities or any 
person as an individual or by virtue of being a member of a community. 
Article 3 : The official language is Turkish and Greek. Laws have to 
be published in both languages, in order to be valid. Contrary to this 
legislation the Greek House of Representatives passed legislation in 
Greek only in the absence of Turkish members of the Turkish com
munity. Immovable property belonging to the Turks had been confis
cated while chances of trialy by competent courts in accordance with the 
constitution were denied to Turks through unconstitutional Greek legis
lation.

Article 7 : Every person has the right to life and corporal integrity. 
All Greek armed elements who were secretly armed by the Greek lea
dership in order to attack the Turks and who actually did so, killed the 
Turks in thousands and were decorated as heroes by the Government. 
The number of dead, wounded, maimed and missing can be counted in 
thousands.

Article 8 : No person shall be subjected to torture or to inhuman 
or degrading punishment or treatment. Hundreds of cases have been 
reported to the United Nations during the 1963-1968 period, of torture, 
inhuman and degrading treatment to no avail; no compensation, not 
even an apology was offered.

Article 9 : Every person has the right to a decent existence and 
social security. No Turk has been given his Social Security benefits sin
ce 1963, except in a very limited number of cases which were taken up 
by the UN. The Turkish community has been kept out of the social secu
rity  scheme.

Article 11 : Every person has the right to liberty, and security. 
Thousands of Turks who were arbitrarily arrested, beaten and mutilated 
know the value of this right !

Article 13 : Every person has the right to move freely throughout 
the territory of the Republic, and to reside in any part thereof, subject
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to any restrictions imposed by law which are necessary only for the 
purpose of defence or public health. 6,000 Turks of Küçükkayraaklı 
(Omorphite) and 2,000 Turks of Erenköy (Kokh¡na) areas were not 
allowed to go to their houses after 1963. Thousands of other Turks lived 
the lives of refugees. So, the Turks are condemned to live in enclaves, 
behind barbed wire, in fact in ghettoes.

Article 14 : No citizen shall be banished or excluded from the Re
public under any circumstances. Many Turks are not issued passports to 
return to Cyprus. All calls for humane consideration fell on deaf ears. 
It might be interesting for you to hear tha t Turkish-Cypriots born on 
the island were not issued birth certificates by the Greek administration, 
and if they were issued birth certificates by the Turkish community 
administration then these were considered as illegal by the Greek admi
nistration.

Article 15 : -«Every person has the right to respect for his private 
and family life». Not the Turks, once they fell Ln the hands of the 
Greeks.

Article 16 : Every person’s dwelling house is inviolable. This is true 
but in practice, Turkish houses in 103 villages were deliberately destro
yed, bulldozered, so the value of this protection was very, very clear to 
the Turkish community.

We do not need to go far to find violations of this sort. Let us 
take the Council of Europe. Since 1963 not a single one of its documents, 
not a single communication, reached the Turkish community. They were 
deprived of all contact w'ith this Organisation. The Turkish community 
did not have a single opportunity of attending any of its activities. The 
files of the Secretariat General are full of protests, reservations made 
to this Organisation by the Vice-President of Cyprus acting on the 
rights conferred to him under the Constitution of th a t State. But all 
these fell on deaf ears. How long can any decent nation, any decent 
people put up with this state of affairs? And how long can a responsible 
government shun its treaty  rights and obligations and continue to bear 
this? I do not believe, any of your countries or governments could bear 
this a.3 long as my country and my government did.

Article 49 : I have to quote from French : «Les Pouvoirs Exécutifs 
exercés par le Vice-Président de la Republique consistent à :

d. opposer son Veto définitif aux décisions du Conseil des Ministres 
relatifs aux affaires étrangères, à la défense ou à la sécurité, (conformé
ment aux dispositions de l’article 57). E t alors, est-ce qu’il a opposé ce 
veto? E t quel était la situation? Selon l’alinea (a) de l’Article 50 de la 
Constitution : «Les affaires étrangères comprennent :
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1. ... La nomination de représentants diplomatiques et consulaires, 
déjà en service, à des postes à  l’étranger et l’envoi en mission extraor
dinaire à l’étranger d’envoyés spéciaux appartenant déjà au Corps Dip
lomatique. La nomination de nouveaux fonctionnaires diplomatiques et 
consulaires et leur affectation à des postes à l’étranger, ainsi que la 
nomination d’envoyés spéciaux et leur envoi à l’étranger .» These are 
the rights of the Vice-President when it comes to nominating repre
sentatives of the Republic of Cyprus abroad. But the Vice-President was 
not given a chance to exercise them. If he did then it was with no con
sequences.

Turkey was patient, Turkey put up with all this for years because 
we are a peaceful nation, we are a peace-loving nation; the basis of our 
foreign policy is «Peace at home, peace abroad». We do not want trouble. 
There is not a single case that can be cited against Turkey as an 
exception to this basic rule which Turkey has observed since 1923, 
the year in which Turkey was proclaimed a Republic. The first peace 
move that we made was towards Greece who had assaulted and occupied 
our country, slaughtered our people indiscriminately, men, women and 
children, old and young, committed all sorts of atrocities, as is happening 
in Cyprus today. After defeating them we accepted them as our bosom 
friends. So it is this country which was obliged to undertake the action 
which some so misleadingly, to say the least, are referring to as the inva
sion of Cyprus by the Turkish Army. It is nothing but a peace move, 
undertaken by a peace loving nation and its honourable army. Some 
dare to talk of violations by the Turkish army and misconduct of its 
members. That army happens to be one of the most disciplined armies 
of Europe, it  is one of the pillars of NATO. That army would not commit 
rape. Do not believe in this sort of malicious and dirty propaganda.

Now I come to the case of the constitutional court. Suffice it to 
recall that Archbishop Makarios at the end of three years application 
of the «Greco-Turkish partnership constitution» had so much success 
in his efforts to undermine the constitution in order to make the state 
a Greek dominated state, that the President of the constitutional court 
Professor Ernst Forstoff in despair had to resign. The constitutional 
court in Cyprus is supposed to be headed by an outsider, so as to make 
that constitutional court an impartial body. But Professor Forstoff could 
not bear such a situation. He had to resign, he had to leave. The follo
wing interview given by Professor Forstoff to an Associated Press cor
respondent, gives sufficient account of the background story of his 
resignation. This interview also constitutes a conclusive answer to all 
the Greek charges against the constitution. In his interview on 27
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December 1903, Professor Forstoff said tha t «The crisis was the result 
of President Makarios’ anti-Turldsh policy». We are not saying this. 
Professor Forstoff an eminent ju rist is saying this. He was chosen as 
President of tire constitutional court of Cyprus because of his personal 
integrity and honesty. It is coming from an impartial man. He added 
tha t : «lie himself was convinced that if the Government of Cyprus 
had been able to stick to the Constitution for 5 years, most of the 
problems would have been mastered. I have told Makarios th a t time 
and again». 5 years, not much. Probably this was the danger tha t they 
saw. They said if we stick to this constitution for 5 years, then Cyprus 
will be consolidated as a fully integrated, independent and peaceful 
state, i t  is against this danger that they felt tha t they should fight, 
in a  second interview given again to Associated Press on 5 January
1964, Professor Forstoff said : «Every constitution has its peculiar 
problems. There is no constitution in the world which has not got its 
particular difficulties and problems. This is primarily a question of 
good will. If there is good w'ill a Constitution can be implemented and 
this Cypriot Constitution is capable of being implemented».

For our part we have far exceeded all the limits of good will. We 
agreed in the inter-communal talks to revise the Constitution, so that 
mutually acceptable formulae could be worked out through negotiation. 
We sat patiently for 6 years bearing many rebukes from the Greek 
side. Archbishop Makarios sent a note to the Turkish Government, 
containing his demands and proposals for the modification of the cons
titution. The Turkish government, recognising him then as the res
ponsible Head of State, studied in all seriousness his requests and sent 
a note to him in reply. Makarios upon receipt of the note asked his door
keeper, after scribbling on a piece of paper tha t the Turkish reply was 
interference in the internal affairs of the Republic of Cyprus, to senci 
it back to the Turkish Embassy. Even this insult was taken calmly and 
with dignity by the Turkish Government.

But th a t good will which Professor Forstoff thought as esential 
was never forthcoming from the Greek side, because the Greeks were 
only interested in destroying the constitutional rights of the Turks 
as a first stage in preparation for fu rther steps towards the achievement 
of their final objectives. The constitutional court was established by 
the Constitution to prevent Greek-Cypriots or Turkish-Cypriots from 
infringing each others rights. It was a three man court, with a neutral 
member as president, a Greek and a Turk as the other two members. 
The court ruled on constitutional questions in cases involving discrimi
nation and on conflicts between the federal parliament and the sepa
rate Turkish and Greek communal chambers. There was no appeal
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against these decisions. In his first interview mentioned above Pro
fessor Forstoff also said th a t he resigned because he was convinced 
tr.at Archbishop Makarios had no intention 01 abiding by a  single one 
of the court’s decisions. lie  added tha t : «the root of Cyprus’ tension 
lies in the move to abolish Turkish rights on the island». Is not that 
revealing? And even after all this some of us are prepared to accept 
the representatives of that government as representing the Turkish 
community interests as well. Is not that a sheer mockery? And if we 
do that, would this not be prejudicial to our sincerity Y The root of 
Cyprus tension lies in the intention of the Greek-Cypriots to do away 
with Turkish-Cypriot rights. «Makarios ordered the administration of 
municipalities to be centralised (I am still quoting from Professor 
Forstoff). Our court ruled that this order was unconstitutional and I 
knew that Makarios did not intend to respect the ruling». What does 
an honest man do under the circumstances? lie resigns. This is what 
Professor Forstoff did.

Article 129 : «Lu République aura une armée de 2 mille hommes, 
dont 60 % seront des Grecs et 40 % des Turques. Le service militaire 
obligafcorie ne sera pas institué sauf décision conjointe du Président et 
du Vice-Président de la République.» I will furnish you some infor
mation as to the strength of the Cypriot army. It reached a strength 
of 40,000 men armed to the teeth. Is this in compliance with the Cons
titution? Against whom was that 40,000 army built? Against whom? 
Did they think of defending themselves against the Atlantic Alliance, 
the Soviet Union, Communist China- The main security of that island 
lay in its Government’s determination to honour the international 
treaties guaranteeing its existence, in its will to apply its Constitution 
faithfully and its dedication to safeguarding its independence and in
tegrity. Not in its 40,000 troops. If they {'.mass 40,000 you amass 4 mil
lion in the shortest possible time. The Turkish contingent under the 
treaties of alliance was made up of 650 officers and soldiers. Under the 
same treaties Greece was entitled to have a contingent of 950 officers 
and soldiers. On the other hand, the constitution of Cyprus provided 
that the total number of Cypriot forces should not be more than 2000 
officers and soldiers. Now what was it that they did instead. The 
Greek Cypriot forces, that instrument of ruthless attack, pressure and 
intimidation against the Turkish Community numbered tens and thou
sands. 1 hey were led by officers who had come from Greece, invited by 
the President of the Republic who undertook not to enter into any 
sort of co-operation of that sort under the constitution and treaties. 
He himself in complete violation of the Constitution invited hundreds 
and thousands of Greek officers. He invited a t one stage 10,000 Greek
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officers and soldiers to the island. Now people are complaining that 
Turkish forces are on the island. Would you not agree now th a t they 
had to be there and no other option was open to them.

This is briefly what has happened to the application of the Cons
titution.

I apologise tha t I have had to take the floor for so long, but I 
believe th a t all this should be of some interest to you. Because very 
few of you have had the possibility or felt the necessity to follow these 
happenings as closely as we did, but now th a t you seem to be more 
interested in the Cyprus problem it is better tha t we see the m atter 
face to face and see it in its true context. Now let me come back to this 
question of ENOSIS. ENOSIS and the terrorist organisation EOKA 
which was set up to help achieve ENOSIS. And let me try  to give you 
a t this juncture some background information about EOKA. ENOSIS 
agitation was a movement created by Athens for its own imperialistic 
purposes to annex Cyprus to Greece. This policy was in line with the 
Pan-Hellenistic expansionism which was previously carried out in Crete 
among other places with success and with a heavy toll on Turkish lives. 
By the way, the people of Turkish origin were in a majority in Crete 
when the island was annexed to Greece. It would be illuminating for 
you to know that there is not a single Turk living on that island to
day. What happened to them, tha t is another tragic story. Now you 
are members of an Organisation tha t is keenly interested in safeguar
ding human rights. Why do we not s ta rt an investigation into all this? 
That will be very revealing for us, for the community of civilised 
nations.

ENOSIS agitation was conducted with considerable success in Crete 
especially towards the end of the nineteenth century. At one go 5,000 
Turks were massacred there before the very eyes of the great powers 
who had assumed responsibility for the safety of the Turkish com
munity. Encouraged by its success in Crete the Greek Government, af
ter 1878 sent to Cyprus many professional agitators. Cyprus was still 
Turkish territory then. They created ultra-nationalistic organisations 
to work for the annexation of Cyprus by Greece. Until that time people 
under Ottoman rule lived peacefully in Cyprus. It was the Turkish ad
ministration who brought to the island the Greek Orthodox Church. It 
was the Turkish administration who appointed the first archbishop to 
that church because they were respectful of the religious beliefs of the 
communities. Turks provided all the security and protection to Cypriots 
of Greek affiliation of Greek language and orthodox creed. Look what 
the Ottoman Empire did and what the Turkish Republic received in
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reward. These agitators worked in villages through specially trained 
school-teachers and priests sent from Greece and in towns through the 
Orthodox Greek Church. Local politicians trained in Athens, as well as 
school-teachers and even Greek Consulate officials took part in this 
«Hate the Turks and Work for ENOSIS Campaign» which grew as 
time went by.

In the face of this openly imperialistic fifth  column activity by 
the Greeks in Cyprus, the Turks lived in a constant atmosphere of ten
sion and feared for their lives. As the Turkish Prime Minister said 
the other day, «Where will we find ourselves, if we s tart looking back 
into history and try to recreate lost empires». You, the Byzantine Em
pire and I, the Ottoman Empire. This is what is behind ENOSIS. They 
must expand ! The suffering of the Turkish community first started 
because of openly imperialistic activities. I t was only after the major 
Greek-Cypriot disturbances of 1931 tha t the British administration took 
measures in order to prevent violence and agitation. When Greece was 
occupied by Germany in the second world war, thousands of Greek 
families from the Greek mainland and from the Aegean islands escaped 
to Cyprus and many of them settled there permanently. So this can gi
ve you an idea as to where the Greek influence predominantly comes 
from. According to certain statistics during the second world war
80,000 Greeks fled from the islands and mainland Greece and settled 
in Cyprus. In 1908 the Turks were in a  majority on the island. Of 
course after that date, life was turned into a hell for the Turks. They 
had of take refuge, seek safety, in all corners of the world.

After the war, agitation for ENOSIS was resumed. Archbishop 
Makarios, patriarch of the Orthodox Church in Cyprus, emerged as the 
leader of the movement with the support of various Greek Cypriot 
political groups. The campaign for ENOSIS grew more violent, with 
persistent attempts to smuggle arms from abroad and nationalists and 
Pan-Hellenists in metropolitan Greece raised their voices in encourage
ment. After the failure of the London Conference in September 1955 an 
atmosphere of terrorism and planned repression began, this time against 
the British. In this the lead was taken by EOKA (National Organisa
tion of Cypriot Struggle). This organisation was taking its orders di- 
rectly from Athens and was headed by another notorious figure on 
the island. The then Colonel Georgos Grivas. During the EOKA cam
paign in 1958, 278 Greeks, 142 British, and 84 Turks were killed; 295 
Greeks, 6S4 British and 258 Turks were wounded. The Turkish com
munities scattered all over Cyprus were attacked by EOKA and had to 
take refuge in other areas to save their lives. EOKA started this as an
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intimidation campaign to keep Turks under control so tha t they could 
settle their account with the British administration first. Following the 
independence of the island, all the conciliatory efforts of the Turkish 
community were met by hostility. Those Turks who chose to return 
to their villages were systematically discouraged from doing so. Their 
wells such ns in Lakatamia and Deftera were filled in with stones. Bombs 
were thrown in their houses and the Greek community resorted to many 
other methods of terrorism and intimidation with a view to preventing 
the resettlement of Turks in their original places. Now I will give you 
some examples of what has happened. 35 Turkish communities were 
attacked by Greek-Cypriots during 1955 and 1958 by members of EOKA 
campaigning for ENOSIS.

a. Turks had to evacuate their villages to which they returned af
te r independence, but were nevertheless attacked by Greek-Cypriots a 
second time during the Greek savage onslaught of 1963 and 1964; in 
the district of Girne : 3 villages; in the district of Magosa : 3 villages; 
in the district of Lefkoşe : 8 villages and numerous other Turkish villa
ges from other districts such as Baf came under attack and were dest
royed.

b. Evacuated villages to which Turkish-Cypriots could not return. 
Turks were never allowed to return before or after independence to 
most of these villages. In the district of Magosa there are 8 villages to 
which Turks have never been allowed to return. Were they shown other 
places to go to? This is a  very pertinent question, we should ask it and 
also insist on an answer to it. There are still hundreds and thousands 
of Turks having lost all their belongings, their homeland, their villages, 
roaming about on the island or living in concentration camps. This was 
the Greeks* aim anyhow. In the district of Lefkoşe another four villa
ges were barred to Turks. In the district of Baf another five villages 
were barred.

This attitude of continued hostility displayed by the Greeks was 
in line with the policy of the Greek-Cypriot leadership headed by 
Archbishop Makarios who had declared in I960 tha t the Treaties and 
Constitution were to be used as a springboard for ENOSIS. Consequ
ently, a vociferous campaign was restarted with added ferocity as the 
Greeks now controlled all the publicity media in the country including 
the state radio and television network.

They gradually worked up a frenzy of hatred against the Turks 
on the night of December 20-21 1963 which has since been called 
«bloody Christmas». They put into effect their plans for a general ons-
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laugh.t on the Turkish-Cypriot community. This meant only one thing, 
a de facto and unilateral abrogation of the Constitution and resort to 
the use of force to bring about ENOS1S. The legality of the regime 
was severely compromised. They ringed the Turkish quarter of Lef
koşe with machine gun posts and imposed a strict seige around it 
killing every Turk who happened to be in sight. The Turks were ousted 
from all government machinery and those who happened to attend 
their offices with great risk to their lives were either taken as hosta
ges, such as the Police Commander of Girne district and all his Tur
kish personnel, or were told to go away at gunpoint, such as the Tur
kish prison wardens in the Central Prison or, even worse, some were 
brutally murdered and to this day even their graves remain unknown. 
Perhaps they will also be discovered as more mass graves in Cyprus 
are unearthed, where the entire population of some Turkish villages 
was burned. Even today’s newspapers are full of these discoveries.

In order to illustrate the brutality of the Greek attack I submit the 
following :

In 47 villages inhabited by Turks 526 houses were completely dest
royed, 276 were partly ruined. You can consult the United Nations sta
tistics to verify these figures. 23 shops were reduced to rubble, 55 shops 
were partly demolished. 93 Turkish elementary schools scattered around 
the island were destroyed leaving 23,000 children without schools for a 
considerable time. 27-30,000 Turkish-Cypriots became refugees. 56,000 
were left in need of relief. 24,000 were left unemployed. You are going 
to consider very soon some humanitarian measures to help the stricken 
people of Cyprus. You must bear these figures in mind.

When the Greek attacks on the Turks of Lefkoşe were unleashed 
with its resultant flood of murders and destruction of Turkish property, 
the rest of the Turks outside Lefkoşe living in villages were cut off by 
encircling Greek forces. Armed Greeks went around terrorising Turks 
in these isolated areas, telling them that their turn would come when 
the resistance in Lefkoşe was broken down. In fact, Turkish villagers 
of Yılmazköy (SkyJloura) were attacked and were forced to flee with 
only their shirts on their backs. All their property and houses wex*e ran
sacked and destroyed. At Ayvasi (Aios Vassilios) armed Greeks anni
hilated complete families without sparing the children and the aged. 
Girls of 10 and women of 60 were lined up with the rest of their fami
lies and shot dead from behind. They were then buried in secret pla
ces. No one knew what had happened to them until their burial places 
were discovered by the members of the Red Cross. The villages of Mat- 
yet (Mathiatis), Kotehat and others suffered the same fate. As these
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outrages spread, Turks in remote areas abandoned their houses and 
property and took refuge in safer areas. The Greek-Cypriot forces dest
royer! all Turkish property in these abandoned villages.

They took civilian people as hostages and they dumped them down 
into such places as stadiums, under the sun, without shelter, without 
clothes without food and kept their own people - for they are Cypriot 
people, they are born there, they belong there - as hostages. They 
claim now to represent in this Organisation the interests of those same 
people. Even one fraction of what they have done to these people would 
be sufficient to deprive them of any legal or moral basis to do so. 
The message of Archbishop Makarios to his people was to force the 
Turks to flee from Cyprus. This was issued by the President himself. 
The destruction of Turkish property was a part of this plan. More than 
fify million dollars worth of damage was caused to property belonging 
to Ttirlss and they are not a prosperous community. As a result of all 
this, 25,000 Turks who lost their homes were condemned Jo live in tents 
and caves. The Greek-Cypriot leadership refused to allow them to have 
building materials to put a roof over their heads. They refused permis
sion. After the shooting incident on 21 December 1963 a wave of violen
ce immediately spread throughout the island. The secretly armed Greek 
gangs, assisted by the Greek-Cypriot members of the Cyprus Gendar
merie and Police, attacked Turkish-Cypriots in their homes and in their 
villages in a ruthless rampage of murder and destruction. Within four 
days more than one hundred Turks, including women and children were 
murdered and maimed.

Photographs of the murdered Turkish children were seen by the 
world a t large. They filled bathtubs with their bodies. Can you imagine 
the other day the Red Cross discovered the body of a child, only three 
years old, with 30 bullets in his body? 30 bullets. Instead of putting 30 
bullets into a child they could have used tha t money elsewhere. They 
could have killed him with one bullet and used the rest of the money 
for other purposes, perhaps use the bullets for other purposes. This 
would have been more profitable for them. They drew crosses on the 
chests, on the bosoms of the people with machine gun fire. It is this 
sort of a thing we have been facing.

For years 20,000 Turks were chased out of their villages and 
their homes, which were devastated. A report in the Daily Express by 
Rene MacColl and Daniel McGeachie recounted the happenings of the 
week in the Cyprus capital in the following terms : «We were the 
first western reporters there, and we have seen sights too frightful
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to be described in print, horrors so extreme that the people seemed 
stunned beyond tears and reduced to a hysterical and mirthless giggle 
that is more terrible than te<us».

While murder and vandalism reached its peak in the island with 
mass shooting of Turkish villages and wanton attacks on places of 
worship, out of the three guarantors it was only Turkey which came 
to the rescue of the innocent. Great Britain stood aside, and Greece 
actively supported the aggressors. Turkish Air Force planes flew over 
Cyprus a warning to Greeks and only that, and only temporarily, halted 
the mass murder and massacre of Turks.

Even under these circumstances Turkey refused to resort to arms.

The Turkish warning was effective to the extent that it induced 
the Greek-Cypriots to agree to a cease fire under the supervision of a 
truce force and to participate in a conference of Guarantors and of the 
representatives of the two communities called to settle the crisis.

The conference was held in London on 15 January 1964. No positive 
result emerged from the conference because the Greek side insisted 011 
the revision of the basic Agreements on Cyprus in a manner tha t would 
leave the Turkish community entirely a t the mercy of the Greek com
munity and moreover open the door for ENOSIS.

Back to the United Nations. The situation on the island gravely 
deteriorated after the failure of the London Conference. The issue was 
brought before the Security Council on 15 February by the United King
dom. After extensive deliberations, the Security Council adopted the 
Resolution on 4 March, which called upon the Government of Cyprus 
to take the necessary measures to stop violence and bloodshed on the 
island. It also recommended the formation and despatch to Cyprus of 
a UN peace-keeping force to replace the British truce force and the 
appointment of a mediator. Then the rest of the story and these details 
are known to you.

The United Nations sent an expeditionary force to the island to 
keep peace and to protect Turkish-Cypriots. But. they could not abide 
by the rulings of the UN peace-keeping forces.

The UN peace-keeping forces succeeded to some extent in de- 
escalating direct confrontation in sensitive areas, in preventing local 
incidents from developing into major fights, in providing useful liaison 
between the two sides.

But it was never able to prevent the persecution of the Turkish- 
Cvpriots and violations of their human rights; or the major pre-planned
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attacks which the Greeks launched against Turkish areas at almost 
regular intervals. Greece once again smuggled into the island the old 
terrorist chief, now General Georgos Grivas, and then 12,000 of her 
regular troops. Headed by Grivas, the combined Greek and Greek- 
Cypriot forces were very active. In 1064 they launched another massive 
attack on a Turkish enclave in North West Cyprus. In November 1965 
they attacked the old town of Magosa. In September 1966 they attacked 
the Turkish section of Arcoz (Arsos) village in Larnaka district, In 
April 1967 they attacked Mari, another Turkish village in the same 
district and in November 1967 they launched their reckless and ill-fa
ted attack 011 the Turkish villages of Boğaziçi (Ayios Theodoros) and 
Geçitkate (Kofhinou) which brought Turkey and Greece to the brink 
of war. All these attacks were launched against the express opposition 
arid in defiance of the UN peace-keeping force in Cyprus, and in every 
case, they were only constrained, and the Turks saved from mass mur
der, as a result of strong reaction from Turkey.

If Turkey had not reacted, the job would have been finished off 
long before. The magnitude of crimes committed against humanity in 
Cyprus can be viewed in its proper perspective when one realises that 
these atrocities were taking place in defiance of the UN presence in 
Cyprus. The UN police Inspector Mr Grossa’s statement, which appeared 
in Neu Österreich of 5 May 1964, in Vienna, should be enough to jolt 
the conscience of mankind everywhere. Inspector Grossa, who served 
in Cyprus with an Austrian police unit attached to the United Nations 
command during a comparatively calm period said «when we determine 
the identity of a  Greek culprit and inform ihe Greek police, we hear 
the police praise the culprit». This is an Austrian, a member of a UN 
peace-keeping force and a citizen of an independent and honourable 
country saying this. «When a t our request, the culprit is arrested, he is 
set free the next day and everyone who witnesses these incidents makes 
fun of us. These are the reasons why we no longer wish to continue our 
duties in Cyprus», and then he resigned. One of the specific incidents 
which caused Inspector Grossa to make this statement was the case of 
a 9 year old Turkish boy who was shot dead with «dum-dıım» bullets 
by the so-called security forces of the State on 23 April 1964 while he 
was playing outside his home in Lefkou.

The Turkish Army during his recent operations in the island reco
vered bayonets which were banned by the Geneva Convention because 
they cause gangrene when they are used on human flesh. Dum-dum 
bullets which in 1964 killed a nine year old boy are still in common use. 
Inspector Grossa as an individual UN officer might have been pei’sonally 
right when he said he did not wish to continue his duties in Cyprus in
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view of such outrages and the ridiculing of justice and UN authority 
at the expense of security of life and property of Turks. But very few 
people as a community raised their objection to these atrocities.

There are hundreds and hundreds of other examples that I have 
in my files which are in front of me. Let me quote one of them as 
described by Mr Gibbons, a British journalist : «The tiny Turkish 
village of Tatlisu (Mari) which lies just off the Lefhou - Limasol road 
was destroyed. National Guard armoured cars moved up to the village 
and for no apparent reason started to shell it with two pounders. It was 
only after four hours of heavy bombardment that the United Nations 
were allowed into the village.

On 31 October 1967 the banned Turkish leader Iiauf Danktash lan
ded secretly in Cyprus. lie  was arrested by the Greeks. The legitimate 
leader of the Turkish-Cvpriot community, chosen by free elections un
der the Cyprus Constitution was arrested by the Cypriot-Greek admi
nistration. But his dominant personality, of course, saved him, they 
had to release him.

Announcing this, the Greeks said they had released Danktash 
without trial. Trial implies a crime. The Greeks did not specify the 
crime committed by Danktash. But his obvious crime was that he had 
described too well to the Security Council the true story of Cyprus.

Grivas once more decided to show his power. The two communities 
of the mixed Creek-Turkish village of Bogaziçi near Larnaka remained 
segregated because of earlier outbreaks of fighting. In November Gri
vas sent Greek patrols through the Turkish sector, an operation which 
had not been carried out for the previous four years. The Turks objec
ted and the UN were called in. The Turks explained that Greek armed 
patrols would cause increased tension; a few months earlier five Turks 
had been killed by Greek booby traps. The UN began negotiating with 
the Turks to allow the patrols to satisfy the demands of the Greeks. 
While the talks were going on Grivas surrounded the village with 
some 2,000 troops and despite advice to the contrary by the UN forces 
started his operations on 14 November. The police patrols were sent to 
the village and of course the following day incidents started: the pat
rol served its purpose and started killing outright the civilians. Again 
they started sending to other towns the same sort of patrols, for the 
same purposes. In an earlier report to the UN Security Council, Secre
tary  General U Thant had stated that after General Grivas had taken 
over command of the Greek forces their discipline had improved. 
What happened in Bogaziçi (Ayios Thoodoros) and Geçitkate (Kophinou)
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proved that the annihilation of the Turks in Cyprus was being carried 
out with the approval of the Greek Cypriot leaders, if not with the 
approval of the Greek Government itself. The Greeks, disciplined Greeks 
using the words of U Thant, stormed into the defenceless villages. Hii- 
seyin Batsoli aged 90, paralysed and in bed : machine-gunned and 
burned. Mehmet Emir Sait, aged 34, shot dead, his body soaked in 
paraffin and set on fire. Iluseyin Ramazan, 80 and his wife 70, lying 
sick in bed, machinegunned. Well, so many atrocities occurred that it is 
beyond the possibilities of this Committee to give its attention to all of 
them and to hear all the stories.

The war crisis brought on by the Greek attack on the Turkish 
villages in the Larnaka district in 1967 is generally regarded as a 
turning point in the general trend of events in Cyprus, in the face of 
very strong Turkish reaction, Greece was compelled to withdraw her 
troops and remove General Grivas from the island. The Greek Cypriots 
afterwards removed some arbitrary restrictions and economic blockades 
which they had been imposing on the Turkish community for more than 
four years and announced that they would now accept a «feasible» so
lution instead of the «desirable» solution. These developments brought 
a semblance of normality to the island and opened the door for direct 
inter-communal talks. Inter-communal talks which started in Beirut on
2 June 1968 were exploratory in nature and directed at paving the 
way for a final permanent settlement of the dispute between all inte
rested parties as envisaged by the UN Security Council. The Turkish 
attitude in the local talks was that Cyprus should remain an Indepen
dent Republic with a unitary Government and that the solution shall 
also take into consideration the realities of the Cyprus situation and 
ensure respect for inherent rights and interests of the two national 
communities within the framework of the Independent Republic. Care 
should also be taken that none of the parties to the settlement should be 
left in a position to repeat the events of 1963, 1964 and 1967. Were 
not these legitimate requests?

After almost six years, in 1974 the two sides were still divided on 
fundamental issues, because the Turks wanted independence, integrity, 
unitary state, human rights for all and no discrimination. This was the 
reason why the talks were blocked. Talks were being stalled by the 
Greek-Cypriots, by their insistence on keeping the Turkish community 
in a subjugated state. Then on 15 July the world was taken aghast at 
learning that a professional gunman in the service of Grivas, a man 
named Nicos Sampson, had been made President of the Republic follo
wing a coup d’etat planned and carried with the full connivance, not 
only connivance but active participation, of the Greek military junta.

193



Now, Mr. Clerides so brazenly sends a telegram to the Council of 
Europe and qualifies the Turkish peace move operation - an operation 
which was taken as a result of all L have said - and I have said only a 
frac tion -as a «callous attack» against the Republic of Cyprus. I have 
already talked about the Zurich-London Agreement. Turkey operated 
under its Treaty rights. Turkey intervened in the island to stop the 
sort of adventurism I have been trying to describe, inter-communal 
fighting, to protect the integrity and independence of Cyprus, which 
was endangered, which was placed in jeopardy in the hands of the 
EOKA-B Group, Greek Generals and a conniving administration. When 
Turkey started her military operations she made her peaceful intenti
ons known. Those intentions have never been altered and we always 
wanted to avoid all possible bloodshed if a t all possible. If blood was 
shed, if devastation and human suffering resulted from the exercise 
of one’s treaty obligations, then should we not put the blame on those 
who necessitated such intervention and who created conditions to make 
such intervention inescapable. They are not only responsible for what 
happened to the Cypriot people and to Cyprus. They are also responsib
le for all the material and human losses Turkey and her aim.v had to 
suffer. Who does enjoy devastation, human misery and suffering? 
Turkey has given ample proof over the last ten years despite all types 
of provocations that she is not for solutions through the use of force 
but for settling problems through peaceful means. If those who comp
lain today had a conscience which could be moved by human suffering, 
why then did they not show a sign of its existence when they them
selves inflicted untold suffering on the others? I am coming to 
an end. Please bear with me for one or two more minutes. 
Why did they murder innocent children, helpless women, and filled 
bath tubs with their bodies, marked crosses on their chests with mac
hine gun bullets? Representatives of the Red Cross have a complete 
file of unbelievable atrocities that were committed. Why did they com
mit all these atrocities? And why do they continue to commit even 
worse ones today? Is it such a terrible sin to belong to another com
munity? Why did they burn down not only the houses but entire villa
ges of their compatriots, citizens of the same country; flatten their ho
mes with bulldozers, send them to concentration camps, leave them 
without food, medicine, shelter, hold them as hostages, carry out sum
mary executions, what made them believe that they had the right to 
take all sorts of measures to expel the members of tha t community 
from the life of the State, from public life, and condemn them to econo
mic poverty, to misery, force them to live in ghettoes? They refused to
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issue birth certificates, I have said this before, to the children born 
on the island of Turkish people. Those whose passports expired were 
not given new passports.

Are we not, familiar with human suffering? Some say that history 
is a repetition; it was indeed a repetition for the Turkish community 
because this persecution of the Turks on the island was a constant re
petition itself year a fte r year. Now Greek Cypriots are applying to seek 
assistance from the Council of Europe. How many times in the past has 
Turkey sought assistance from the members of the unfortunate Tur
kish community living on the island who were left homeless and help
less by the Greek aggressors? It would he illuminating to study the fi
les of this Organisation since 1963 before you look into this m atter 
again. It would show the amount of suffering and destruction that the 
Turkish community had to put up with on the island for the last few 
years from which they have never recovered. The Greeks enjoyed pros
perity, they had 110 wounds to dress. The Greek Cypriots in those days 
denied the competence of the Council of Europe, denied its competence 
to deal with these m atters, deprived member countries of the possibi
lity of taking measures to alleviate the suffering of the members of 
the Turkish community. Now they seem to recognise that competence. 
Would it not be a good idea to suggest to them that those first accounts 
should be settled first?  However, we Turks are better humanitarians 
than that. We want all the wounds to be dressed, we want all the suf
fering to cease, we want the aid to be extended to every stricken indi
vidual on tha t island. All I want to say to Mr. Clerides is that this is 
what happens to one eventually when one loses ail human decency, 
lawfulness and legality. They then laughed a t the suffering of the Tur
kish community. Today we Turks are not only converned with the 
suffering of the Turkish community but also with th a t of the Greek 
Community and in no less a  degree. President Makarios did everything 
in his power to block and delay any external aid to them. It will be of 
great interest to read the letter he wrote to the Special Representative 
of this Organisation, in charge of refugee problems. The letter happens 
to be among the official documents of the Council of Europe. I can 
give you the date of the letter - 11 April 1964 - and you can consult 
the minutes of our Deputies’ 130th and 133rd meetings (March and 
July 1964, respectively) to have an idea as to what happened to Turkish 
appeals because of Greek-Cypriot opposition to the Council of Europe 
to deal with any humanitarian problems. The sole basis of this oppo
sition was that such aid would benefit the Turkish community. At that 
date the Turkish community, out of a population of roughly 120,000 
people had 55,000 refugees. Some of them have never returned to their
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homeland, to their birth places. Whatever aid Turkey could extend 
from her limited resources to alleviate this suffering of the Turkish 
community was subjected to the most severe rsetrictions. Even for 
medical equipment the Turkish Government sent to the island, it had 
to pay substantial customs duties. All the food stuffs and aid materials 
supplied by Turkey were subjected to heavy duties. Every year Turkey 
spent four to five hundred million Turkish liras to support the unfor
tunate Turkish community on (he island, and most of it was paid in 
customs duties, supplementing the revenues of the Greek-Cypriot Go
vernment because nothing spilled over to the Turkish community from 
those revenues. They must have used a portion of this money for the 
purchase of military equipment and ammunition which they so liberally 
used in fulfilment of their extermination plans of the Turkish com
munity and against the Turkish army during the last operations.

We sit here as a community of nations who have taken upon them
selves the protection and promotion of human rights. We seem to be 
moved by the appeal of Mr. Clerides but very few people’s conscience 
unfortunately was disturbed when again and again the Turkish com
munity leaders appealed to the Council of Europe to put a stop to cold- 

.blooded murdering and the destruction of the Turkish community. Very 
many people were aware that the Turks on the island benefited from 
none of those human rights and fundamental freedoms that we claim we 
stand for in our member countries. There is not a single occasion tha t 
the Turks had access to the fruits of this Organisation. All this went 
on for years. The only privilege tha t the Turkish community enjoyed 
from the Greek-Cypriot Government was that when they reached a point 
of exasperation and when their human existence could no longer bear 
this suffering and consequently decided to leave the island, they wore 
given free passports and tickets by the Greek Administration, on con
dition that they would not come back to the island. How could they 
anyhow? They were not permitted to enter the island.

It is the representative of that Community which deprived the 
entire Turkish community of the enjoyment of their legitimate rights 
and fulfilment of their honourable responsibilities vis à vis this Orga
nisation for all these years, it is this representative some governments 
are now proposing should be recognised as the representative of the 
two communities, the Republic of Cyprus as a whole - and not only 
that, but to preside over our Committee.

Let us read together a letter Major General Sir Alec Bishop wrote 
to the London Time on 16 August, following the recent events. The 
gentleman happens to be the former British High Commissioner in
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Cyprus. He says, «whilst not wishing- to justify the Turkish military 
operations in Cyprus», this is of course understandable, «with all the 
suffering which this action must cause, it is only fair to bear in mind 
the long years of persecution by the Greek-Cypriot community and their 
Government which the Turkish-Cypriot community on the island have 
undergone.

Numerous representations, made by the leaders of the Turkish 
Cypriot community, by the representatives of other governments and 
by civilians and military officials of the United Nations were largely 
disregarded». This is the British High Commissioner speaking, not a 
member of the Turkish community. The British High Commissioner, 
after having referred to the sustained efforts during 1964 and 1985 of 
the Secretary General to work out in consultation with the Governments 
concerned an acceptable solution to the problem of the constitutional 
future of Cyprus, points out tha t they were largely wrecked on the 
rock of the Greek Cypriot determination to keep the Turkish-Cypriot 
Community in a subservient position. Well, the reason is evident, they 
wrecked the talks because they wanted to maintain the subservient po
sition that they reduced the Turkish community to in the island. Anyt
hing that would go against that, anything tha t would grant human 
rights to Turks would not be acceptable to them. So you have at least 
the voice of an honest and impartial man. in the words of the same 
gentleman, «They are now undergoing a retribution which extends to 
others who are entirely innocent». The most unfortunate side of hu
man history and misery is th a t among those wdio are really guilty, the 
innocent also suffer. I will say two more words about the letter Mi*. 
Clerides sent to the Secretary General of this Ox-ganisation on 4 August 
before I conclude.

Mr. Clerides in his address to the Council of Europe says that, 
against the Turkish army stood 10,000 young conscripts with small 
arms. How big an army was Cyprus supposed to have? As it is stipula
ted in Article 129 of the Constitution ‘2,000 men, some of it Turks and 
some of it Greeks. Now in complete violation of this clause, Greeks 
went ahead and built a substantial army. When one is driven to shed 
tears when one reads Mr. Clerides’ message about the fate of those 
innocent children, with their small toys in their hands, out to play sol
diers on the island and then the Turkish army came with ail its soldiers’ 
might and squashed them. Anti - tank weapons, anti - aircraft missiles, 
heavy artillery, over 50 tanks, innumerable armoured cars, personnel 
carriers, of Czechoslovakian make - most successful - automatic guns, 
machine guns any army would envy. This is what is meant by a collecti
on of small arms. Three story fortifications built on the moutain ridges,
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equipped to perfection with all sorts of firearms, bazookas, heavy artil
lery which cost the Turkish army the lives of hundreds of its elite sol
diers before it overcame them. Was the building of these provided for 
in the Constitution of Cyprus? Did the Turkish community have any 
knowledge of their existence? 10 % of the army is supposed to belong 
(11- be composed of the Turkish element. Defence m atters according to 
the Constitution are a bi-communal responsibility, but Turks were ex- 
polled from the army by the Greeks. All this shows very clearly with 
that purpose, and against whom, all this preparation was taken. An 
army of forty thousand men at times, trained by hundreds and thou
sands of Greek officers, non-com missioned officers and instructors. Is 
this what Mr Clerkles refers to as his young conscripts? All these mea
sures had one ultimate objective: to finish off the job which was left 
unfinished in 1963, 1964, 1965 and 1967, massacre the Turkish com
munity and eventually annex the island to Greece and thereby realise 
the, longstanding ambition of ENOSIS. In 1964 when Turkey appealed 
to the world to bring pressure to hear upon Greek-Cypriots to stop their 
genocide against Turkish-Cypriots, after dragging his feet for a consi
derable time and claiming that all those atrocities wrere the doings of 
the uncontrollable armed gangs, Makarios gave in. The murdering of 
innocent people ceased, and ceased immediately within a few hours. 
This shows to what extent and with what efficiency these and other 
murderous activities were centrally controlled by the Greek Administ
ration.

Turkey has obtained evidence that armaments manufactured in 
Turkey for NATO purposes and handed over to NATO were used aga
inst Turkey in Cyprus during the recent military intervention.

Mr derides speaks of small arms, Russian, Czechoslovakian small 
arms, the collection of which created serious concern even for a country 
like the United States for the safety of the region.

They speak of young conscripts; if they were all young conscripts, 
who then are those hundreds of Greek officers and soldiers who have 
fallen into the hands of the Turkish army as prisoners? If  you are 
curious and you want to have more information on the subject then you 
can ask Olympic Airlines; they may perhaps tell you how many Greek 
officers and soldiers and how many armaments they flew to the Island 
under the disguise of civilian transportation.

It is bad politics to try to fool the world. Very few people would 
have patience and indulgence vis a vis such actions endangering gravely 
the safety of their region and of their country. All of us know that the 
Mediterranean is the most important lifeline of NATO on which Wes
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tern defence is based. Cyprus occupies a  vital strategic position in th a t 
lifeline. Therefore i t  was, and is, and it will continue to be in the 
interests of the W estern world to stop adventurism and political mac
hinations there. Turkey with its forty million people seeks her safety 
in tha t region. The stability of tha t island is a major factor in that 
safety.

In conclusion, I would say tha t one must take into account all these 
facts and events if one wishes to make a realistic and impartial appraisal 
of the circumstances which led the Turkish army to intervene in the 
island. What should be the ultimate solution which would be acceptable 
to all concerned, is indicated by past history. No durable solution of 
the problem can be reached by ignoring that history; the island must 
be given a  new status, so tha t none of this would happen again in 
future. This is what Turkey is hoping to attain as her ultimate objec
tive. By confusing issues, by ignoring past sufferings, by introducing 
into this already complicated situation one's own political motivations, 
short - term gains, one cannot contribute to finding a just and durable 
solution of this problem. If the members of the Council of Europe wish 
to contribute in any manner to the attainm ent of a durable, fa ir and 
honourable solution to benefit both the Greek and Turkish communiti
es, they must s ta rt doing it by condemning the past practices which 
brought us to this point. We should not give preference to our own 
political calculations, considerations and material hopes but we must 
give it to the requirements of genuine peace, equity, humane trea t
ment for all, non-discrimination and legality. I t  is only then tha t our 
contribution will have real significance. If there is any one of us who 
believes that lasting peace and stability and conditions for human hap
piness can be based on anything other than these values, then we would 
be fully prepared to hear his views. Turkey once again is extending her 
hand for a solution based on these principles. All we are seeking is 
«peace a t home and peace abroad». Those who failed to raise their 
voices against all these deplorable acts in the past should now try  to 
make amends by taking the side of justice. To this end I am proposing 
that the Council of Europe member governments, taking due conside
ration of what the Consultative Assembly said in its Recommendation 
dated 29 July, invite all those concerned to come together and deploy 
all the necessary efforts to work out through negotiation a just and 
durable solution of this problem based on justice and equality; a solu
tion which will also reflect the fundamental tenets of our Organisation.*
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TEE QUESTION OF CYPBU3

«... As I have promised you before tea-break, I will try  to make 
my intervention as short as possible. 1 have already expressed my 
opinion that nothing is to be gained through polemics, accusations and 
counter accusations. I entirely agree that we should leave passion aside 
and try coolheadedly to seek solutions for our problems. I myself and 
my government see a lot of merit in this approach. And to the extent 
that 1 am allowed and encouraged to do so, I will not deviate from 
that course in this Committee during our deliberations. But in this 
Turkey should not be left alone; we should concertedl.v deploy our efforts 
in that direction.

Having said this, I cannot help but seek your permission to say 
one or two words about certain points raised by the Representative of 
the Greek-Cypriot Community in his last exposé.

lie  has brought a lot of illumination to the developments by gi
ving us a first hand account of what happened in the course of the 
days immediately preceding the Turkish peace move and especially the 
beginning of the coup d’état. He added certain other points reflecting 
the views of the administration that he represents. Well, those might 
also have their own value. But we are not in a position to judge. They 
give the Greek-Cypriot version of the events. It is regrettable tha t wre 
do not also have the possibility to listen to a representative of the 
Turkish Community, so that w; have the means to reach an unbiased 
view of the situation. I hope that that opportunity will also be found 
before we reach our conclusions or arrive at a stage of concrete action. 
I will go one step further and express the hope that the time will quickly 
come when full constitutional rule will be restored in Cyprus and then 
we will have only one legitimate representative from that country spe
aking to us. representing on an equal footing the interests of the two 
communities.

Mr Modiuos mentioned some figures. He said that the Turkish- 
Cypriots while representing 18 % of the population, owned 40 % of the 
agricultural land. Turkish people on the island are farmers. All of us 
know that farmers own larger portions of the land. This does not chan
ge the fact th a t agriculture is less productive and industry brings more 
prosperity. There are more striking situations in other countries, even
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in our own countries which show th a t the greater part of the agricul
tural land belongs to a much smaller fraction of the population. The 
entire agricultural land in the United States belongs to 12 or 13 % of 
her population. The Turkish-Cypriots owned much more land in the 
past. It is norma] that farmers should have a greater right to a 
greater portion of land. There are other and much more lucrative acti
vities such as industry on the island from which the Turkish poputation 
has never had an opportunity to derive any benefit or to be given the 
means to set up her own. Should we consider it enough th a t they are 
employed as workers in other factories? Definitely not.

The Greek-Cypriot Representative has talked about the Turkish 
Community's defence measures in such a manner as to imply that the 
Turkish Community created these defence facilities before the Greek 
Community had taken steps to arm themselves. I would simply like 
to state that the Turkish Community created these truly insignificant 
defence measures, drawing solely on their own limited resources, using 
their own young people, equipped with obsolete wTeapons, whose only 
true strength was their morals. You have already heard some facts 
about the Greek-Cypriot army and its first class and well stocked 
arsenal. The Turkish Community resorted to these steps long after the 
Greek Community had started arming themselves. It was the United 
Nations who acknowledged the necessity of allowing the Turkish- 
Cypriots to have their own defence measures in view of the indiscri
minate attacks on Turks coming from the Greek Community.

Ambassador Modinos has mentioned the name of Mr Karamanlis 
and his assuming the responsibility of government in Greece. Prime 
Minister Karamanlis stands in a very high esteem in Turkey. In fact 
it was during his previous Prime Ministership th a t a solution to the 
Cyprus problem was worked out. If those who were leading our govern
ments in 1959 and who succeeded in setting the Cyprus question then, 
did not have the great capacity, the statemanship to rise to such occa
sions, if they did not have faith in Turkish-Greek friendship and co
operation, the Cyprus issue instead of being brought to a solution, 
would have brought the two nations to war long ago. Now we come

The te x t  oi ?■« Eoccr.d in 'e z v e n '- c n  ei th e  P e n m n e n l  Rpp'CjSn.ative oi Turkey 
A-nb-issador Hilunj GDflnttXCOOGLU.
r.Z T l’.Z 23 : 'h  MSETIHG OF TTiS MIOTST^BS' DSPUT3T.S, COUNCIL O r EUBOPS 
in S ros^curg 03 21 =nd 22 fiucr-Sl 1974, CM/Del/CONCL (74) 23-1.
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almost to the same juncture. It remains to he seen if the same state- 
manship, perspicacity, spirit of conciliation and co-operation will be 
shown again.

The Turkish people as a whole and the Turkish Prime Minister in 
particular were among the first who felt a very great happiness when 
they learned .that Mr Karamanlis and his old colleague, Mr Averof, had 
resumed key responsibilities in the Greek government. I should like to 
read to you one or two lines from what our Prime Minister immediately 
wrote on 23 July to Mr Karamanlis upon his installation as Prime Mi
nister in Greece. Mr Ecevit said «1 have strong hopes tha t development 
towards establishing a democratic way of life in Cyprus as well as in 
Greece will facilitate closer co-operation and friendly relations between 
us, for we shall be speaking the same political language». Mr Ecevit 
added tha t from the day it took office it has been the sincere desire of 
my government to s tart a friendly dialogue and co-operation in all fields 
with our neighbour and ally Greece. I have strong hopes tha t as an 
experienced statesman who can appreciate the value of close and healthy 
relations between Turkey and Greece for both countries and for world 
peace, may respond to this desire. What the Prime Minister of Turkey 
wrote in his letter reflects the never changing feature of Turkish 
foreign policy. Ever since we set up our Republic we have been strong 
and staunch believers in the necessity of maintaining close co-operation 
and friendly relations with Greece. If the relations between the two 
countries could not mature into a state that the Turkish nation has 
always wished for, Turkey can hardly be blamed for it. Nevertheless 
we should not lose our hopes that day may also come.

Once again, when Mr Karamanlis assumed power, our Prime Mi
nister extended his hand. The key to the solution of our problems in 
that region lies in the realisation of this co-operation and understanding 
between Turkey and Greece. This is a necessity for both nations. It is 
a destiny for the two countries. This is how we see the matter. This 
is what w'e believe in, and this is what we have always worked for, and 
we will spare no effort to obtain. Let us hope wre will have your support 
and co-operation in this, and let us hope that those governments who 
have a real interest in the region will not block the way to the creation 
of a solid basis to rest this Turco-Greek friendship and co-operation 
by taking some such initiatives that can only be justified by their own 
interests. If they help this cause, in the long run they will also benefit 
from this friendship.

Mr Modinos pointed out tha t no one had recognised the Sampson 
government. Well, it is interesting to study the reactions during the 
first twro days of certain governments to the Sampson regime. In any
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case it is not expected from any decent government to recognise such 
regimes. It is true tha t in the course of its short life the Sampson re
gime did not have the possibility to harm the Turkish community to a 
great extent, because he had his account to settle first with the Greek 
community. We know that in the Greek community itself there are 
genuine Cypriots who want to retain their island for themselves. They 
want to have a happy life on tha t island. They want to maintain their 
independence. It was to those tha t the attention of the Sampson regime 
was firs t directed. We are not so naive as to rely on the goodwill and 
mercy of a man who proved to be a professional killer. You do not 
wait until the murderers come to your door and shoot a t you before 
you take the measures to defend yourself against them. Because he 
has given us ample proof of his intentions in 1963, 1964, 1965 and 1967, 
we did not need further proof as to his intentions this time.

Military actions, as we all know have (heir own rules. You have
to take a t times some unpopular measures to make your military
operations effective and achieve their purpose. But many outsiders
acknowledged in all honesty and impartiality that the Turkish armed 
forces restricted such measures to the absolute minimum. They had 
no intention of bringing any damage, material or otherwise to the island 
when they started the operation, but unfortunately conditions on the 
island proved it necessary.

An observation is made to the effect tha t Turkey landed substan
tial troops on the island. Well Cyprus was supposed to have an army of 
2,000. They had an army of 40,000. When you have an army 40,000 
this is what you should expect.

They were supposed to have light arms. They had heavy arms. 
When you have heavy arms you are bound to face heavy arms. Had 
Cyprus obeyed the Constitution and remained within Constitutional li
mits as regards its armed forces, then Turkey would have been very 
justly blamed by world opinion for having landed more troops on the 
island. The Turkish peace move started with a very limited number of 
men, of the order of five or six thousand. But conditions on the island 
necessitated the landing of fu rther troops. Turkey had not realised 
before the operation that the whole island was turned into a fortress. 
So we were obliged to land more troops.

A mention is also made of the structure tha t the Treaties had built 
and the necessity of preserving that structure, it is further said tha t 
partition was also outlawed in the Constitution of Cyprus. We agree 
with all that. It was our heartfelt desire and sincere hope for years
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that tha t structure would be preserved, but they themselves did their 
best to destroy this structure. I believe I have recalled quite a number 
of cases and furnished sufficient explanations to illustrate how this 
structure was destroyed by the Greek side on the island. Some argued 
that that structure was not viable, if it proved to be not viable. The 
reason is that it was not given a chance to live. Certain elements which 
I condemned here had their own motivations to destroy this structure. 
It has to be rebuilt now. Let us hope that when it is rebuilt, this time 
it would be a much more viable one and all the harmful destructive 
influences and elements will be removed from the scene. The people of 
Cyprus will be given the opportunity to seek their own happiness and 
prosperity.

With your permission 1 will go a step back. It is true that military 
operations sometimes involve loss of life. It is not one-sided and we 
have also lost quite a number of soldiers. It is most unfortunate that 
soldiers who were trained and equipped to defend the freedom and inde
pendence of our country and the Western World under international 
treaties had to be sacrificed in the island. We did not do this just to 
please ourselves. We were forced to do it. They are responsible for it 
also. Some 4,000 Greek-Cypriots have lost their lives. Thousands of 
Turkish-Cvpriots have also lost their lives in the last ten years. They 
still continue to discover bodies. The losses the Turkish people suffered 
since 1963 will reach figures which will appall all those who really have 
a human interest in the matter.

We are accused of abandoning the Geneva Conference. Ilere again 
I have a very brief observation to make. The Geneva Declaration was 
concluded on 30 July. The Second Geneva Conference was convened on 
8 August and between 30 July and 8 August certain measures were 
agreed to be taken. I have recalled some of them today reading from 
the text of the Geneva Declaration. If the intentions were sincere, if 
the intentions were to find a solution to the problem, those measures 
should have been taken. When the Turkish delegation arrived at Ge
neva for the second round, the situation was that none of those under
takings were implemented. Another five days were lost on procedural 
matters without the substance being entered into. Well, what would you 
do under the circumstances? How come that the problems that proved 
to be insolvable during all those days would have been solved if 24 
more hours were accorded. All of us are familliar with these kinds of 
tactics. We did not agree and we could not agree with it. They should 
not have been employed in the first place if the intentions were sincere 
and constructive.
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Well this is all I wanted to say in connection with what we have 
heard from Mr. Modinos. I believe I  do not need once again to elaborate 
on other points which 1 covered to some extent in my exposé this mor
ning1. Well, I should like to reiterate my hope that we will direct our 
attention to constructive work and put aside, as has been suggested 
and agreed by all of us, all the passion when we deal with this issue.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«You must have probably heard by now that another mass grave 
like the one in Atlılar (Alon) village has been discovered at +he village 
of Muratağa (M aratha). Scores of bodies so far unearthed include bo
dies of babies, children, women and old men, which indicate that whole
sale massacre of the inhabitants of the villages was resorted to. It is 
believed that this mass grave contains the bodies of all the Turks 
from Muratağa (Maratha) and 18 Turks from Sandallar (Sandallaris). 
A villager who escaped by hiding is an eyewitness of the mass murder 
of unarmed civilians. It is feared th a t similar massacres have taken 
nl?ce in other Turkish villages which have been overrun by Greek and 
Greek Cypriot forces. Information was passed on to Mr. Luis Weckmann- 
Munoz, your special representative in Cyprus regarding the massacre 
of about 50 to 90 Turks of Taşkent (Tokhni) village. The eyewitness 
has now indicated the mass grave to the United Nations but Greek 
Cypriot authorities deny the right to open the grave and investigation 
to the massacre of these people by a special team of United Nations 
police.

While placing on record our most vehement protestation against 
these hideous crimes committed by Greek and Greek Cypriot gunmen 
against unarmed Turkish civilians of all ages, I appeal to you for im
mediate instructions to be given to UNFICYP patrols to visit all Tur
kish villages in Greek areas and to let us have news about the Turkish 
inhabitants living there as a m atter of routine pending their removal to 
the Turkish region. These people live in daily terror of their lives and 
news of the discovery of such mass murders only increase their agony.

Your Excellency will appreciate tha t it is absolutely necessary that 
UNFICYP should accept and take full responsibility for the lives of all 
Turks living in Greek areas as otherwise it will be incumbent upon us 
to take such steps as we deem necessary to ensure their protection.

Text of the Letter from Mr. EtuJ B. Denktas,
Vice - President of the Hepublic of Cyprus addressed to the Secretary - General.
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«I remember tha t a fter this Council had adopted resolution 360 
(1974), to which my colleague from Greece has just referred, I said 
that my Government had declared its readiness to take part in the 
negotiations aimed a t establishing the future framework of the Cons
titution for an independent and sovereign State of Cyprus, but tha t 
that should not be on the basis of what I then described as an unbalan
ced, biased, unequal, unfair and unrealistic resolution. I said, further, 
tha t if the Council adopted, as I hopid it would do very soon, any other 
resolution that did not bear all those stigmas, my Government would 
be ready to reconsider its attitude in that respect, and would do so 
gladly.

I would have hoped tha t this meeting of the Security Council could 
mark a step forward in th a t direction. But, having heard the represen
tative of Greece and the speaker who preceded him, Ambassador Ros- 
sides, I must say tha t we seem to be back where we started. I have the 
feeling that if this Council adopts today the draft resolution now be
fore it, members of the Council will find, if they examine their consci
ence, tha t after all the consultations that have taken place, after all the 
many, tiring hours they have spent, they have actually done nothing 
to lessen the suffering of Cypriots, both Turkish and Greek, but, instead, 
have satisfied the political ambitions of only one side. If there had 
been any doubts about this in the mind of any Council member, I am 
sure th a t Ambassador Rossides’s ample references to preconditions for 
the peace talks have dispelled them.

Today's meeting of the Security Council - whose utility I am still 
at a  loss to understand - is being held in rather strange circumstances. 
Allow me to explain what I mean.

As is known, this meeting was convened a t the request of Ambas
sador Rossides. For the record I should like to read out what Mr. Rauf 
Dénktaç, Vice-President of the Republic of Cyprus, has to say on the

The text of Hie statement m ade by Mr. Osman OLCAY. Ambassador. Permanent 
Representative at the Security Council on 30 August 1974« S/PV. 1795.
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subject - 1 know that Mr. Denktag’s letter has been distributed as a 
document, but I should like to take one minute of the Council's time 
to read it out now :

«It has come to my knowledge that the Greek Cypriot administra
tion, through Mr. Zenon Rossides, has asked for an extraordinary mee
ting of the Security Council. Mr. Rossides cannot represent the Republic 
of Cyprus. Hence, the request for convening an extraordinary meeting 
of the Secunty Council is a unilateral action taken by the Greek Cypriot 
aummutration without any consultation with me. While on the one 
hand the Greek Cypriot leaders are advertising their willingness to co
operate with me as the Vice-President of the Republic for establishing 
peace in the island, on the other hand they are resorting to a unilateral 
action in asking for an extraordinary meeting of the Security Council. 
This behaviour is not compatible with peace efforts; nor does it indi
cate any appreciation of the fact tha t Cyprus is a binational State. It 
is the disregard of this basic factor and the attem pt to make the nati
onal State of Cyprus a Greek State which are at the root of our 
ti'oubles.

«I sincerely hope that the Security Council will not encourage this 
conduct. The refugee problem is a problem common to both communities 
and the fact remains that for II years the Greek Cypriot authorities 
have refused the rehabilitation of 24,000 Turkish Cypriots. And now 
CO.OOO Turks vn the Greek sector, who live in daily fear of their lives, 
are seeking asylum in the Turkish region of Cyprus. Twenty thousand 
of these are new refugees who had all their property and livestock ran
sacked and looted by Greek gunmen.

«It would therefore be unjust to consider one side’s appeal without 
examining all the facts of the case and without giving the Tnrkish 
community a chance to be heard. Under these circumstances, any deci
sion taken in our absence and without hearing the Turkish Cypriot po
int of view can only endanger our peace efforts. Moreover, a decision 
taken a t the request of one side without hearing the other side shall be 
arbitrary and undefensible, morally and legally.

«I shall be grateful if the contents of this communication are 
brought to the knowledge of all members of the Security Council.*

1 do not want a t this stage to open up the whole delicate subject of 
legitimacy in Cyprus. The original Constitution has been violated, even 
desecrated, so often by the Greek Cypriot side that it is hardly worth 
referring to it. Suffice it for me to say that Ambassador Rossides seems 
to be the only diplomat of Cyprus duly nominated. Nevertheless, he has
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been in the course of these years, and certainly now is, merely the rep
resentative of his own ethnic group's administration. I reserve my Go- 
verment's right to come back to this whole subject more formally at 
the appropriate time - and certainly this is not the appropriate time.

With regard to the more substantive subject-matter of today's 
meeting, tha t is, the problem of the refugees - a problem that seems to 
have been selected from the many problems of Cyprus because of its 
dramatic potential for public presentation - 1 would say this :

I would start by quoting Mr. Rossides’s favourite author - indeed 
the favourite author of all the Greek representatives, whether of the 
mainland or of the island. I am referring to the man whom Mr. Rossides 
has quoted more than any other during the two years I have appeared 
before this Council : Mr. Galo Plaza.

Mr. Galo Plaza, who explicitly states tha t he is in favour of 
enosis, proposed in fact a transitional solution, envisaging a unitary 
State in Cyprus in which the Turkish community would be reduced to 
the status of a simple minority without any effective guarantees. He 
admitted that a large number of Turkish Cypriots would find it impos
sible to live in such a State and that they would want to leave the island 
and emigrate to Turkey. He was so certain in his own mind tha t that 
would be the outcome that he suggested, very generously indeed, that 
compensation should be paid to Turks who preferred to leave Cyprus. 
It was when the majority of Turks would have left the island that, 
in Mr. Galo Plaza's view, the time would be ripe for enosis.

I should like now to quote from Mr. Galo Plaza's report dated 26 
March 1965. It is an old document, but the facts do not seem to have 
changed much despite the passage of time. In that report Mr. Galo 
Plaza stated :

«In addition to the foregoing, it would be just and fair to recognize 
that however effective the safeguards tha t can be devised, any Turkish 
Cypriot who fails to find in them a basis for reasonable confidence in 
the new order of things» - and I must say th a t that phrase «the new 
order» reminds me of so many things - «would have the right to resettle 
in Turkey, and should be assisted to do so, with adequate compensation 
and help in starting a new life».

Mr. Galo Plaza went on to say :

«1  have therefore been pleased to be able to record the assurances 
which Archbishop Makarios has given of his concern for these aspects 
of the problem and the specific measures which he has expressed his
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willlngm*»« to apply, ... They include ... certain exceptional and tran- 
uitiotiul provisions*. (¡Ind., pani. 164). And Mr. Galo Plaza stated that 
llm nm-il for rtinii measures had been conceded in principle.

Wlit'ii the ruporl. Is read in its entirety, the real discrepancy in 
Mr PIu/.h'h I'ftHHuning becomes moro obvious. He discards the idea of 
i'wleratlon, because lie abhors the idea of a movement of population 
within a few miles on the tiny island of Cyprus, but he sees nothing 
wrung with the idea of a mass emigration of Turkish Cypriots to 
Turkey. In fuel., t know that this has been the policy also of the Greek 
Cypriot Administration for the past 10 years, during which Turks 
;ilw;»V' onoouraged to emigrate to England, to Australia, to wherever 
they wanted to go just so long as they did not stay on the island. This 
in |iroved by the fact that when a Turkish Cypriot applied for a pass
port, if it was for emigration purposes he was granted it immediately 
but if it was for any other purpose he had to wait indefinitely.

What Ambassador Iiossides said on the plight of the refugees was, 
of course, moving. I recognize that there is a tragedy. But I must say 
that what he said, had a familiar ring. I wonder if lie was reading 
from some speeches made a decade ago by Turkish representatives 
describing the plight of Turkish Cypriots. This is the essence of the 
Cypriot question: refusal to recognize the equality of the Turkish 
Cypriots, equal it > even in their suffering and plight. And today we are 
faced with just another example of this mentality.

Since when the Greek onslaught on the Turks occurred, 103
villages have had to be evacuated by Turkish Cypriots, who have fled 
to safer areas. Despite the fact that every time they have appeared 
in this chamber since then Turkish representatives have drawn the 
attention of this Council to this intolerable situation, the Security Co
uncil has remained silent Twenty-four thousand Turkish Cypriots have 
been living as displaced persons in temporary refugee accommodations 
for !l voars. h  > n o t  possible for us to forget that during this decade 
everyone has been teiting Turkey that this problem could be resolved 
After a political solution of the Cyprus question was reached.

h\ spite of the assurances given by Archbishop Makarios to the 
V ’-’Mv Nations Secretary General in September and Noverber 1964 
that fee v»\k: kl repair or reconstruct all damaged properties and finan
cially a&sist the  retv^cees to rehabilitate themselves, the illegal Greek 
CyproS is ira ti.v  has done everything to prevent this from ac-
taiilly place ana instead has made it subject to prior Turkish
recog! ' i ;  v i  its uneoxistittttiona! authority.



At the 1771st meeting of the Security Council, held as recently as 
29 May 1974, I stated - and I apologize for having to quote so much of 
what 1 said :

«The Greek Cypriot Administration continues to reject the Tur
kish proposal to set up a joint committee under United Nations chair
manship to arrange the rehabilitation of the Turkish Cypriot refugees, 
free from all political motivation and bias» - th a t was two months 
ago. «The Greek Cypriot side is doing everything possible to impede 
the return of the Turkish Cypriot refugees to their villages by creating 
artificial difficulties such as the refusal to supply their homes w'ith 
drinking water, electricity and other facilities and claiming a variety
of accumulated prohibitive sums as taxes or dues for water, rural
constable fees and so on, in respect of which the refugees have had no 
benefit for the last 11 years.

«Some of the Turkish Cypriots who have returned to their villages 
with the help of the Turkish Cypriot Administration are being haras
sed by the Greek Cypriots and their Administration. This is the case 
in three of the four villages mentioned in paragraph 51 of the report 
of the Secretary-General. The prohibition of the return of the Turkish 
Cypriot refugees to six major villages is still in full force. The Turkish 
inhabitants of these particular villages are also being denied access to 
their properties, even for agricultural purposes.*

Even school children were used in demonstrations where they were
made to carry placards asking the Greek Cypriot Administration to 
expel the Turkish Cypriots from Cyprus. That was two months ago. 
and there was no war or military occupation then. That was the trea t
ment, by the Greeks; while the Greek Cypriot Administration looked on
I beg to differ from what the representative of Greece just said when 
he depicted the idyllic life of the Turks under Greek Administration.

Throughout the period of what I am sorry to have to call the in
difference of the Security Council and the international community to 
this intolerable and immoral situation, all the lands of Turkish Cypriots 
situated in Greek-controlled areas were cultivated, without any pay
ment, by the Greeks ; while the Greek Cypriot Administration looked on 
without taking any steps to prevent this continuing usurpation of 
rights and properties. For 11 years we have lived with the knowledge 
of this reality and Ambassador Rossides and his kin have lived with 
the inevitable, yet apparently surmountable, burden of the knowledge 
of this reality on their conscience.
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Now what do we see after these 11 years? We see that it is now 
about 11 days since some parts of the Greek Cypriot population became 
displaced, and Ambassador Rossides deems it fit to come here and ask 
the Security Council to deal with this humanitarian problem - and I 
underline that we do recognize the existence of a  humanitarian prob
lem ; there is a tragedy in Cyprus - as a m atter of priority. But I cannot 
refrain from asking : What nationalities, in the opinion of this Council, 
have to be displaced before one can speak of the existence of a huma
nitarian problem which merits the attention of this august body? I ask : 
Is it at all compatible with the principles of equity to consider that a 
humanitarian problem exists only after some Greek Cypriots too have 
become displaced?

Why does a home become - to use Ambassador Rossides’ word - 
«ancestral» when it belongs to a Greek? Is it because the island has 
been - and again 1 use his words - «Greek for 3,000 years»? Does this 
mean that all non-Greeks are, for all eternity, to be branded as «bar
barians - again using his term? What kind of racial and religious hatred 
does this reflect? I hope it does not reflect any, but the doubt is there.

Can anyone in this Council explain to me just what '«the return 
of the displaced persons to their homes» means? Does it encompass 
the Turkish Cypriots who were displaced 11 years ago? Who can make 
a reasonable offer to compensate for the loss of life, loss of homes, 
loss of land and loss of income by the Turkish Cypriots for the past
II years? How is their security to be safeguarded? I admit that these 
are hard questions, perhaps beyond the competence of this Council. 
However, they are the real questions which will have to be addressed in 
order to reach a solution of the Cyprus problem.

I agree with my Greek colleague when he said that there is a 
political question involved. In fact, what has been brought here today 
with humanitarian consideration is also, and perhaps foremost, a poli
tical question. The problem of displaced persons can be settled only 
within the framework of a political solution of the Cyprus problem. 
It is intricately related to the ovei’-all settlement. In the light of the 
deplorable past of Cyprus, it has now become both a moral 
and a humanitarian requirement for everyone to recognize the need 
for a federal solution, with two geographically separated, autonomous 
administrations that will enable the two communities to live side by 
side in peace and security, and without further bloodshed, within the 
framework of a single State. No amount of pretension and rhetoric can 
disguise this pressing reality. Such a solution has become a necessity, 
and I do not think I am exaggerating when I say that it is a necessity 
for world peace.
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Now, a t a time when once more all segments of the Greek com
munity, including the Greek Cypriot administration, are threatening 
with guerrilla warfare, it is, to say the least, unrealistic to expect tha t 
the question of the displaced persons can be dealt with separately 
from the over-all solution of the Cyprus question.

I must emphasize that the proponents of guerrilla warfare have 
already clearly defined its purpose - and 1 quote the local press - as 
«fighting to the death until the union of Cyprus with Greece is reali
zed». Turkey will not, under any circumstances, permit the creation of 
conditions which would facilitate such guerrilla activity.

Today, more than one third of the Turkish Cypriots have become 
refugees. Practically one half of the Turkish Cypriots outside the areas 
liberated from the Greek terror still continue to live under the threat 
of Greek armed bands and the so-called EOKA-B, which even the Greek 
Cypriot administration cannot control. One half, therefore, of the Tur
kish community are practically hostages in the hands of these Greek 
hooligans, who have given proof, a  few days ago, of their sense of 
values in front of a foreign embassy. Today we again received news 
of what Greeks may do to Greeks when one of their leaders again 
barely escaped assassination.

I did not come here to make an exposé of the life of the Turkish 
refugees. I know that the problem is much wider today, and we 
sympathize fully with the plight of the innocent Turkish and Greek 
Cypriots displaced and otherwise affected persons. We support activi
ties to alleviate their hardships by providing food, shelter and medi
cine. But the satisfactory solution to their problem can be found only 
within the context of an over-all solution. This is all the more reason 
to resume political negotiations without delay; and again I beg to differ 
with what my Greek colleague has said about the negotiations. 1 can 
assure all members of this Council that Turkey believes so much in 
negotiations that it is ready to sit with representatives of the Greek 
Government, despite what was said today by my colleague.

In this connexion, finally, 1 should like to remind the Council that 
my Government has welcomed the appointment of Prince Safruddin 
Agha Khan as the co-ordinator of the United Nations relief activities 
in Cyprus. My Government and the Turkish Cypriot administration are 
fully co-operating with the International Committee of the Red Cross, 
which undertook the humanitarian activities with respect to both com
munities.
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Moreover, my Government has welcomed the initiation of contacts 
between Mr. Denkta§ and Mr. derides, the respective leaders of the 
two communities, on the humanitarian question. And here I should like 
also to express my Government’s appreciation for the tireless efforts 
of our Secretary-General. I hope that adoption of unrealistic resolutions 
will not undo what he has so painstakingly achieved.»



THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«1 have the honour to bring to your attention and through you 
to the attention of the Security Council, the tragic discovery of yet 
another mass grave as witness of one more crime against humanity 
very recently committed by the Greek and Greek Cypriot gunmen.

The UNFICYP spokesman stated on 2 September 1974 th a t a 
mass grave had been discovered a t the Turkish Cypriot village of 
Maratha (north-west of Famagusta) where to last evening 20 bodies 
had been found; two of these were children. He added that he had 
heard many more bodies were being dug this morning. United Nations 
Civil Police and UNFICYP patrol were also present yesterday afternoon 
and this morning. The spokesman recalled that it was reported earlier 
th a t many Turkish Cypriot people from the village of Maratha and 
adjacent areas were missing.

The scene of this barbaric act was first discovered by mere coin
cidence by some Turkish journalists visiting the area on 1 September 
1974. An elderly Turkish Cypriot whose life has been spared, not by 
the Greeks, but by his own hiding and sheer luck gave the clue. Twenty- 
five bodies were found the first day including two children with their 
hands tied.

Jn connexion with this monstrous act of barbarism which will no 
doubt be condemned by the civilized consciences everywhere, let me 
quote once more my letter dated 22  August 1974 to Your Excellency 
which was circulated as document S/11466 :

«When I wrote to you on 29 July 1974 about the conditions faced 
by Turkish Cypriots in Greek controled areas of the Island, 1 quoted 
myself as having said duriug the 1783rd meeting of the Security Coun
cil :

A s opposed to what the media can see in the open w ar-and  we 
deplore it, but after all, there is a w ar-w h a t is happening in the hidden 
part of Cyprus is also a tragedy. I am afraid that in a few days, when 
mass graves are discovered, as has been the case in the past, when 
photographs are taken in the villlages, world public opinion will once 
more shed tears, this time exclusively for Turks.’
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I regretfully have to note once more tha t my worst fears based 
on my experience of the Greek Cypriot character are again being daily 
justified. The savage nature of their hatred of the Turks, vividly de
monstrated for the last 11 years in Cyprus, is once more evidenced by 
events of the last few days. I do not dwell of course on other non- 
Turkish victims of this same savagery.»

One wonders now if the two Greek representatives speaking a t the 
1795th meeting of the Security Council on 30 August 1974 have admit
ted that the Greeks were not angels because they anticipated such 
discoveries. The Greek representative representing the party more di
rectly responsible for this massacre has even tried to outweigh this 
guilt-feeling which is bound to exist on his part by reading out stories 
and shameless allegations in the Security Council based on biased ac
counts and lies fabricated by the Greeks and published by their sympat
hizers. All of these lies, although well in the Greek tradition of which 
we have had more than a decade of experience, this time of course 
cannot suffice to create confusion about the reality of the situation 
in Cyprus. The cynical claims and allegations in Greek statements, 
about the Turks wishing to leave the Turkish enclaves and the Turkish 
leaders' forcefully preventing them are now bound to be condemned for 
their hypocrisy.

Who can be proud of owing a large part of his civilization to 
Greece, anymore? The ancient Hellenic civilization has all too evidently 
been replaced by Greek barbarism. 1 fear that at the time when I am 
writing this letter to you still new evidence about other massacres 
committed by the Greeks may be coming to daylight.»

T e x : o ! Ihe L c l e r  Dated 4 September 1974 From the Permanent Representative of 
T :trltev  to  the U n ite d  N a ilo n s  Ambassador Os:«an OLCAY. Addressed to the 
S e c r e ta r y  - Gene.-al, S / 11489.
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«We are in favour of non-alignment within an independent, bire- 
gional, sovereign and federal state. As we have emphatically stated 
many times we do not offer bases in Cyprus to any military alliance. It 
is our sincere desire to maintain always close and strong ties of friend
ships with the neighboring countries, Moslem countries and the Arab 
countries.

Cyprus is such a small country tha t its participation in a military 
alliance is inconcievable.

I know very well th a t granting of a base to any military alliance 
will be the end of Cyprus».

Tex: ol the Statement By Mr. Rzirf R. Denktaç.
The Vice - President of the Republic of Cyprus, on 12 September 1974.
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«1 would not wish to speak for the first time in this Assembly 
under your presidency, Sir, without referring in advance what I know 
my Minister will say about the fraternal feelings existing between our 
peoples and our respect for your personal qualities as a  statesman. I 
shall confine myself, however, to offering you my delegation’s most 
sincere congratulations on your unanimous election.

I had the opportunity in the General Committee, with 
your indulgence, of explaining my delegation’s views regarding the 
inscription of the Cyprus question on the agenda of the current session 
of the General Assembly. I stated clearly that my delegation does not 
object to consideration of the Cyprus question by the General Assembly. 
However, it questions the authority of the persons bringing the ques
tion before this body. I stated categorically tha t the so-called represen
tatives of Cyprus do not have any authority to represent the Turkish 
Cypriot community, and therefore Cyprus as a whole. If the additional 
item entitled «Question of Cyprus» Is taken up in the plenary Assembly 
without prior reference to a Main Committee the General Assembly 
will not have a chance to hear the testimony of the representatives of 
the Turkish Cypriot community and will have to base its deliberations 
on the one-sided presentation of the representatives of the Greek 
Cypriot community. That is clearly the aim pursued by the Greek side 
in yet one more effort to silence the Turkish Cypriot community, whose 
rights it has usurped for more than 11 years under an oppressive system. 
Surely the General Assembly will not become a party to such a policy.

I therefore, with due respect, formally request tha t in connexion 
with the allocation of this additional item to the plenary Assembly rule 
15 of the rules of procedure be fully applied - that is to say, that a two- 
thirds majority decide if a decision is to be made for the allocation of 
this additional item to the plenary Assembly. In other words, unless 
this two-thirds majority exists, the question of Cyprus will go, as it 
should according to rule 15, to a Committee.»

Text c! the statements m ade by Mr. Osman OLCAY.
Ambassador Permanent Representative, at the Genercl Committee,
cl the XXIX Session o! the General Assembly, on 21 September 1974 A/PV. 2235
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«The Greek representative who preceded me hex'e on the rostrum 
has raised a point of order, asking you whether a decision was taken 
by the General Assembly before I took the floor. In my previous state
ment, I did not wish to point out tha t by an error, a human error, the 
name of Turkey, which has been 011 the list for a long time, was not 
brought to the attention of the President a t the moment when the 
question arose. 1 would not have wished to say that the error was due 
to the fact that the Secretariat did not advise you a t the proper time 
tha t 1 had requested the floor.

In clarifying this point, 1 think I have also clarified the point 
raised by the representative of Sri Lanka and by the Greek speaker 
who preceded me, and thus what they had said is not valid. That is 
what I had to say. Thank you for calling on me again.»

«It is my impression that finally reason seems to be prevailing 
and tha t we are moving towards the possibility of reaching agreement. 
But 1 cannot completely agree with the representative of Greece, who 
preceded me to this rostrum - perhaps 1 misunderstood him - that the 
plenary Assembly or a committee would meet once to hear a statement 
to be made by Mr. Denkta§ and tha t thereafter the debate would re
sume. If my interpretation is, as I hope, mistaken, and if a decision 
is taken today - 1 do not quite see how it can be, but perhaps it is pos
sible - to allowr Mr. Denkta§, the Vice-President of Cyprus and the leader 
of the Turkish Cypriot community, to take part in the debate on Cyprus 
here, I would agree completely with such a procedure and the problem 
would be solved.

1 must thank the representative of Greece for having corrected a 
mistake tha t he had made earlier in the meeting in referring to Mr. 
Kucuk, who for quite some time now has not been the leader of the 
Turkish Cypriot community and the Vice-President of Cyprus. For 
anybody who is interested in the problem of Cyprus, it was to Mr. 
Denkta§ tha t he should have referred. He has corrected himself and 
I thank him for that.

If the result of the vote does not produce the required majority 
in accordance with rule 15 of the rules of procedure, the additional item 
entitled «Question of Cyprus» cannot be considered by the plenary 
Assembly until one of the competent main committees has considered 
the item and reported on it.

Perhaps I need not remind the members tha t if the General 
Assembly decides to consider the Cyprus question without hearing one 
of the principal parties to the conflict and bases its deliberations solely
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on the one-sided presentation of the Greek-Cypriot party, the value of 
its contribution to the solution of the Cyprus problem will, of necessity, 
be questionable.

With your permission, Mr. President, I therefore urge the mem
bers to cast their votes negatively so that the item is not allocated 
directly to the plenary Assembly and tha t it can be considered in one of 
the main committees to be decided on by the General Assembly.

1 would further request that a roll-call vote be taken. With your 
indulgence, Mr. President, I ask the members to pronounce themselves 
clearly between the alternatives 1 have just outlined.»

«... I apologize for speaking a second time, particularly after 
the ruling you have just made, with which 1 completely agree. 
But the representatives of the two Greeces have once again pro
ved that they will try by every means to prevent the voice of the Turks 
of Cyprus from being heard. 1 therefore place myself in your hands 
and rely on your wisdom and the wisdom of the General Assembly to 
ensure tha t the game which, it is perfectly clear, is being played may 
be unplayed either by a vote of the General Assembly or by a ruling 
by you, Mr. President.»



THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«First, 1 would apologize to all the representatives here for the 
delay in the convening of this meeting. 1 should like to say also how 
grateful we are for the way in which the members of the Secretariat, 
despite the nervous tension, patiently waited in their booths while wo 
were engaged in an appeal to the good will of the three parties concer
ned in the Cyprus question, in accordance with the mandate which 
the Secretary-General and the President of the Assembly were given 
by the Assembly earlier today.

At this morning's meeting it was decided that the item entitled 
«Question of Cyprus» should be allocated to the plenary Assembly. 
Howeverer, an understanding has been reached tha t the General As
sembly, when it considers this item, will invite the Special Political Com
mittee to meet for the purpose of affording representatives of the 
Cypriot communities an opportunity to take the floor in the Committee 
in order to express their views. The General Assembly will then 
resume its consideration of the item, taking into account the report of 
the Special Political Committee.

If there is no objection, it will be so decided.

It was so decided.»

Text of the statement m ade by Mr. Boutellika, the President of the General Assembly,
a t the Plenary Meeting o! the XXIX Session o! the General Assembly on
21 September 1974, A/PV. 2237.
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS
«In a press release dated 20 September 1974, issued by the Per- 

mament Mission of Greece to the United Nations, it was very interes
ting to see that Greece complains even about the possibility of the 
return of the Turkish Cypriots to Cyprus from the countries to which 
they were forced by Greek oppressive policies to move.

An innumerable number of Turkish Cypriots were forced out of 
the Island for a century. Even Mr. Rossides, in his letter dated 3 Sep
tember 1974, addressed to the Secretary-General of the United Nations, 
had to admit that in the eight years following the atrocities of 1963, 
5468 Turkish Cypriots had to leave the Island. Naturally the actual 
number must be considerably higher, as usual.

The prospect of those thousands of Turkish Cypriots, selling their 
property in Great Britain «so that they could go and live in Cyprus» 
infuriates the Greeks.

It is a very clear evidence of the Greek mentality tha t denies to the 
Turkish Cypriots even the right «to go and live in Cyprus».

It is regrettable that the Permanent Mission of Greece to the 
United Nations should find it possible to question, here in the United 
Nations, publicly, one’s fundamental right to return to and live in one’s 
own country.»

Text o! the press release published by the Permanent Mission oi Turkey to !he 
United Nations, on 23 September 1974.
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«1 have the honour to refer to a press release, dated 20 September 
1974, issued by the Permanent Mission of Greece to the United Nations.

It was very interesting to see in tha t press release tha t Greece 
complains even about the possibility of the return of the Turkish 
Cypriots to Cyprus from the countries to which they were forced by 
Greek oppressive policies to move.

An innumerable number of Turkish Cypriots were forced out of 
the island for a century. Even Mr. Rossides, in his letter dated 3 Sep
tember 1974 addressed to Your Excellency, had to admit that, in the 
eight years following the atrocities of 1963, 5,468 Turkish Cypriots 
had to leave the island. Naturally the actual number must be consi
derably greater, as usual.

The prospect of those thousands of Turkish Cypriots selling their 
property in Great Britain «so that they could go and live in Cyprus» 
infuriates the Greeks.

It is a very clear evidence of the Greek mentality tha t denies to 
the Turkish Cypriots even the right to «go and live in Cyprus».

It is regrettable tha t the Permanent Mission of Greece to the 
United Nations should find it possible to question publicly, here in the 
United Nations, one’s fundamental right to return to and live in one’s 
own country.

I shall be grateful to Your Excellency if you would kindly have 
this letter circulated as an official document of the General Assembly 
and the Security Council.»

Text o! the Letter dated 23 September 1974 horn the Permanent Representative o! Turkey 
to the United Nations Ambassador Osman OLCAY, addressed to the Secretary • General. 
A/9766, S/11517.
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«With reference to the letter of request by Mr. Zenon Rossides for 
the inscription of the question of Cyprus on the agenda of the United 
Nations General Assembly, 1 should like to put on record the fact that 
Mr. Zenon Rossides has no legitimate authority to make such a request 
«for and on behalf of the Republic of Cyprus» because (1) he has no 
authority from me, as the Vice-President of Cyprus, for making such a 
request and (2 ) he has no legal or moral right to pretend to represent 
the Turkish community of Cyprus which is one of the co-founder part
ner communities in the independence and sovereignty of Cyprus and 
which has, during the last 11 years, defended this independence and 
sovereignty at great sacrifice with the help of Turkey, the guarantor 
of our independence and sovereignty.

1. Mr. Rossides’ allegation that «The present grave situation in 
Cyprus seriously jeopardizes and negates all the principles of respect 
for sovereignty, unity and independence» is contradicted by the facts 
which even Mr. Rossides cannot prevaricate or distort, no m atter how 
he tries.

In December 1968, Archbishop Makarios initiated the coup against 
the co-founder Turlcish-Cypriot community, in accordance with the 
preconceived conspiracy known as the «Akritas Plan», with the aid and 
full support of Greece in order to destroy all «impediments» to enosis 
(union with Greece).

In his view, the impediment to enosis was Turkey, which had the 
right to defend the independence of Cyprus against those internal or 
external enemies who would want to destroy it.

It is significant that in the notorious «Akritas Plan» it is clearly 
stated that «the removal of the Treaty of Guarantee» is its aim :

«When the Treaty of Guarantee is removed, no legal or moral force 
will remain to obstruct us in determining our future through a plebis-

Lette* dated 26 September 1974 from Mr. Eauf DILNKTAS, Vice - President ci the to 
Republic cl Cyprus, addressed to the Secretary - General. A/9773, S/11521.
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cite.» - Appearing always to be ready for peaceful talks» and pretending 
tha t the sole objective is «to amend the constitution» were other gems 
of this plan.

Mr. Rossides’ direct attack, therefore, on the Treaty of Guarantee, 
under which Turkey moved, on 20 July 1974, and averted the destruc
tion of the independence, sovereignty and territorial integrity of Cyprus 
ju st in time, gains some importance when we remember that, at all 
levels and at all times during the last 11 years, the Greek leadership - 
while trying to destroy the Republic of Cyprus by every means at its 
command - was attacking vigorously the very agreements protecting 
the independence of Cyprus from enosis. This becomes all the more im
portant when one considers the repeated statements of Archbishop Ma- 
karios declaring tha t he himself was an enosist and tha t but for Tur
key (and the Treaty of Guarantee) he would declare enosis any day. A 
few of these statements and interviews are revealing :

«1 always supported and I continue to support the union of Cyprus 
with Greece» (Newsday, 17 July 1972).

«National aspirations are not determined by economic factors. 
Enosis is a profound national aspiration of all Greek Cypriots, having 
nothing to do with any economic or other consideration...

«In case of union of a small State with a bigger one, there are 
both disadvantages and advantages. But the case of Cyprus is diffe
rent. We would not be united with just any country, but with tha t 
which we regard as our mother country, and in a broad Greek space we 
would be able to play a greater role both internally and externally» 
(BBC, 20 February 1973).

And why could he not proceed to enosis? Here is the answer :

«This national feeling (enosis) has deep roots and the Greek 
Cypriots would favour enosis under any circumstances. Various factors, 
however, and mainly the opposition of Turkey do not make enosis 
attainable» (Daily Express, 6 March 1974).

So, not being able to remove the obstacle to enosis - viz. the Treaty 
of Guarantee, under which Turkey prevented, a t great cost and sacri
fice, the achievement of enosis - Archbishop Makarios, by direct met
hods of military attack, terrorism and acts of genocide which he tried 
against us (during the period December 1963 - November 1967) hand 
in hand with 20,000 Greek soldiers clandestinely brought from Greece 
to Cyprus, tried to achieve enosis by indirect methods, viz. acute and
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shameful acts of administrative, economic and other discriminations 
against the Turkish community for 11 years.

Complaints about these are numerous in the files of the United 
Nations Secretariat.

2. While Archbishop Makarios tried to achieve enosis through 
his own methods, there grew in Cyprus more militant elements who 
believed that they could achieve enosis by direct methods. It is these 
elements, encouraged by Greece, who brought about the coup of 15 
July 1974.

In three days, more than 2,000 Greeks were killed and thousands 
put behind bars. Three thousand Greek officers from Greece, who 
had no legal standing in Cyprus and who were commanding the un
constitutional Greek National Guard and EOKA B, thus made no secret 
of the fact that the coup was for enosis. Nicos Sampson, the stooge who 
was made «The President of Cyprus», declared tha t within a month he 
would cease to be President because enosis would be declared. Already 
«Administrators» had come from Greece and settled in the Dome Ho
tel a t Kyrenia, ready to take over the administration in six districts.

In the meantime, Archbishop Makarios who had earlier, on 23 
September 1973. declared, publicly, «My wish is tha t I shall live long 
enough to see e n o s i s  achieved», was taking refuge a t the British bases 
from where he was flowrn to the United Kingdom. All Greek-Cypriot 
leaders stood in great peril. Greek Cypriots in their hundreds pleaded 
for deliverance «from the gunmen» and prayed for the intervention of 
Turkey - only a few months before the coup, on 16 May 1974. Arch
bishop Makarios, confident of his position and proud of the fact that 
for 11 years he had paid nothing to 20 per cent of his population, told 
Frankfurter Rundschau the following :

«Enosis has always been for the Greek Cypriots a deep-rooted 
national aspiration. To me, independence is a compromise. In other 
words, if I had a free choice between enosis and independence, I would 
support enosis.»

On 2 July 1974 he wrote to General Gizikis, the President of Gree
ce : «The C y p r u s State should be dissolved only in the event of enosis.»

It is obvious from the foregoing that, but for Turkey’s interventi
on, the Republic of Cyprus would have been colonized by Greece and 
Mr. Rossides would have been out of office long ago.

3. In view of the past record of the Greek leadership and their 
resort to violence, murder, genocide and shameless discrimination aga
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inst the Turkish Cypriots, it is apparent tha t this independence cannot 
be saved while the Greek Cypriots can look upon Cyprus (which is a 
bi-communal republic) as a Greek-Cypriot republic.

We tried to live in a functional federative system from 1960 to 
1963, but Greek-Cypriot leaders’ aspirations of enosis have not given 
our young Republic any chance. Instead, we have had 103 Turkish 
villages destroyed and 24,000 Turkish Cypriots made refugees for 11 
years while Greek-Cypriot leaders have brazenly declared that mili
tary enosis has been achieved».

The reports of the Secretary-General are filled with the cruelty 
done to the Turks, with murders and genocidal activities directed aga
inst us. The world press is filled with stories of atrocities committed 
during the period 1963-1968 and now in 1974. The discovery of mass 
graves of Turks - the population of whole villages, not excluding babies- 
has horrified the whole world. Evidence of rape, looting and destruction 
of Turkish houses is in abundance. Forty thousand Turks who have 
been besieged in Greek areas live in terror of the next moment. Gangs
ters are everywhere. Law and order does not seem to exist in Greek 
areas.

These are the realities of Cyprus. Exaggerated allegations by Mr. 
Rossides will not suffice to cover them up. Those who have denied 
for 11 years - and continue to deny - 20 per cent of the population 
their basic rights as human beings are shedding crocodile tears over 
their pigs; those who have refused 24,000 Turkish Cypriots the right 
to live in their homes are now complaining th a t a great number of 
Greeks are in the same plight, and those who, in defiance of the reso
lutions of the Security Council and the repeated censures of the Sec
retary-General, have made the Greek sectors of Cyprus a fully-armed 
bastion with plans of lightning attack on all Turkish Cypriots now 
complain th a t Turkey’s armed might has prevented them from destro
ying this very Republic. The United Nations should not heed such 
callous insincerity.

4. Turkey has not occupied Cyprus. Turkey has removed from 
Cyprus the 11-year occupation by Greece and has made it impossible for 
the Greek-Cypriot leadership to dream of enosis. Mr. Zenon Rossides, 
who is a renowned enosist under the guise of defender of the indepen
dence of Cyprus, should advance constructive theories on the future of 
a federal State in which the two national communities would live in 
equality and justice instead of attacking Turkey who, once again, has 
enabled the out-gunned Turkish-Cypriot community to defend the inde
pendence and sovereignty of Cyprus.

227



We are, I repeat, the defenders of the independence and sovere
ignty of Cyprus.

We stand for a bi-regional federal State based on the existence 
of two national communities who brought about this State, in 1960, 
under conditions of equality.

We stand sincerely for non-alignment and do not, like the Greek-
Cypriot leaders, merely pay lip-service to non-alignment.

And we no longer believe or tru s t those who, while pretending to 
talk peace with us, have armed themselves to the teeth with a view to 
attacking us (as they did en masse in Murataga, Atlilar and Sandalbar, 
burying whole villages) with a view to forcing us to bow to enosis.

The past 14 years have clearly proved that the salvation of the
independence of Cyprus depends on the Turkish-Cypriot community’s 
ability to defend itself and to defend the independence. Bi-regional fede
ralism, on which we are now working, is the answer, permanently, to 
this artificially-created problem.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«... Cela m’amène inévitablement à aborder le grave problème de 
Chypre. Je  vais vous exposer brièvement l’attitude de la Turquie envers 
cette question en vous résumant ce que j ’ai dit jusqu’à présent à divers 
échelons et occasions.

La Turquie n’a épargné aucun effort pour trouver une solution 
pacifique à ce problème, par des négociations interrompues de temps à 
autre entre les deux Communautés nationales qui ont duré plus de dix 
ans sans aboutir à des résultats concrets.

Entretemps la Turquie a dû constamment faire face à des faits- 
accomplis de portée de plus en plus grave, notamment après 1963. Le 
dernier en date et le plus grave de ces faits-accomplis étant, comme 
on le sait, celui où le 15 juillet dernier, une puissance étrangère a 
procédé à un coup d’Etat, fromenté de longue haleine et visant à 
annexer l’île.

Or, Chypre constitue un élément essentiel non seulement de 
l’équilibre étable déjà par le Traité de Lausanne entre la Turquie et la 
Grèce, mais également par la nature de son statu t international, de la 
stabilité et de la paix en Méditerranée orientale e t dans la région du 
Moyen Orient. Toute action ou intervention compromettant l’indépen
dance et l’intégrité territoriale de l’île rompt par conséquence inévitab
lement cet équilibre et met en danger la paix de la région. Nous sommes 
entourés dans cette région par des pays amis, frères, à la sécurité 
desquels nous sommes aussi attentifs qu’à la nôtre et nous ne voudrions 
en aucun cas y changer l’équilibre, d’ailleurs difficilement gardé, pour 
ne pas porter atteinte à cette sécurité. C'est pourquoi mon pays a 
toujours attribué une importance vitale à l’indépendance à la souvera
ineté, à l’intégrité territoriale et au statu t international de Chypre. Le 
respect de ce statu t international constitue pour nous un élément pri
mordial de la politique extérieure et fait partie intégrante de notre 
sécurité.

Hxcerpt bom the statement m ade by Mr. Turan GtiNTS,
M'.n '.r.’.e? el Foreign Affairs, Head of Delegation, a) if’.e Plenary Meeting,
o! Ihe JtXIX Session ci the General Assembly, on 24 September 1974

229



J'oppose donc un démenti formel et solonnel à tous les mensonges 
que les médisants répandent dans les coulisses de la diplomatie en ce 
qui concerne la politique turque.

Une des gafanties principales -sinon la seule- de ce statu t consiste 
dans la reconnaissance et le respect des droits basés sur l’égalité des 
deux Communautés nationales constituant l’E tat de Chypre. Aucune 
de ces deux Communautés nationales ne peut imposer sa volonté sur la 
structure interne de l’E tat ni avoir la prétention de représenter cet E tat 
devant les instances internationales.

Si, par suite du coup d’E tat du 15 juillet dernier, la Turquie, après 
avoir essayé toutes les possibilités de contacts et de consultations et 
épuisé tous les moyens de négociation, a procédé à une opération sur 
l’île, c’est justement dans le but de rétablir l’ordre, de m ettre fin au 
chaos et d’éviter une ingérence visant l’annexion de l’île. L’opération 
entreprise par la Turquie ne signifie par conséquent nullement, et je 
le souligne, une occupation ou l’annexion d’une partie de l’île, il ne 
s’agit pas d’une occupation, bien au contraire, il s ’agit d’empêcher une 
occupation.

Je dois affirmer, une fois de plus, que la Turquie persévère, pour 
sa part, dans sa conviction que les négociations seront x-eprises dans un 
cadre approprié, permettant d’arriver à une solution rapide qui m ettra 
fin aux souffrances des deux Communautés nationales de l’île et de 
supprimer la tension qui entrave le maintien de la paix et de la sécurité 
non seulement dans l’île mais aussi dans la région.

Voilà ce que j ’ai à dire sur ce problème.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«.Since the application contains no specific charges the observations 
here submitted by the Turkish Government are merely of a preliminary 
nature. The Government accordingly reserves the right, if necessary, 
to complete its observations an the n o n - a d m i s s i b i l i t y  o f  t h i s  a p p l i c a t i o n .

The Turkish Government considers this application inadmissible 
for the following reasons :

I. The administration of the Greek Cypriot community, and by 
the same token, its representative, who have brought this application 
before the Commission in the name of the Republic of Cyprus are 
not entitled to represent the State of Cyprus and accordingly have no 
standing before the Commission.

1 . The State of Cyprus was established by the Zurich and London 
agreements signed in 1959. The fundamental principle underlying these 
agreements was the joint administration of the State of Cyprus by 
the Greek and Turkish communities on the island in a balanced and 
harmonious bi-community framework. The Constitution of the Republic 
of Cyprus, which was brought into force in 1960, was drafted to take 
account of the bi-communal nature of the Republic of Cyprus. Art. 1 of 
the Treaty of Guarantee signed on 16 August 1960 provides tha t the 
Republic of Cyprus undertakes (inter alia) to respect the Constitution. 
It follows that it is legally impossible for one of the two constituent 
communities to seize power in disregard of the rights conferred by the 
Constitution on the other community.

The leaders of the Greek Cypriot community have attemted since 1963 
by attacks directed against the Turkish community to put an end to 
the bi-communal nature of the State of Cyprus as guaranteed by the 
international treaties and have set up a de facto authority in certain 
parts of the island. In order to secure its continued existence in the 
face of these attacks the Turkish Cypriot community was forced to 
withraw into a number of scattered enclaves in various parts of the 
island. It, too, has set up and maintained a de facto authority in these

Observations of the Turkish Government on the Application Registered in the Secretarial 
ci the Kurcpecn Commission of Ruman Rights, on 19 September 1974, File No. 6780/74.
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enclaves. Thus since 1963 two de facto administrations have been set 
up on the territory of the Republic of Cyprus. The presence since 
27 March 1964 in the island of the United Nations force, whose mis
sion is to take such measures as are required to prevent conflicts bet
ween the Greek and Turkihs communities, constitutes proof of this 
fact. The same may be said of the negotiations which have been held 
since 1968 between the two de facto administrations with a view to 
reaching agreement on possible adjustments of the Cyprus constitution.

Furthermore, «the existence in practice in the Republic of Cyprus 
of two autonomous administrations, tha t of the Greek Cypriot com
munity and that of the Turkish Cypriot community» was expressly 
recognised by the three guaranteeing* powers (Greece, United Kingdom 
and Turkey) in Art. 5 of the Geneva Declaration of 30 July 1974. Arts. 
3 and 4 of the Resolution of the General Assembly of the United Nations 
of 1 October 1974 confirm this state of affairs in the following terms :

«Considers that the constitutional system of the Republic of Cyp
rus concerns the Greek Cypriot and Turkish Cypriot communities; 
Recomends the contacts and negotiations taking place on an equal foo
ting, with the good offices of the Secretary General, between the 
representatives of the two communities, and calls for their continuation 
with a view to reaching a mutually acceptable political settlement, ba
sed on their fundamental and legitimate rights;

In view of the foregoing the Turkish Government submits the 
following observations :

i) The leaders of the Greek Cypriot community who have taken 
the administration of the State into their hands in violation of the 
system set up by the international agreements which established the 
Republic of Cyprus and the Cyprus constitution which is a part of those 
agreements are in no way entitled to represent the Republic of Cyprus.

ii) Neither of the two autonomous Cypriot administrations (Tur
kish and Greek) the de facto existence of which in the Republic of 
Cyprus is recognised by the guaranteeing powers (Greece, the United 
Kingdom and Turkey) in the Geneva Declaration of 30 July i974 is 
by itself entitled to represent the Republic of Cyprus.

iii) Under the well-established rule of international law an admi
nistration which has illegally seized control of the rightful machinery of 
government but has only succeeded in extending its authority over a 
part of the territory and a part of the population is not entitled to rep
resent the State concerned.
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2. Moreover if the problem is considered within the framework 
of the 1960 Cyprus Constitution one must again come to the conclusion 
that neither the administration of the Greek Cypriot community nor the 
representative whom it has appointed in breach of the Constitution are
entitled to represent the Republic of Cyprus :

i) Under Art. 54 of the Constitution executive power in the field 
of foreign affairs is to be exercised by the Council of Ministers. It 
follows tha t the decision to bring a case before the European Commis
sion of Human Rights on behalf of the Republic of Cyprus can only be 
taken by the Council of Ministers. Under Art. 46 the Council of Minis
ters shall be composed of seven Greek and three Turkish Ministers. The 
Ministers shall be appointed by the President and Vice-President of the 
Republic respectively in a  legal instrument which they are both required 
to sign. This provision is also to be found in Art. 57, sub-para, (c) of 
the Constitution.

In fact a t the present time a Council of Ministers appointed in 
accordance with the Constitution does not exist. It follows that the so- 
called Council of Ministers appointed by the Greek Cypriot administra
tion has no power to make decisions, particularly in the fields specified
in Art. 54, including that of foreign affairs.

Furthermore, under Art. 54, 57 and 50 decisions relating to foreign 
affairs can have no legal effect unless the Vice-President has abstained 
i’rom using his right to veto. The position as it appears from the 
letters sent to you on 24 September and 30 October 1974 by His Excel
lency Mr. Rauf Denkta 5, Vice-President of the Republic of Cyprus, is 
that the decision to bring the application before the European Commis
sion of Human Rights had not been submitted for the approval of the 
Vice-President and that His Excellency Mr. Rauf Denktaç did not 
approve of the said décision.

ii) The so-called Minister of Foreign Affairs who sent you a tele
gram to confirm the application submitted by Mr. G. Lycourgos was 
not appointed Minister in accordance with the provisions of Art. 47. 
sub-para, (e) of the Constitution. It follows that under constitutional 
law he is not entitled to represent the Republic of Cyprus. It should also 
be stated that under Art. 50, para, (a), sub-para. (1) the Vice-President 
is entitled to excercise a final veto on the nomination of diplomatic rep
resentatives. As you know His Excellency Mr. Rauf Denkta§ has already 
informed the Secretary General of the Council of Europe in his latter 
of 1 September 1974 that neither the nomination of his deputy had been 
submitted for his approval: it followed that these persons could not le
gitimately act in the name of the Republic of Cyprus.
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For the above stated reasons the application lodged by persons 
who did not represent the Republic of Cyprus cannot be considered 
admissible.

IT. The said application against Turkey should also be rejected 
by the Commission under para. (3) of Art. 27 of the Convention as 
it does comply with the conditions imposed by Art. 26.

1 ) Art. 26 of the European Convention on Human Rights and 
Fundamental Freedoms provides that «The Commission may only deal 
with the m atter after all domestic remedies have been exhausted, ac
cording to the generally recognised rules of international law, and wit
hin a period of six months from the date on which the final decision 
was taken.» Para. (3) of Art. 27 provides that «The Commission shall 
reject any petition referred to it which it considers inadmissible under 
Article 26».

Under the Constitution of the Turkish Republic the European 
Convention on Human Rights has force of law and constitutes an in
tegral part of Turkish law. Art. LI4 of the Turkish Constitution provi
des th a t (1) : «Appeal lies to a court against every act or decision of the 
administration». The position is tha t the Government has no knowledge 
of any action brought before the Turkish courts on this matter. It fol
lows tha t the Commission must rule that the application is inadmis
sible.

2) Furthermore para. 2 of Rule 41 of the Commission’s Rules of 
Procedure provides tha t «The applicant shall provide information enab
ling it to be shown that the conditions laid down in Article 26 of the 
Convention have been satisfied.» In fact the application lodged against 
Turkey provides no information enabling it to be shown that the con
ditions laid down by Art. 26 of the Convention have been satisfied. The 
Commission should accordingly reject the application lodged against 
Turkey.

III. The European Commission of Human Rights has no jurisdic
tion ratione loci to examine the application lodged against Turkey.

The island of Cyprus does not fall under Turkish jurisdiction for 
the Republic of Turkey has not extended its jurisdiction to the island 
of Cyprus since it has neither annexed a  pari of the island nor estab
lished a military or civil government on a part of the island. The admi
nistration of the Turkish Cypriot community has absolute jurisdiction 
over part of the island. Moreover, it is not possible to attribute any 
liability to the Turkish Ciovernment under Art. 63 since Turkey is not 
responsible for the international relations of either the whole or pari
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of the island of Cyprus. The Government of Turkey considers th a t it 
follows having regard to Arts. 1, 19 and 63 of the European Convention 
on Human Rights th a t the Commission has no jurisdiction ratione loci 
to declare admissible and examine the application lodged against Tur
key.

IV. The application against Turkey brought before the Commis
sion is abusive.

The right to bring proceedings is conferred on the States Parties 
to the European Convention on Human Rights so as to enable the Com
mission to mare a finding as to whether or not there has been a violati
on of human rights, as defined in the Convention. It must be conceded 
th a t under the general principles of international law proceedings 
brought for a purpose other than that for which the right to bring such 
proceedings was granted constitute an abuse of these right. I t follows 
that an application of this nature is an abusive application.

(1) The official translation of this quotation reads <No act or 
procedure of the administration shall be immune from the review of 
law-enforcing courts». (Page 5).

The application lodged in the present case is a typical example of 
such an application. For, firstly it merely puts forward accusations in 
very general terms without mentioning any specific case of violation of 
human rights and secondly it contains accusations of a political nature 
such as references to the «occupation» and «invasion» of Cyprus by 
Turkey which have nothing to do with the purpose of the European 
Convention on Human Rights. The persons making such accusations, 
consideration of which lies outside the Commission's jurisdiction, can 
only have intended to foster a campaign of political propaganda direc
ted against Turkey disguised under the semblance of protecting human 
rights.

As appears from its decision in the joined Applications Nos. 
3321/67, 3322/67 and 3324/67, the Commission’s jurisdiction to decide 
whether or not an application is abusive extends to cases for the above
stated reasons- that the application brought before the Commission 
against Turkey is abusive and should be declared inadmissible.
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FÎHAL SUBMISSION
Having regard to :

the non-existence of a properly constituted representation of the 
Republic of Cyprus,

the failure to exhaust the domestic remedies,

the Commission’s lack of .jurisdiction ratione loci,

the abusive nature of the application

the Government of the Republic of Turkey requests the Commission 
to declare the application inadmissible.



THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«... In order to find an efficient answer it was necessary to un
derstand the problem. In December 1963 armed bands of Eoka terrorists 
had launched premeditated attacks 011 the Turkish community. At that 
time Nichos Samson was one of their conspicuous leaders. Similar a t
tacks were launched in 1964, with the intention of forcing the Turks to 
emigrate. An article in Le Monde the previous week, reporting an inter
view with Archbishop Makarios, confirmed that in 1963 - 64 Samson 
had been in favour of a general attack on the Turkish community. In 
1967 General Grivas commanded similar attacks and war between 
Greece and Turkey was only barely avoided.

Since the Junta came to power in Greece and Greek army officers 
returned to Cyprus the Turkish areas had been virtually under siege. 
Attempts by the Council of Europe to investigate conditions in Cyprus 
had been frustrated by the Greek authorities on the pretext that a poli
tical problem required a political solution. In the meantime the Turkish 
areas had become ghettos and even Turkish members of the Cypriot- 
Assembly had not been able to get to debates. For the past 11 years no 
Turkish member had represented Cyprus in the Assembly of the Coun
cil of Europe. Yet peace would still have prevailed in Cyprus had not 
Samson been encouraged in 1963. The Turkish Government had been 
under provocation for 11 years, when, in 1974 the coup of Greek army 
officers assailed not only the Turkish community but also those Greeks 
who were not in favour of immediate enosis.

lie  argued that a solution must be found in negotiations between 
the two communities and the three countries which were signatories 
to the agreement setting up an independent Cyprus. There must be free 
and voluntary re-grouping of Greeks and Turks. The 12,000 refugees 
in British bases were entitled to leave these and, in addition, there 
were 40,000 refugees of former troubles. Turkey was prepared to nego
tiate seriously but hoped tha t it would not be necessary to bring in the 
superpowers, whose only interest was strategic. lie  fully agreed with 
the draft resolutions, which provided for humanitarian assistance, and 
again thanked the Rapporteurs.»

Summary record of the statement made by Prof. Turhan FEVZtOCrLU, Member of 
Parliam ent a t the Council of Europe Consultative Assembly 25 Ordinary Session on 
25 September 1974,
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«... submitted the facts as a prelude to a better understanding of 
the problem. Cyprus was an island in the Eastern Mediterranean, at a 
position of political and military strategic importance, where Greeks 
and Turks lived together; there were no native Cypriots. The island had 
been conquered by nation after nation and had only recently achieved 
independence. Although this independence had been guaranteed by the 
governments of Greece, Turkey and the UK, Greece had never respected 
this guarantee and had argued that Greek interests had been suppres
sed.

He said that enosis had for many long years been the Greek idee 
fixe. Ever since its foundation the aim of Greece had been Greater 
Greece, an empire to include the Turkish coast. In this century when 
the neighbours had been more at peace than in the past, the idea was 
somewhat less prevalent but it was still taught by teachers and priests. 
The harvest was now visible in Cyprus. After the foundation of the 
Cypriot state Archbishop Makarios as President had continued to work 
towards this insane ideal. Although under the convention the Turkish 
community had been granted rights, for instance freedom of movement, 
these had never been put into effect as U Thant had remarked in an 
article in Die Welt. In 1963, there had been a massacre of the Turkish 
population. The situation had then improved again but only temporarily. 
The Turkish population was to be eliminated as an obstacle to enosis. 
Turkey had to intervene in 1964, when theer had nearly been war, and 
there had been another major crisis in 1967. Under the Greek military 
regime Greek desires had remained unchanged.

On 14 July 1974, Makarios was overthrown and Samson, about 
whom it was not necessary to say anything further, was appointed. 
Turkey had had to intervene to protect the 120,000 Turks in the island. 
Armistice negotiations were started in Geneva but the Greeks caused 
them to break down after oue meeting. After 20 days a second military 
operation became necessary to protect Turkish troops and civilian popu-

Sumraary record ol the statement mtide by Mr. thsan TOPALOôtîî <tt the Council cj 
Europe Committee, on 25 September 1974.



lation. I t  was not correct to describe this operation as an occupation. Its 
purpose had been to restore the independence of Cyprus. The real obs
tacle to Cypriot independence was the presence on the island of 23,000 
Greek soldiers. Greece had been planning an occupation.

The world was faced with the fact that the old method in Cyprus 
had failed and had resulted in the recent coup d’etat. The only possi
bility was now to set up two administrations. Turkey had no intention 
of annexing any land. Turkey’s interest lay in seeing tha t there was 
no need for a repetition of an operation th a t had cost her dearly in 
money and men. The populations must, as Mr Karasek had helpfully 
said, learn to live together. Turkey and Greece must meet together 
with the United Kingdom. The problem could not be solved in the 
United Nations. When Turkey and Greece were a t peace together they 
could contribute to the peace of the whole world.»

>L3

LU
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«1 have the honour to request that the following: statement he 
circulated to all Members of the United Nations as an official docu
ment of the General Assembly in connexion with agenda item 12 (Re
port of the Economic and Social Council, chap. V, section C. 2) :

It has come to the knowledge of the Mission of Turkey tha t a 
complaint, signed by Mr. Zenon Rossides (A/9764), has been made to 
the Commission on Human Rights claiming violations of fundamental 
human rights by the Turkish forces in Cyprus.

It is by no means surprising that such totally unfounded fabrica
tions should be perpetrated by the representative of the Greek-Cypriot 
Administration which has usurped legality, legitimacy and constituti
onal order in the island for more than a decade for the sole purpose 
of suppressing the fundamental rights of one of the equal co-founders 
of the Republic of Cyprus, the Turkish-Cypriot community.

It is well known by all Members tha t it was the deliberate yet 
abortive attempt to wipe out, in a most violent manner, the Turkish- 
Cypriot community from the island in 1963 which prompted the estab
lishment of the United Nations Peacekeeping Force in Cyprus 
(UNF1CYP) in 1964.

What is less well known are the conditions which the Turks have 
been subjected to over the last decade in Cyprus. Compelled to seek re
fuge in the enclaves tha t they set up to escape brutal Greek attacks 
on their lives and property, Turkish Cypriots were denied freedom of 
travel from ope enclave to another. Men, women and children were 
stopped at road-blocks, summarily stripped, searched, insulted, beaten, 
and frequently taken away for intensive interrogation, never to return 
again. Neither innocent travellers nor the Turkish inmates of the Lef- 
kosa General Hospital and others who could not make their way to the 
enclaves and thus become hostages - were they men, women or child-

The text o! the Letter dated 27 September 1974 from Ihe Permanent Representative ci 
Turkey to the United Nslions, Amfccssadcr Osman OLCAY. adresse:’ to the President ol 
Ihe General Assembly. A/978S.
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ren - escaped massacre. Forced to leave their farms, houses and other 
possessions behind, they were subjected to an economic blockade in the 
enclaves. The Greeks prevented building materials from reaching the 
Turkish enclaves and ensured that these refugees had to spend winter 
after winter in makeshift tents. As stated in many reports of the Sec- 
retary-General, the Turkish enclaves were denied many essential com
modities, ranging from cement to shoe-laces, on the pretext that these 
were «strategic materials». The enclaves were also deprived of such 
basic needs as drinking water and electricity. The 90 villages on the 
island which are still not electrified are all Turkish. Not only have 
Turkish villages been refused permission to sink bores for their local 
water supplies, but Turkish-Cypriot authorities and UNF1CYP have 
been physically prevented from carrying water to these places in tan
kers. The lack of adequate jobs was compounded by the fact that the 
wages of those fortunate enough to find employment were about half 
of those paid to similarly-qualified Greeks.

The military intervention of Turkey - undertaken within the 
rights and responsibilities arising from international treaties to ensure 
the independence of the Republic of Cyprus - following the fascist coup, 
the purpose of which was to annex the island to Greece, has dramati
cally increased the Greek brutality against the Turkish Cypriots living 
outside the liberated areas. Those who were lucky enough - one third 
of the entire Turkish-Cypriot population - have become refugees by 
vacating their enclaves to escape the atrocities of Greek armed bands 
and the so-called EOKA-B. Their homes and property left behind were 
looted and burnt. Even places of worship were desecrated in the most 
despicable ways. Those who were more unfortunate were relentlessly 
exterminated without any differentiation as regards to age or sex. The 
mass graves discovered in the villages of Atlilar, Murataga and San- 
dallar serve only as examples of the tragic end of hundreds of Turkish 
Cypriots. Thousands of them, 40,000 to be exact, are denied freedom 
of movement to the northern part of the island where they could live 
free from fear for their lives.

All this shameless brutality was seen fit to Turkish Cypriots only 
because of their identity, national origin and religion.

The Members will be able to hear the long and arduous story of 
the struggle for survival of Turkish Cypriots in their homeland from 
their own representatives in the coming weeks.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«1 have read Archbishop Makarios’s speech at the United Nations, 
and my view is tha t he has once again slammed the door on a negoti
ated settlement very irresponsibly and, probably, not knowing the reali
ties of Cyprus. He has once again referred to the Turkish Cypriots as a 
small minority in the Island, he has denied their partnership status in 
the independence of Cyprus, a status which has helped to keep and 
maintain the independence of Cyprus for eleven years. But for this 
status, Makarios would have destroyed the Island’s independence and 
unite it with Greece. He has also come round to state that he is ready 
to go back to the 1960 Agreements, which he himself stated several ti
mes that he had abrogated in 1963 and refused to return to them in 
spite of our constant requests that constitutionality should be restored. 
He is now eleven years late in calling for a return to constitution which 
he refiled and ignored for 11 years. He is not a realist, he is still an 
extrimist, still a man walking on the clouds. I think that is why he is 
not helpful to Cyprus.

«1 was surprised to hear tha t he referred to Cyprus as a happy 
and flourishing island just before the Turkish intervention. It appears 
that he has completely forgotten the anguish he gave to the Turkish 
community for eleven years. The eleven years of denial of justice to 
the Turks, he has completely ignored; keeping the Turks out of the 
budget, he has again completely forgotten. To him the island appeared 
flourishing and happy’ because he was spending all the Turkish money 
and rights, all the United Nations and other foreign aid on the Greek 
side, in order to make Greeks flourish. So, he and the Greeks were 
happy about the situation. He has tried to use the United Nations prin
ciples, as he has been doing for the past eleven years, in order to get 
away with his attempt to destroy the independence of Cyprus.

«He said that he was a t the United Nations, asking for justice, 
freedom and dignity, and also asking th a t the independence of Cyprus 
should be protected. If he wanted freedom he should have given freedom

The Text ol the Statement Issued By Mr. Rauf R. DENKTAS, Vice - President oi the 
Republic of Cyprus, on October 3. 1974 in Response to the Speech made by Archbishop 
Makarios Belore the General Assembly o! the United Nations.
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to his people, the Turkish community was a  part of that people. If he 
wanted dignity he should have acted with dignity toward us. If he 
wanted independence, there was no reason at all for the 1963 events, 
none whatsoever. He created the trouble in order to destroy tha t inde
pendence. That attem pt of his has led, eleven years later, to the coup 
by the junta in order to finish his own work, to unite Cyprus w'ith 
Greece. That is why the intervention of Turkey was necessary.

«Makarios was playing up to small countries when he asked : 
’Should the fate and the very existence of small countries be decided 
by gunboat diplomacy, by the use of force and by uprooting people 
from their ancestoral home* 1 should like to point out that Cyprus 
is the only country in the world which has armed itself to the teeth, 
not for protecting its independence, but in order to destroy it. Greek 
Cypriots have done this on the orders of Archbishop Makarios. There
fore, the question he asked the small countries is irrevelant, because 
there is no small country which wants to destroy itself as an indepen
dent state except Cyprus. Turkey is here to prevent that self-destruc- 
tion.

«Makarios says he is not going to talk 'Federation* because fede
ration means ’Partition*. Why? Because the Turks will have a part 
of Cyprus as their autonomous area. Now if the Turks having an area 
to themselves in Cyprus can be equated to partition, then our fear must 
be appreciated that when the Greeks are all over Cyprus and rely on 
their numbers, ENOSIS is unavoidable. Therefore, to avoid ENOSIS we 
must have FEDERATION. I would like to remind you of the statement 
made by Makarios to the effect that his aim is to unite the whole of 
Cyprus with Greece and not only part of it. That is why he is objecting 
to federation, because he knows that federation will prevent him from 
uniting to Greece not only the whole of Cyprus but even part of it.

«It appears tha t from now on we can have no talk with Makarios 
who has laid dowrn his policy once again. If he is the leader, and if he is 
giving instructions to any negotiator to talk with us, for a return to 
1960, or to the acceptence of a minority status, or a return to pre July, 
1974 position when all Turks were treated a hostage in Greek hands, of 
course, there is no need for talking or any use in talking. We shall the
refore have to wait and see how the Greek Cypriot community will react 
to Archbishop Makarios's statement and whether they will give any 
clear cut indication to their representative, whoever he may be, to talk 
to us sensibly in the light of realities.

«Makarios says he is not going to talk until the Turkish soldiers 
are withdrawn from Cyprus. We say that in Cyprus, where the people
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who attempted the coup for Enosis are still fully armed and still cont
rolling* armies, secret societies and underground terrorist organizations
and where Nicos Sampson is free to roam, the Turkish Army’s function 
has not finished. We need defence, defence of Turkish Cypriots
and defence of the independence of Cyprus. We must be
realists, we talked with them peace for eleven years, while Cyprus 
was under occupation of Greece with 20.000 of her soldiers whom Ma- 
karios had imported into Cyprus secretly and was brazen enough to say 
that militarily Enosis had been achieved. We carried on talking because 
we did not want to fight. We still have to talk but the cue now is with 
the Greek Cypriots, not with us».
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

I wish to refer to my lettei of even reference dated 9 September 
1974 concerning Cyprus’ representation a t the forthcoming session of 
the United Nations General Assembly and to enclose herewith some of 
the statements made by Mr. Spyros Kyprianou (who, I understand, has 
been detailed to head the Greek Cypriot delegation a t the above mee
ting), which disclose Mr. Kyprianou’s real identity and the purpose 
which he is serving, to th a t the honourable delegates from other count
ries attending the meeting may know with whom they are dealing and 
are not misled by the so-called Greek Cypriot delegation which, while 
giving the false impression that they are representing the Republic of 
Cyprus, are in fact striving to destroy the independence of that very 
Republic. The most that Mr. Kyprianou and the other members of his 
delegation can do, to represent the armed group of the Greek Cypriot 
community. They cannot under any circumstances represent the Turkish 
community of Cyprus.

While appraising these statements by Mr. Kyprianou, I would like 
to invite attention to the fact that in the Greek Cypriot vocabulary 
«national leadership» means «Greek national leadership» and not a lea
dership which works for the independence of Cyprus, «national resto
ration» means «enosis (union of Cyprus with Greece)», «self-determi- 
nation» and «a democratic solution in accordance with the wishes of the 
majority» mean and have always meant «the destruction of the bi-nati
onal aspect of the independence of Cyprus and the deniaJ of the right of 
the Turkish Cypriots to defend this independence, in the creation of 
which they are co-founder partners». As it will be seen from the state
ment of Mr. Kyprianou to the editor of the Daily Star, the terms «true 
independence» and «self-determination» mean nothing but union of Cyp
rus with Greece.

I trust that the statements will receive all the more attention in 
the light of the fact that while. Mr. Kyprianou was so openly advoca
ting the destruction of the independent Republic of Cyprus he was fully 
misusing such high principles as independence and self-determination in

T x; of the Letter dafcd  4 O ctober 1974 from Rauf P. DUNKTAS,
V.ce - P resident Republic cl Cyprus, addressed to the Secretary - General, 5/ I I 531.
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order to deceive the world forum in supporting the Greek Cypriot lea
dership for the destruction of those very principles in Cyprus.

On behalf of the Turkish Cypriot community, which has been de
fending the independence of Cyprus against enosis for the last 11 years,
I humbly request Your Excellency to have this letter, and the state
ments annexed thereto, which depict the thoughts and aspirations of 
Mr. Kyprianou, circulated to all the honourable delegates attending the 
above session of the United Nations General Assembly.
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A P P E N D I X

A. Statement to the British Broadcasting Corporation Television, 
22 March 1966

Once we secure respect for our complete independence and full so
vereignty it will be up to the people of Cyprus themselves in exercise 
of their sovereign rights to choose the form of government which they 
wish and the political future of the country and it will be up to them 
to decide for union of Cyprus with Greece. Of course it is not a secret, 
it is a fact, that the people of Cyprus have always had the desire for 
union with Greece.

(Greek Cypriot PIO Press Release 
No. 8 of 22 March 1966)

B. Speech at Ayia Phylaxis village, Limassol* 16 July 1966

P resen t: Mayor of Limassol, members of the house of represen
tatives, professors of the Salonica University :

The national leadership which voices the wish of all the people is 
not prepared to accept any compromise solution adulterating the 
people's national restoration, the Cyprus people want union of the whole 
of Cyprus with Greece... The Greek Cypriot people will continue to 
struggle having as their standard the Greek flag, the Greek virtue and 
the Greek ideals.

The leader of the Salonica excursionists, Mr. Constantinopulos ex
pressed the wish tha t the Greeks of Greece and Cyprus may soon ce
lebrate the Island’s union with the mother country.

(Greek Cypriot PIO Press Release 
No. 13 of 16 July 1966)

C. Speech a t  Limassol on the occasion of April 1 Anniversary, 1 
April 1967

It is impossible for the «difficult* Cyprus struggle to succeed 
less the Greek Cypriots adhere to the lofty ideals of the Greek race. An 
essential prerequisite is the maintenance by the Greek Cypriots of their 
national issue as such, they should never think tha t the Cyprus question 
can be a political matter. It is neither a political, nor a party, nor a

247



personal matter. It is a national issue both for Cyprus and Greece and 
the solution cannot be anything else than «enosis». If need be the Cyp
riot people will fight and win again... At this critical stage the Cyprus 
struggle is passing through, there is a great advantage which did not 
exist in 1955 and that is the fact that Cyprus has now an independent 
and sovereign State and therefore, her struggle for union with Greece 
is easier and shorter than before.

(Greek Cypriot PIO Press Release 
No. 4 of 1 April 1967)

D. Statement to editor of the «Daily Star» of Beirut, 19 April 1967

Editor : There have been reports that your Government is willing 
to accept a NATO base on the Island in return for enosis, is this trure?

Kyprianou : Greece is a member of NATO. In case of enosis Cyprus 
will, normally, be part of Greece in the same way vis-a-vis NATO as 
any other part of Greece. The question of a NATO base, therefore, 
should be viewed in the light of this reality.

Editor : There are suggestions that your Government is not acti
vely in support of enosis at this present stage, is that true? Is your 
Government still committed to union with Greece?

Kyprianou : The Cyprus Government has always been committed 
to a solution of the problem in accordance with the wishes of the ma
jority of the people of Cyprus in the exercise of their right of self-deter- 
mination. The vast majority of the people of Cyprus desire union of 
Cyprus with Greece, as it is well known.

Editor : Do you see any connexion between the reported Turkish- 
Arab rapprochement and the assumed change of heart between the 
Soviet Union and Turkey?

Kyprianou : As 1 have alread stated, Turkey has systematically 
striven to obtain international support for her position on Cyprus and 
in this respect she has exploited to the utmost the reluctance or dislike 
of certain States - for reasons of their own - to see Cyprus united with 
Greece. This is particularly true of the Soviet Union, which, by expres
sing opposition to the union of Cyprus with Greece, has in fact strengt
hened the position of those who are trying to deny Cyprus the essence 
of true independence and self-determination.

(Greek Cypriot PIO Press Release 
No. 1 of 19 April 1967)
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E. Speech at Limassol on the occasion of 150th Anniversary of 
Greek Liberation, 24 March 1971

The most basic prerequisite for the successful evolution of our 
national problem is internal cohesion, unity and concord. There may be 
partisan or personal differences, there may be individual or political 
ambitions, but the most basic ambition that must occupy the soul, the 
consience and the mind of all Greek Cypriots is the national ambition, 
the national duty. The motherland must always serve as our compass. 
He who sacrifices or compromises over the national interest for other 
considerations commits a crime against his country, his ancestors, his 
people, his children, against Hellenism and its mission.

The unity of purpose, aim and policy existing between Greece and 
Cyprus is absolute. The line of policy by the two Governments is one 
and the same. Neither Cyprus nor Greece can possibly accept solutions 
that might, sooner or later, be considered by the people and history and 
by posterity as nationally inadmissible compromises and as cursed he
ritage...

The presence in Cyprus of Greek officers, who are surrounded by 
our brotherly love and affection and who form the backbone of our 
army of national resistance, is solid evidence of the motherly support 
and a link of national unity and common link.

(Greek Cypriot PIO Press Release 
No. 7 of 24 March 1971)
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«Ma délégation se réjouit de l'adoption à l’unanimité de cette réso
lution par les membres de l’Assemblée générale. Nous sommes égale
ment heureux que, grâce au bon sens et à l’esprit de conciliation, les 
manoeuvres des extrémistes n’aient donné aucun résultat qui puisse 
rendre difficile la solution du problème chypriote. Aucun principe figu
rant dans cette résolution n’est contraire à la politique suivie par la 
Turquie à l’égard du problème chypriote. Je voudrais tout simplement 
préciser notre position sur certains points.

Cette position est bien connue en ce qui concerne les paragraphes
2 et 6 de la résolution que nous venons d’adopter. Elle a été clairement 
exprimée à maintes reprises dans les instances internationales, aussi 
bien au Conseil de sécurité qu’ailleurs, et au cours des négociations qui 
ont eu lieu en vertu de la résolution 353 (1974) du Conseil de sécurité.

En ce qui concerne le paragraphe 5 de la résolution, je  dois indiqu
er que celui-ci revêt un caractère politique à côté de son aspect humani
taire. Il est étroitement lié - et cela au su et au vu de tous les intéres
sés - à  la solution politique du problème. La Turquie a des responsabili
tés, en vertu de traités et du droit international, et elle poursuivra sa 
politique qui est conforme à l’indépendance, à la souveraineté et à l’in
tégrité territoriale de l’île. En outre, elle s’acquittera de ses responsa
bilités avec une conscience humanitaire et afin de trouver une solution 
adéquate et réaliste à la question de Chypre le plus rapidement possib
le.»

Le PRESIDENT : L’Assemblée va maintenant se prononcer sur le 
projet de résolution qui figure au document A/L. 739. J ’aimerais appe
ler votre attention sur le fait qu’au paragraphe 2 du dispositif du texte 
français de ce projet de résolution, il faudrait remplacer : «Demande 
instamment le retrait prochain...» par «Demande instamment le retrait 
rapide...». Un vote enregistré a été demandé.

Text of Ihe exp lana tion  of vole m ade by Mr. T uran  C o i r 'S ,
M inister of Foreign Affairs, H ead of D elegation, a t the P lenary  M eeting,
of the XXIX Session of the G eneral A ssem bly, on I Novem ber IS74 fl/P V . 2275.
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Il est proédé a» vote enregistré.

Votent pour : Afghanistan, Albanie, Algérie, Argentine, Australie, 
Autriche, Bahreïn, Bangladesh, Belgique, Bhoutan, Bolivie, Botswana, 
Brésil, Bulgarie, Birmanie, Burundi, République socialiste soviétique de 
Biélorussie, Canada, République Centrafricaine, Tchad, Chili, Chine, 
Colombie, Congo, Costa Rica, Cuba. Chypre, Tchécoslovaquie, Yémen 
démocratique, Danemark, Equateur, Egypte, Guinée équatoriale, E thi
opie, Fidji, Finlande, France, République démocratique allemande, Alle
magne (République fédérale d '), Grèce, Grenade, Guatemala, Guyane, 
Haïti, Hongrie, Islande, Inde, Indonésie, Iran, Irak, Irlande, Israël, Italie, 
Côte d’ivoire, Jamaïque, Japon, Jordanie, Kenya, République khmère, 
Koweït, Laos, Liban, Libéria, République arabe libyenne, Luxembourg, 
Madagascar, Malaisie, Mali, Malte, Mauritanie, Maurice, Mexique, Mon
golie, Maroc. Népal, Pays-Bas, Nouvelle-Zélande, Niger, Nigeria, Nor
vège, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Pérou, Philippines, Pologne, 
Portugal, Qatar, Roumanie, Rwanda, Sénégal, Sierra Leone, Singapour, 
Espagne, Sri Lanka, Soudan, Souaziland, Suède, République arabe syri
enne, Thaïlande, Togo, Trinité et Tobago, Tunisie, Turquie, Ouganda, 
République socialiste soviétique d’Ukraine, Union des Républiques 
socialistes soviétiques, Emirats arabes unis, Royaume-Uni de Grande- 
Bretagne et d’Irlande du Nord, République-Unie du Cameroun, Répub
lique-Unie de Tanzanie, Etats-Unis d'Amérique, Haute-Volta, Uruguay, 
Yémen, Yougoslavie.
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TUE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«... Exerçant son droit de réponse, fait observer que la Commission 
a entendu le représentant de la communauté chypriote grecque. En fait, 
compte tenu des changements qui se produisent constamment dans cette 
communauté, il n'est pas certain que celui-ci représente l'actuelle com
munauté grecque de Chypre; il ne représente certainement pas en tout 
cas la communauté chypriote turque, qui a les mêmes droits et les 
mêmes obligations que l’autre communauté en vertu des traités interna
tionaux sur lesquels se fonde Tordre constitutionnel de Chypre. Tant que 
la communauté chypriote turque n’aura pas de représentant, c’est la 
délégation turque qui se chargera d’assurer cette représentation, be 
représentant de la communauté chypriote grecque prétend juger les 
actes de la Turquie; or pendant plus de 11 ans la communauté chypriote 
grecque semble avoir complètement fait abstraction du respect du droit 
et de la juridiction de la Cour internationale de Justice. La garantie 
principale du statu t constitutionnel de Chypre est l’égalité des deux 
communautés nationales. Aucune ne peut imposer sa volonté à l'autre 
ni prétendre représenter l’autre devant les instances internationales.

A la suite du coup d’E tat du 15 juillet, la Turquie, après avoir 
tenté d’établir des contacts et épuisé tous les moyens de négociation 
est intervenue pour rétablir l'ordre, mettre fin au chaos et éviter l’an
nexion de Chypre à la Grèce.

M. Güney rappelle que la question de Chypre a son forum propre, 
et que le fait de la discuter devant n’importe quel organe à propos de 
n’importe quel point de l’ordre du jour ne contribuera pas à sa solution.»

...« dit que le représentant de la communauté chypriote grecque 
ne représentera en aucune façon la communauté autonome chypriote 
turque tant que l’ordre constitutionnel ne sera pas rétabli à Chypre. En 
attendant, c’est la délégation turque qui présente le point de vue de 
cette communauté.»

SüBiRmy rccc.d  of the righ: o! roply by r.x:. M ehm eï GÜNEY,
Bepresentfï!îve; a l Lhe S x !h  Cra*. mlfîec, of iî:e Ti-lX £ess/.on cf ihe G «nc: J AsscrrJjly, 
on Wovember 1974 A /C. 6/~H. 1470.
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«... ajoute que tant qu’un pays écrasera les minorités qui ont le 
droit de bénéficier de la protection de Tordre constitutionnel, telles rép
ercussions seront inévitables.»

«... prenant la parole pour une motion d'ordre, rappelle que le rep
résentant de Chypre a déjà exercé son droit de réponse pendant plus que 
les 10 minutes qui sont normalement allouées, puisqu’il s’est réservé 
le droit de revenir, à la présente séance, sur la question des accords de 
garantie. Si le représentant de Chypre souhaite vraiment continuer 
d’exercer son droit de réponse, le représentant de la Turquie n’y voit 
pas d’objection. Mais, s’il veut aborder le fond de la question de Chypre, 
il convient de lui rappeler que l’Assemblée générale est saisie de cette 
question et qu’elle l’examinera à partir du 28 octobre 1975. L’Assemblée 
générale a décidé que les représentants de la communauté turque parti
ciperaient aux débats de la Commission politique spéciale. Il faut donc 
savoir d’abord si la Sixième Commission est disposée à écouter le rep
résentant de Chypre, présenter le point de vue de la communauté grec
que sur la question de Chypre, en l’absence des représentants de la 
communauté turque. M. Guney précise encore que la Sixième Commis
sion n’est pas saisie de la question de Chypre.

... prenant la parole pour une motion d’ordre, réitère ses observa
tions. Si la parole est donnée au représentant de Chypre, il demandera 
à son tour de pouvoir exercer son droit de réponse, dans les mêmes 
limites.»

... souhaite d’abord la bienvenue au représentant de la Grèce, avec 
lequel ü a eu le plaisir de travailler au sein du Comité européen de 
coopération juridique. Lui répondant ensuite il déclare que la Grèce 
est l’auteur d’une agression qui visait à détruire totalement la commu
nauté chypriote turque et qui a mis en cause l’intégrité territoriale et 
la souveraineté de Chypre. A ce sujet, M. Guney cite certains passages 
de la déclaration prononcée par Mgr Makarios à la 1780ème séance du 
Conseil de sécurité. Mgr Makarios a déclaré ce jour-là que le régime 
militaire grec avait violé de manière impitoyable l’indépendance de 
Chypre et qu’après le coup d’Etat, les agents du régime grec à Chypre 
avaient nommé comme Président un tueur bien connu. Le régime mili
taire grec, a-t-il ajouté, a créé et appuyé une organisation terroriste

The Siinttnary record  oi the sta tem en t m sde by Mr. M ehm el GtiNEY.
R epresen tative, a t  the  Sixth Committee, of the 2XUC Session of the  G eneral A ssem bly,
on 21 O ctober 1974 A /C . 6/SB . 1481.
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dont le but avoué était l’union de Chypre à la Grèce et dont les membres 
s’appelaient eux-mêmes des «unionistes». M. Guney pense qu'il n’est pas 
besoin d’ajouter quoi que ce soit à ces citations. La Grèce a commis une 
agression telle qu’elle est définie dans le projet dont la Sixième Com
mission est saisie. Le Gouvernement grec doit donc, répondre, non pas 
à la Turquie, mais aux arguments avancés par Mgr Makarios lui-même.

Répondant au représentant de Chypre, M. Guney déclare que ce 
dernier s’est efforcé de donner du Traité de garantie une interprétation 
subjective, mais conforme au goût de la communauté grecque et de ses 
responsables, qui n’ont jamais respecté l’Accord en question. Or tout 
traité  en vigueur lie les parties : c’est la règle «Pacta sunt servanda». 
Pour avoir le droit de donner son interprétation d’un texte, ne serait-ce 
que d’une façon unilatérale et subjective, il faut donc le respecter, ou 
du moins en avoir l’intention. Chypre n’a pas respecté l’article premier 
du Traité de garantie relatif au maintien de son indépendance, de son 
intégrité territoriale et de sa sécurité, à l’obligation de ne participer 
à aucune union politique ou économique avec quelque E tat que ce soit 
et à l’interdiction de toute activité de nature à favoriser aussi bien 
l’union avec tout autre E tat que le partage de l’île. Citant certains pas
sages de déclarations prononcées par Mgr Makarios en 1960 et en 1964, 
M. Guney fait observer que, si l’enosis n’était pas réalisée à l’heure 
actuelle, son objectif restait inchangé.

Quant à l’article 2 du Traité de garantie, qui stipule que la Grèce, 
le Royaume-Uni et la Turquie reconnaissent et garantissent l’indépen
dance, l’intégrité territoriale et la sécurité de la République de Chypre, 
il a été violé par la Grèce d’une manière flagrante. Le coup d 'E tat 
organisé par les officiers grecs à Chypre et inspiré par Athènes a porté 
la situation à son comble. Il s’agissait cette fois de la destruction comp
lète de la communauté chypriote turque, et ce n’est que lorsque son 
pouvoir personnel s’est trouvé menacé que l'archevêque Makarios s'est 
adressé aux instances internationales, car il n’avait jamais caché aupa
ravant son but ultime : le rattachement de Chypre à la Grèce.

En collaboration avec les responsables de la communauté chypriote 
grecque, un garant du Traité de garantie a violé l’article 2 de ce traité 
en fomentant un coup qui visait à annexer l’île et à détruire la com
munauté turque, qui avait, selon la Constitution, des dx-oits égaux à 
ceux de la communauté grecque.

The Sum m ary record  of the sta tem en t m ade by  Mr. M ehm et GÜNEY.
R epresentative, a ! the Sixth Comm ittee, ol the XXIX Session oi the  G enera l A ssem bly,
on 22 O cloher 1974 A /C . 6/SR . 1482.
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La Turquie, qui avait elle aussi l'obligation de sauvegarder rindé
pendance, l’intégrité territoriale et la sécurité de la République de 
Chypre, s’est efforcée de remplir ses obligations de concert avec les 
autres puissances garantes. Elle a épuisé tous les moyens prévus dans 
le Traité de garantie, sans que ses efforts aboutissent. Elle a donc dû 
agir seule dans l’unique dessein de s’acquitter des obligations qui lui 
incombaient. La République de Chypre aurait disparu en tant qu’E tat 
indépendant depuis de longues années, si l’opposition catégorique de la 
Turquie et la résistance de la communauté turque de l’île n’avaient em
pêché rénosis.

... tient à préciser que la Turquie n’a pas dénoncé les Conventions 
de Genève de 19-19, qu’elle y est toujours partie, et que le représentant 
de Chypre ne saurait se fonder sur des articles de journaux écrits à 
partir de renseignements de source grecque. Quand l’on veut savoir si 
un E ta t a dénoncé une convention, on consulte les autorités dépositaires 
de la convention en question, en l’occurrence le Conseil fédéral suisse.

M. Guney rappelle aussi les actes inhumains commis pendant les
11 dernières années contre la communauté chypriote turque, et fait ob
server qu’il convient de ne pas laisser libre cours à ses émotions.

Quant à savoir pourquoi la Turquie n’aurait pas assuré ses obliga
tions en 1967, M. Guney dit que la Turquie a voulu donner au régime 
chypriote turque.

Il ajoute que les citations qu’il a faites sont tirées de déclarations 
chypriote une autre chance de se conformer à l’engagement solennel 
qu’il avait contracté aux termes du Traité de garantie.

... déclare que, pour ce qui est des intentions d’annexion, la Grèce 
doit d’abord répondre aux déclarations de Mgr Makarios. L’intervention 
de la Turquie à Chypre visiait à sauvegarder l’intégrité territoriale et 
l’indépendance de Chypre et à assurer la sécurité de la communauté 
chypriote turque.

... à propos des informations de presse mentionnées par le repré
sentant de Chypre, s’interroge sur la valeur juridique des articles de 
journaux. Il pense qu’il vaudrait mieux demander l’avis du dépositaire 
des Conventions en question. Quant à l’allégation selon laquelle la Tur
quie n’aurait pas démenti ces nouvelles, il est vrai que la Turquie n’y a 
pas répondu, mais c’est qu’elle n’a pas le temps de répondre à toutes 
les allégations et à la propagande de la communauté chypriote grecque.

... répond au représentant de la Grèce que MgT Makarios voulait 
être l’architecte de rénosis et qu’on lui a coupé l’herbe sous les pieds.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

Since it is the first time that I have taken the floor, I would 
like to express the satisfaction of my delegation and congratulate you 
upon your election to the Chairmanship of the Second Committee. I 
would have preferred a better occassion to do this but I was compelled 
to take the floor at this moment to exercise my right of reply.

I would not have taken the time of the Committee on a subject 
which is in the Agenda of the General Assembly and which 
will be duly discussed at length in appropriate fora had the 
representative from Greece not made use of the General Debate in our 
Committee as a pretext to distort the facts on the question of Cyprus.

When the addition of an item on this subject to the Agenda of the 
present General Assembly was requested by the Representatives of the 
Greek Cypriots, we had hoped that the issue would be discussed at 
least in its proper place with all the seriousness needed. However, we 
deplore the attempts to divert the subject from its proper forum.

Let me make one point clear: the allegations of «the Turkish ag- 
ression in C yprus» in unfounded since the Turkish intervention is only 
an exercise of the rights arising from international treaties to put an 
end to an attempt to annex the Island to Greece.

I do not intend to go into details of the desperate attem pt of the 
Greeks to put an end to the independence of the Republic of Cyprus. 
However, it is not possible to oversee the events leading to the Turkish 
intervention when discussing the present situation. Shall we forget 
about the violent agression of the Greek Cypriots back in 1963 to 
wipe out the Turkish Cypriot Community from the Island which promp
ted the establishment of the U.N. Peace-keeping Force in Cyprus in 
1964? Shall we forget about the sufferings of the Turkish Cypriots who 
were compelled to seek refuge in the enclaves they set up to escape the 
brutal Greek attacks on their lives and property?

Text of the statem ent m ade by Mr. O ktay AKSOY,
R epresentative. a l the Second Comm ittee, of the XXIX Session cl the G enera! A ssem bly,
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For the past II years, the Turkish Cypriots, forced to leave their 
farms, houses and possessions behind, were subjected to live under an 
economic blocade in their enclaves. The Greeks prevented building ma
terials from reaching the Turkish enclaves and ensured that these refu
gees had to spend winter after winter in makeshift tents. The refugee 
problem is not new in Cyprus. The Turks of the Island had been living 
under worse conditions for the past decade. And yet the representative 
of Greece introduces the issue as something new. Let me clarify anot
her point: the refugees in Cyprus ai’e around 100-1500 thousand and 
not 200 thousand a sclaimed by the representative from Greece this 
morning. I am not telling this to minimize the problem but to indicate 
how the Greek representative is attempting even to distort and exage- 
rate figures to beg sympathy from the Committee. We challange even 
tha t figure. We know the difficulties of refugees. Thousands of Tur
kish Cypriots have lived as refugees for years and are still living under 
similar conditions.

We must look a t the past events to judge the present situation. As 
it was stated in many reports of the Secretary-General, the Turkish 
Community; although a co-founder of the Republic with equal rights 
with the Greek Community, was deprived of its economic rights. They 
were denied the right to purchase a wide range of commodities (ran
ging from cement to shoe-lace) under the pretext that they were «stra
tegic materials». The Turkish enclaves were also deprived of such basic 
needs as drinking water and electricity. 90 villages which are still non
electrified on the Island, are all Turkish villages. Not only the Turkish 
villages have been refused permission to sink bore-holes for their local 
water supplies, but the Turkish Cypriot authorities and the LTNFYCYP 
have been physically prevented from carrying water to these places in 
tankers. If the Greeks of the Island prospered under these conditions, 
they prospered supressing the Turkish community and exploiting their 
cheap labour.

Even the development plans were prepared discriminating the 
Turkish Community. The Turkish Community and the Turkish areas 
of Cyprus had never been taken into consideration in the plans. The 
representative from Greece stated this morning that «Greece found 
itself with the moral obligation to provide economic assistance to the 
so-called Government of Cyprus». We can only sympathize with them. 
Turkey provided assistance to the Turkish Community in Cyprus for 
the past 11 years since their economic activities were hampered by the 
Greek Cypriots. We perfectly know the burden exerted upon a develo
ping economy.
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I do not want to minimize the situation but I just wanted to point 
out that the question is not a simple one and if there were anybody 
to be blamed, it would be the fascists who tried to trick the world to 
put an end to the Republic’s independence and its non-allignment. Tur
key, as it was stated a t different levels and fora, wants an indepen
dent, non-alligned Cyprus.

We believe that the right place for discussing these questions is 
not the Second Committee. I am sure tha t the delegates will find ample 
time to discuss the subject at its proper place and a t the right time. 
No doubt the contributions of the representatives of the Turkish Com
munity in Cyprus will clarify the debate on a subject which is being 
attempted to be blurred by some delegates.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«... invoquant son droit de réponse, dit que le représentant de la 
communate guque en se référant à la déclaration faite par la délégation 
turque au cours du débat général, a présents les événements de Chypre 
sous un jour complètement faux. Il est même allé jusqu'à comparer à 
une agression l’intervention sur le sol chypriote à laquelle la Turquie 
s’est décidée en qualité de puissance garante et conformément au Traité 
de garantie et au Traité instituant la République de Chypre. La Turquie 
a été obligée d’intervenir pour protéger la souveraineté, l’indépendance 
et l’intégrité territoriale de Chypre, et pour garantir la sécurité et les 
droits de la population turque à Chypre.

Le représentant de Chypre a complètement caché sous silence le 
coup d’E tat organisé avec l’aide d’officiers grecs en vue d'annexer l'île 
à la Grèce. C’est cet acte d’agression qui a rendu inévitable l'interven
tion turque. Les forces armées grecques occupaient déjà l’île depuis un 
certain temps, en violation flagrante de l’engagement solennel qu'avait 
pris la Grèce en vertu des accords internationaux. M. Güney attire 
l'attention de la Commission sur les déclarations faites respectivement 
par le représentant de Chypre et par Mgr Makarios aux 1779ème et 
1780ème séances du Conseil de sécurité. Il est à remarquer que Mgr 
Makarios n’a reconnu la réalité de la tentative d’annexion que lorsque 
sa vie et son pouvoir se sont trouvés en danger, alors qu’en réalité 
il avait toujours été informé de la menace grecque contre la souverai
neté, l’indépendance politique et l’intégrité territoriale de Chypre. Mgr 
Makarios est le seul exemple qu’offre l'histoire d’un chef d 'E tat qui, 
après son arrivée au pouvoir, a activement pris part à l’organisation et 
à l’exécution de complots et d’actes inhumains contre l'une des com
munautés constituant son propre pays, en l’occurrence la communauté 
chypriote turque. Mgr Makarios est le seul chef d’E tat qui, au lieu de

Summary record o! Ihe statement m ade by Mr. Mehmet GÜNEY,
Representative, a t the Sixth Committee, of the XXIX Session of the General Assembly, 
cn 18 October 1974 A /C. B/SB, 1480.
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protéger la souveraineté, l’indépendance politique et l’intégrité territo
riale de son pays, a fait ce qu’il pouvait pour les compromettre, pour 
détruire le régime constitutionnel et pour faciliter l’annexion de son 
pays par une puissance étrangère en violation des pactes internationaux.

Les Traités de garantie et d’alliance font obligation à la Turquie 
de maintenir l’indépendance, l'intégrité territoriale et la sécurité de 
Chypre, et la Turquie a essayé de remplir cette obligation en harmonie 
avec les autres puissances garantes. Malheureusement, ses efforts de 
collaboration n’ont pas rencontré le succès et la Turquie a dû agir seule 
dans la seule intention de faire face à ses obligations conventionelles. 
Sans son intervention, l’indépendance et l’intégrité territoriale de Chy
pre n’auraient pu être préservées. Depuis de nombreuses années, seules 
la position du Gouvernement turc et la résistance de la communauté 
chypriote turque dans l’île ont empêché l’annexion de Chypre.
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

... dit qu’il est faux que la Turquie ait dénoncé les Conventions de 
Genève de 1949. La Turquie est toujours partie à ces instruments, et 
c'est un fait qui peut être vérifié auprès des autorités dépositaires. Non 
content de répandre des mensonges patents dans le vain espoir de trom
per l’opinion publique, ta communate gregue que représente M. Rossides 
a violé de façon flagrante les accords internationaux et renversé le 
système constitutionnel qui avait ét§ convenu pour Chypre. 11 faut espé
rer qu'au lieu de répéter les erreurs du passé, ta communate chypriote 
gregue portera son attention sur les réalités de l’heure actuelle, afin de 
trouver une solution constructive, pratique et pacifique.

... dit que le represuntaontde la Communauté gregue ne devrait pas 
avoir une confiance aussi entière dans les informations de presse. S’il 
veut s’informer exactement de la position de la Turquie ü l’égard des 
Conventions de Genève, il ferait mieux de s’adresser aux autorités dé
positaires.

S rm siary  record of Ihe sta tem en t m ade by  Mr. Mehzne! GÜNEY,
R epresen ta tive , a t  ihe Sixlh Com m ittee, c! ihe  XXIX S ession  ol !he G enera l Assem bly,
cn 18 O ctober 1374 A /C . S/SH. 1480.
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«My delegation is very much gratified a t the unanimous adoption 
of this resolution by the Members of the General Assembly. We are also 
gratified that, thanks to the common sense and spirit of conciliation, the 
manoeuvres of extremists have not produced any results that can now 
make it difficult to resolve the problem of Cyprus. No principle appe
aring in the resolution adopted runs contrary to the policy pursued by 
Turkey as fa r as the question of Cyprus is concerned. I would merely 
like to make it clear what my position is on certain points.

Our position is well known as fa r as operative paragraphs 2 and 
6 of the resolution ju st adopted are concerned. It has been clearly set 
forth on frequent occasions in various international fora - in the Security 
Council and elsewhere, and in the course of the negotiations that took 
place pursuant to resolution 353 (1974) of the Security Council.

As far as operative paragraph 5 is concerned, I should like to state 
that this is a political paragraph, as well as being a humanitarian one. 
I t is very closely linked - and this is quite well known to all those con
cerned - with the political solution of the problem. Turkey bears respon
sibilities incumbent upon it undei treaties and international law, and it 
will pursue its policy which is consonant with the territorial integrity, 
sovereignty and independence of the island. Its responsibilities will be 
conscientiously pursued with humanitarian aims in view, with the pur
pose of finding a satisfactory and realistic solution to the question of 
Cyprus as quickly as possible.»

The Text of the Explanation of vote made by Mr. Turan GÜNEŞ,
Minister of Foreign Affairs, Head of Delegation, a t the Plenary Meeting,
of the XXIX Session of the General Assembly, on INovember 1974 A/PV. 2275.
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«1 did not have any intention to take the time of the Committee at 
this late hour had not the two Greek representatives here in our Com
mittee demonstrated lack of consideration of the programme of work 
of our Committee.

When one of the Greek representatives had asked the inclusion of 
an additional item in the agenda of the present session of the General 
Assembly, we had hoped tha t the question would be dealt with a t its 
proper place. However, we witness attem pts to bring the issue to our 
Committee as well. I hope that my reply to the allegations of the two 
Greek representatives will not be degenerated into long debate as it is 
the usual manner the Greek representatives have so far assumed.

The figures the Representative of the Greek Cypriots gave of the 
economy of Cyprus were irrelevant with the subject we are discussing. 
We would have preferred if lie had mentioned how the bilateral and 
multilateral assistance were utilized to the benefit of only one commu
nity, tha t of the Greek Cypriots, and how the other constituent com
munity of the Republic, the Turkish Cypriots, were discriminated. The 
implementation of the UNDP country programme is only one evidence 
of the discriminatory policy followed by the Greek Cypriots. In fact, 
the Turkish Community has placed their complaints with the Administ
rator’s Office and the inequities and discriminatory implementation of 
the country programme were brought to their attention. It is an addi
tional evidence of how we came to the present state of affairs. The 
Representatives of the Turkish Community are among us in accordance 
with the decision of the General Assembly. If the Committee so wishes 
we can always call them to testify before the Committee. Living under 
constant threat and economic blocade and suffering throughout their 
lives and especially during the past eleven years; being refugees them
selves for more than a decade, they can give a much better and this 
time, correct account of the situation.

Tex! of the right of reply m ade by Mr. Oktay AKSOY,
Representative, a t ihe Sccond Committee, oi the XXIX Session of the General Assembly,
on 11 October 1974 A /C H/PV. 1606.
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As for the statement made by the Representative of Greece, I can 
find only one point which I can agree with him. That is the application 
of economic sanctions to fascist regimes. 1 wish it would be retroactively 
applied, since there has been some countries who have been ruled by 
fascist regimes for nearly the past decade and the UN assistance to 
these countries should possibly be asked to be returned.

The Representative from Greece is being hypocritical when we know 
that the development assistance Greece received during the past decade 
was used to strengthen its economy so that they can incite coups, so 
that they can interfer in the internal affairs of Cyprus, so tha t a mass 
massacre of the Turkish Community in Cyprus could be staged. Is it 
because their attempts have failed that they are now appearing before 
the Committee with innocent faces?

1 should like to refute the allegations in the statement of Prof. 
Yorgi Yannopoulos, whose academic objectivity is, 1 hope, less tinted. 
When he talked about the innocent children suffering from aggression, 
I hope, he also had in mind the pictures of children tortured and killed 
by the Greek Cypriots, not only during their recent madness, but during 
the events which started the 1963 attem pt of the Greek Cypriots to 
massacre the Turkish Cypriots. The representative from Greece is tal
king with a guilty conscience. He has seen the fascist rule in his country 
which has totally ignored the basic principles of the UN Charter and 
trampled human rights. He has witnessed the attempts of the Junta 
to put an end to the independence of Cyprus. He is even from a country 
which holds a «megalo idea» of uniting all the Greeks. And yet he can 
blame others of expansionist designs. I am sure tha t there are several 
countries represented here, over whose territory Greece has claims and 
dreams. Would we have been able to listen to the Greek Representative’s 
allegations had the coup succeded in Cyprus and had Turkey not utilized 
its rights emanating from international agreements to save the indepen- 
dece of the Republic, and had the Junta contiuned its rule as a conse
quence ?

The side who has not implemented the Security Council Resolutions 
is certainly not Turkey but Greece who still holds Greek officers illegally 
transplanted on the Island, who, apart from their illegal presence, staged 
the coup in Cyprus to bring into power Nikos Sampson, the psycopath, 
and who attempted to assasinate its president. The illegally formed 
Greek Cypriot National Guard is still being commended by a Greek Ge
neral, Karayannis, (I hope no kin to the respectable Greek representa
tive who is among us now). And yet he tries to accuse Turkey of not 
implementing the resolutions of the Security Council.
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If after a change of Government, the Greek representative believes 
th a t they can clear themselves of the responsibility over the events 
which they calculated would serve their purposes, we claim it not pos
sible. A temporary change of face cannot free them of the shame of 
the previous regime.

The Greek representative’s concern over the results of the Confe
rence on Security and Cooperation in Europe could only be taken seriously 
if they had showed the same concern when attempting their unsaccess- 
full deeds.

The economic situation is the result of the political developments 
in Cyprus. If there is somebody to be blamed of the present situation, 
it is the Greek Cypriots and the Greek Officers who staged the coup 
in Cyprus. Before attempting to do anything they should have consi
dered deeply and for once seriously the economic, social and other conse- 
quneees of what their intentions were, annexation of the Republic to 
Greece and ending the sovereignty and independence of the Republic, 
an attempt, beyond their power. The present lamentations of the Greek 
Cypriots are only a fraction of what the Turkish Community suffered 
during the past eleven years. I repeat tha t the. economic situation in 
Cyprus is a direct consequence of the events which led to the Turkish 
intervention in accordance with the international agreements to save 
the independence and sovereignty of the Republic. And I also repeat 
tha t the Second Committee is not the proper place for its discussion.
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«The U.N. has been burdened with the Cyprus problem for almost 
two decades now, and every time it comes before this organization, it is 
without exception, with an increased gravity.

In order, therefore, to enable this Organization to bring a construc
tive and fruitful contribution to the problem, for a just and durable 
solution, we should try  and see :

(1) What happened in Cyprus in the past?

(2) What is happening in the island now? and

(3) What might happen in the future?

W hat is the Cyprus problem all about? Why are the Greek and 
Turkish communities of the island separated and in a state of conflict? 
And why has the Cyprus problem remained unresolved for almost eleven 
years ?

In short : WHAT IS THE CYPRUS QUESTION?

(I) Is it a constitutional problem?

(II) Is it a struggle for Independence? As the Greek Cypriots are 
trying to make it appear to be?

(III) Is it an organic problem?

(IV) Or is it an artificially created political problem?

I intend to elaborate on various points which I hope will help to 
illuminate and lead to a better understanding and healthier appraisal of 
the situation in Cyprus.

The toxi of statem ent mode by Mr. Vedat CELtK,
a t the Special Political Committee, as the Representative, of the Turkish Cypriot 
Community of Cyprus to the United Nations. 021 29 October 1974 A/SPC/PV. 922.
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I. NATURE OF THE CYPRUS CONFLICT AND TIIE ESTAB
LISHMENT OF AN INDEPENDENT REPUBLIC OF CYPRUS 
IN 1960

Let us begin by examining (a) how the Cyprus problem started and 
(b) how the Independent Republic of Cyprus came into being.

As is common knowledge the Republic was created by the 
Zurich and London Agreements in 19(>0, after five years of 
fighting, bloodshed and misery. In April 1955, the Greek underground 
terrorist organization EOKA had embarked upon a campaign of terror 
with the sole aim of uniting the Island to Greece. This aim was made 
public. The Turkish Community, which wanted an independent Cyprus 
and did not want to change the British yoke for the Greek yoke, resis
ted the movement, as a result of which the struggle in Cyprus took the 
form of a triangular fight. The Greeks fighting the British for ENOSIS, 
the Turks fighting the British for independence or partition, and the 
Turks and Greeks fighting each other as to whether Cyprus would re
main independent, go to Greece or be partitioned. (For the Turks parti
tion has always been the antidote for ENOSIS).

At Zurich and London, the Foreign Ministers of Turkey and Gree
ce, Messrs. Zorlu and Averoff, and the Representative of the two com
munities of Cyprus came together and agreed on an independent sove
reign Republic, with the two national communities participating in the 
administration of the Island, in a bi-eommunal partnership.

But whereas the Turkish Community accepted this independence as 
an end in itself and honestly and whole-heartedly worked to make it a 
success, the Greek Community, only considered it as a means for an end, 
as Archbishop Makarios later called it, «a spring-board for ENOSIS». 
Hence the trouble.

The constitutional and legitimate rights of the Greek and Turkish 
Communities in Cyprus :

i shall not burden this Committee with details as regards the 
constitutional and legitimate rights of the two communities in Cyprus. 
In brief, the Constitution provided for :

(1) A Greek President and a Turkish Vice-President elected by 
universal suffrage by the Greek and the Turkish Communities 
respectively (Art. 3).

(2) The official languages are Turkish and Greek (Art. 3).
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(3) The President and the Vice-President have separately and co- 
jointly the power of final veto over legislation and decisions 
of the House of Representatives and decisions of the Council of 
Minister on foreign affairs, defence and security matters 
(Arts. 50 and 57).

The purpose of the VETO was to prevent ENOS1S, and safe
guard the Turkish Community against military attack.

(4) A Supreme Constitutional Court, composed of one Turk, one 
Greek and one neutral president (Art. 133).

(o) Each community had its own Communal Chamber (Art. 86) 
composed of a number of members which it should determine 
(Art. 92). They have the right to levy taxes for the needs of 
their respective communities (Arts. 87 (f) and 88) and the 
right to exercise legislative and executive authority on mat
ters falling within their jurisdiction.

(6) In the five largest towns of Cyprus, the de facto separate 
municipalities which existed a t the time of the signing of the 
Zurich and London Agreements in 1959, were formally recog
nized (Art. 173).

Together with the Constitution of Cyprus a Treaty of Guarantee 
was signed, which formed the foundation stone of the State of Cyprus.

The Treaty og Guarantee is called the Treaty of Guarantee because 
the signatories have undertaken to ensure the maintenance of indepen
dence and territorial integrity of Cyprus, and Cyprus undertook not to 
participate in whole or in part in any political union with any state 
whatsoever.

Article 1 of the Treaty reads :
«The Republic of Cyprus undertakes to ensure the maintenance of 

its independence, territorial integrity and security, as well as respect 
for its Constitution. It undertakes not to participate, in whole or in part, 
in any political or economic union with any State whatsoever. It accor
dingly declares prohibited any activity likely to promote, directly or in
directly . either union with any other State or partition of the Island».

Article 4 of the Treaty which stipulates the rights and obligations ' 
of guarantors against violations of Article 1 says :

«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.
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In so far as common 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».

IIow did the Greek Cypriots regard the Constitution and Indepen
dence?

Treaty obligations are created for specific purposes; they are cre
ated to be respected and to be observed. Treaty rights are recorded to 
make those who forget and violate their treaty obligations to respect 
them. This is how honourable states understand their rights and obli
gations.

Now let us see how the then President of Cyprus, Archbishop Ma- 
karios and the Greek mainland governments treated these agreements 
and the Constitution as regards the independence of the Island.

As from the date of the establishment of the Republic, Archbishop 
Makarios and the Greek Cypriot leadership despite express provision in 
the Constitution, prohibiting any activity likely to promote union of the 
Island with any other state, proceeded to declare openly tha t the Zurich 
and London Agreements and the establishment of an independent Re
public of Cyprus were not the ultimate aim for which the Greek Cypriots 
had struggled arid tha t the London and Zurich Agreements should be 
regarded as a spring board for the ultimate consumation and the real ob
jective of their struggle; namely the union of Cyprus with Greece.

These efforts culminated in November 1963, in a 13 point mémo
randum presented by the Archbishop to the Turkish Community, deman
ding the amendment of all the basic articles of the Constitution which 
recognised the equal partnership status of the Turkish Community and 
provided safeguards against discrimination, such as the separate majo
rity  vote, the right of veto, the right to trial by a judge of one’s own 
community and the separate municipalities. Greeks have deliberately 
misinterpreted them as «excessive rights for the Turks*. None of these 
rights were excessive or contrary to any democratic principles.

The aim was to destroy the bi-communal structure of the State of 
Cyprus, abolish or make ineffective the Treaty of Guarantee, which 
guaranteed the independence of the Island and thus remove stumbling- 
blocks to ENOSIS.

Suffice it to recall, here, tha t Archbishop Makarios at the end of 
three years application of the «Greko-Turkish partnership Constitution» 
between 1960-1963, had so much success in his efforts to undermine the
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Constitution in order to make the State, a Greek dominated state, tha t 
the President of the Constitutional Court, Prof. Ernst Forstoff, in des
pair had to resign.

The Constitutional Court in Cyprus is supposed to be headed by an 
outsider, so as to make tha t Constitutional Court an impartial body.

The following interview given by Px-of. Forstoff to an Associated 
Press Corresspondent, gives sufficient account of the background story 
of his resignation. This interview constitutes a conclusive answer to 
all the Greek charges against the Constitution. In his interview on De
cember 27, 1964, Prof. Forstoff said :

«The crisis was the result of President Makarios’ anti-Turkish 
policy».

We are not saying this, Prof. Forstoff, an eminent German ju rist 
is saying this. He was chosen as President of the Constitutional Court 
of Cyprus because of his personal integrity and honesty. He added that,

He, himself was convinced tha t :

«If the Government of Cyprus had been able to stick to the Cons
titution for 5 years, most of the problems would have been mastered. I 
have told Makarios tha t time and again»,

5 years not much. Probably this is the danger that the Greek poli
tical loadership saw. They were afraid that if they stuck to the Consti
tution for 5 years then Cyprus would be consolidated as a fully integra
ted, independent and peaceful state. It is against this danger tha t they 
thought they should fight.

For our part we have far exceeded all the limits of goodwill. We 
agreed in the intercommunal talks to revise the Constitution so tha t mu
tually acceptable formulae could be worked out through negotiation. We 
sat patiently for 6 years a t the table and although we agreed to accomo
date almost 90 % of the Greek demands put forward in the 13 point 
memorandum given to us in November 1963, in return for local autonomy, 
no agreement could be reached, because in Makarios’ own words «he 
would never sign any agreement which barred ENOSIS».

This statement was made by Makarios to the Greek Cypriot press 
on March 9, 1971, while the intercommunal talks were going on, well 
knowing tha t the Turkish Cypriot side could not afford to sign any ag
reement which did not effectively close the door to ENOSIS.

But tha t goodwill which Prof. Forstoff thought so essential was 
never forthcoming from the Greek side, because the Greeks were only
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interested in destroying- the constitutional rights of the Turks as a 
first stage in preparation for further steps towards the achievement of 
their final objectives. The Constitutional Court was established by the 
Constitution to prevent Greek Cypriots or Turkish Cypriots from infrin
ging each others rights. The Court ruled on constitutional Questions in 
cases involving discrimination and on conflicts between the federal par
liament and the separate Turkish and Greek Communal Chambers. There 
was no appeal against these decisions.

In his first interview mentioned above Prof. Forstoff also said that 
he resigned because he was convinced that Archbishop Makarios had no 
intention of abiding by a single one of the Courts’ decisions. He added 
that «the root of the Cyprus tension lies in the move to abolish Turkish 
rights on the Island».

And even after all this, can the Greek Cypriot delegation to the 
U.N. pretend to be representing the Turkish Community interests?

Is this not a sheer mockery?

Since it cannot be argued therefore that the Cyprus problem is a 
constitutional problem, what is it then?

Is it a struggle for independence? Unfettered independence as the 
Greek Cypriots called it, when it suited their aims?

I would like to strongly emphasize and underline that the Greek 
Cypriot Community, with their President, leadership and people, never 
wanted independence. Although, they have been, and still are trying to 
present themselves to the world, as the champions of independence, and 
liberation fighters; the Greek Cypriots have never fought for inde
pendence as such. They have always fought for ENOSIS.

HOW DID IT ALL START IN CYPRUS?

When Archbishop Makarios was ordained in church as the Archbis
hop of Cyprus, in 1950, he took a holy oath (that is what he still calls 
it) to the effect tha t he would fulfill the historic mission of the Church 
by annexing Cyprus to Greece during his life-time. To this day, Arch
bishop Makarios lives under the influence of this oath. As late as August 
19, 1970, in an interview with «Eleftheros Kosmos» and «Ta Simerina» 
of Athens, he would say :

«... I shall never violate my oath and I shall never deviate from 
my goal. I have always desired ENOSIS, and I have never struggled for 
anything other than its achievement».
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Makarios is still faithful to his pledge for ENOSIS, and so are his 
associates. A couple of quotations from Archbishop Makarios, and his 
various ministers will help prove the point.

In a statement to the New York Herald Tribune on September 27, 
19(50, one month after the establishment of the Republic, Archbishop Ma
karios, as President of Cyprus could say :

«The cause of ENOSIS, has not died. I cannot say that ENOSIS 
has been forgotten».

In an interview published in Uusi Suomi of Helsinki on September 
5, 1963, Makarios confessed :

«It is true tha t the goal of our struggle is to annex Cyprus to Gree
ce».

In another speech at Yialousa village on March 14, 1971, Makarios 
said :

«Cyprus is Greek. Cyprus was Greek since the dawn of its history 
and will remain Greek. Greek and undivided we have taken it over, 
Greek and undivided we shall preserve it, Greek and undivided we shall 
deliver it to Greece».

At this point I would like to say a few words about Mr. Spyros 
Kyprianou, ex-Foreign Minister of the Greek Cypriot Administration, 
and Head of the Greek Cypriot delegation to the current session of the 
General Assembly, so that the distinguished representatives of this 
Committee are not mislead. While Mr. Kyprianou and his delegation are 
trying to give the impression tha t they are representing the Republic 
of Cyprus, they are in fact striving to destroy the independence of that 
very Republic.

The following statements by Mr. Kyprianou which disclose his 
real identity and the purpose which he is serving are very illuminating :

A. Speech at Ayia Phylaxis village, Limassol, 16 July, 1966

The national leadership which voices the wish of all the people is 
not prepared to accept any compromise solution adulterating the people’s 
national restoration, the Cyprus people want union of the whole of 
Cyprus with Greece... The Greek Cypriot people will continue to struggle 
having as their standard the Greek flag, the Greek virtue and the Greek 
ideals.
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B. Speech a t Limassol on the occasion of April 1 Anniversary, 1 
April 1967

The Cyprus question is neither political, nor a party, nor a personal 
matter. It is a national issue both for Cyprus and Greece and the solution 
cannot be anything else than «ENOSIS». If need be the Cypriot people 
will fight and win again... At this critical stage the Cyprus struggle is 
passing through, there is a great advantage which did not exist in 1955 
and that is the fact that Cyprus is now an independent and sovereign 
State and therefore, her struggle for union with Greece is easier and 
shorter than before.

(Greek Cypriot PIO Press 
Release No. of April 1, 1967)

What is the advantage of being a State?
The advantage is this : The Greek Cypriots having forcefully ousted 

all Turks from the Government, have set up a Greek Cypriot Administ
ration, which posing as «the Government of Cyprus» presented only the 
Greek views a t the U.N., the Non-aligned countries conferences and 
other international forums where the Turks were not allowed to attend 
and present their case.

This is the first time that my community has been given the op
portunity to address the Special Political Committee.

I am glad to note tha t today many countries are fully aware of 
the hypocritical game being played in Cyprus.

C. Statement to editor of the «Daily Star» of Beirut, 19 April, 1967
Editor : There have been reports that your government is willing

to accept a NATO base on the Island in return for ENOSIS, is this true?

Kyprianou : Greece is a momber of NATO. In case of ENOSIS 
Cyprus will, normally, be part of Greece in the same way vis-a-vis NATO 
as any other part of Greece. The question of a NATO base, therefore, 
should be viewed in the light of this reality.

Editor : There are suggestions that your Government is not acti
vely in support of ENOSIS a t this present stage, is that true? Is your 
Government still committed to union with Greece?

Kyprianou : The Cyprus Government has always been committed 
to a solution of the problem in accordance with the wishes of the ma
jority of the people of Cyprus in the exercise of their right of self- 
determination. The vast majority of the people of Cyprus desire union 
of Cyprus with Greece, as it is well known.
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The above quoted statements were made by the President and 
the Foreign Minister respectively of an administration which professed 
devotion and still pretend to pay allegience to the policy of non-alignment.

Les us examine how sincere the Greek Cypriot administration was 
in in their professed dedication to non-alignment?

In an interview with «Washington Post» on September 20, 1964, 
Makarios said :

«1 want something higher than being a temporary president of 
Cyprus. My ambition is to connect my name with history as the architect 
of ENOSIS».

«My ambition is to accomplish the union of Cyprus with Greece..
I will unite Cyprus integrally with Greece, and then the boarders of 
Greece will extend to the shores of North Africa.»

Interview with «Malm 
August 21, 1964, Nicosia.

But Makarios three months later would go to Gairo, to the Non- 
Aligned Countries Conference, (November 28, December 5, 1964) preach 
independence and non-alignment, and secure the adoption of the following 
resolution :

«It calls upon all countries to respect the sovereignty, unity, inde
pendence and territorial integrity of Cyprus... Cyprus must be free to 
choose its political future in accordance with the principle of self-deter
mination».

A self-determination which, as we have just heard from his Foreign 
Minister, means nothing but ENOSIS.

Three weeks after this resolution, in his New Year’s message on 
December 31, 1964, Makarios would reiterate :

We shall reach our ultimate aim of ENOSIS».

«Either the whole of Cyprus is to be united with Greece or become 
a holucaust...*

In a speech a t Rizokarpaso, 
Cyprus, on May 26, 1965.

This, he achieved he may be proud of his success.

A few months later Makarios would come to the U.N. and very
innocently plead for support for independence again. With the support
of the good intentioned members of the non-aligned group, he would
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manage in December, 1965, to have the Cairo resolution endorsed by the 
World Body, only to go to Greece two months later and sign a joint com
munique with the Athens government on February 2, 1966, stating that

«The two governments object to any solution ruling out the Island’s 
union with Greece...»

So much for Makarios’ dealings with the non-aligned countries.

How did Makarios and his administration treat the Turkish Com
munity on the Island?

«Unless this small Turkish Community forming a part of the Tur
kish race, which has been the terrible enemy of Hellenism is expelled, 
the duty of the heroes of EOKA can never be considered as terminated»

This is what Makarios said, in his speech at Panayia Village, 
Cyprus, on September 4, 1962, and this is what he has been trying to 
do since December 1963.

Here lies the answer to the Cyprus problem.

On the one hand the Archbishop continuously preached ENOSIS, 
armed his men to the teeth and attacked us, and on the other he sat 
down and pretended to be negotiating independence with us.

To try  to fool the world forever is bad politics; and this is what 
Archbishop Makarios and his aides have been trying to do for the last 
two decades.

A community which with its President, Ministers and people tho
ught ENOSIS, spoke ENOSIS, wanted ENOSIS and fought, not only the 
Turkish Community but also each other for ENOSIS, could not be devo
ted to independence and non-alignment. 1 think it is high time that they 
are honest to themselves and to the World.

A question frequently asked by distinguished delegates is :

Since both Makarios and the Greek mainland government wanted 
and still want ENOSIS, why then was the coup of July 15, 1974, carried 
out against Archbishop Matetrios?

This is a very pertinent question.

Did Makarios not want ENOSIS? Is it because in the eyes of Athens 
he now turned into a traitor and did not want ENOSIS that his depositi
on became necessary? No, both Athens and Makarios had the 
same objective : ENOSIS. The divergence between them did not
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concern the substance; it concerned rather, the timing and the modality 
of application, and was to a great extend due to personal and other 
reasons between the Junta and the Archbishop.

I used the word «Athens» not inadvertently but knowingly.

During his recent addresses before the Security Council and the 
General Assembly, Archbishop Makarios criticised the Junta in Athens 
for the coup, implying that the Athens governments in the past were 
not involved with the ENOSIS movement in Cyprus. This is wrong. 
The ENOSIS movement, did not s ta rt with the Junta in same way as 
we are sure it will not end with the return of Athens to democratic 
rule. - We hope in the near future.

During the period of 1963-1967 when the Cyprus crisis was a t its 
worse and the ENOSIS agitation at its peak, Greece was ruled by democ
ratic governments. The complicity of the Greek Cypriots with the Greek 
mainland, to annex the Island to Greece goes back for almost a century. 
In 1878, on the arrival in Cyprus of the first British Governor, when 
Turkey rented the Island to the British Crown, the then Archbishop 
of Cyprus presented him with a petition for ENOSIS.

It was the Papandreou government which had sent 20,000 troops 
and heavy artillery into Cyprus in 1964, and it was Archbishop Makarios, 
who addressing the troops from Greece sent to Cyprus surreptitiously 
on April 9, 1966 said :

«In the persons of you all, I greet our mother country. I greet 
eternal Greece whose presence in Cyprus is becoming a reality... The 
Greek Cypriots and the entire Greek nation are struggling so tha t this 
great island of Cyprus is united with Greece. Long live the Nation, long 
live the King; long live the army, long live ENOSIS».

It was the same Makarios who, on the occasion of the presentation 
of credentials by the new Greek Ambassador in Cyprus on August 27, 
1964, said :

«It is my wish and prayer tha t you be the last, and your term of 
office in this capacity, be of very short duration, with the early mate
rialization of union of Cyprus with Greece.»

As late as July 2, 1974, in a letter to General Gizikis, President of 
Greece, the Archbishop wrote :

«The Cyprus State should be dissolved only in the event of ENOSIS.»

What terefore was the problem.?
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Makarios, a pro-ïloyalist, was not in a hurry to unite with Greece 
under the junta, with which, he developed personal feuds.

Everytime Makarios took a trip outside Cyprus, he made a point in 
calling on King Constantine, the exiled King of Greece, which angered 
the Colonels.

There were frequent alegations of assasination attem pts by both 
sides and rumors tha t diplomatic pouches were being used to dispatch 
explosives and weapons for these purposes.

Makarios was in close touch with Greek opposition elements and 
there were constant rumors about attempts to set up a Greek govern
ment in exile in Nicosia.

So while Makarios, following the slow, but according to him, sure 
way of achieving ENOSIS, by first taking care of the Turkish Com
munity on the Island, through economic, political, administrative, as 
military pressures, which were aimed at, and to a great extend were 
successful, in forcing the Turks to emigrate from the Island and hoping 
that by then the Monarchy would be restored in Athens and a democ
ratic government would come to power, the Greek Colonels, and their 
EOKA agents on the Island thought that the time had come. They hoped 
tha t through a coup they could kill two birds with one stone :

(a) Get rid of Makarios whom they disliked and personally mist
rusted ;

(b) Achieve ENOSIS and save face both at home and in Cyprus.

On July 15. 1974, they put their plans into action; they overthrew 
Makarios; fierce fighting started on the Island, not between pro-ENOSIS, 
and anti-ENOSIS, but between pro-junta and pro-Makarios groups.

A professional killer, a cold blooded murderer who was known as 
the assasin of many innocent Turkish men, women and children, who 
took pride in the fact tha t he had murdered Turks indiscriminately, who 
took pride in writing about them in his own newspaper; this man, the 
Greeks appointed as President of Cyprus. This was done not only with 
indirect help and support, but also, the active participation of a country, 
which had affixed its signature to the international agreements under 
which she assumed the obligation and responsibility of respecting and 
preserving the independence, territorial integrity and the constitutional 
rule of the country which they were out to destroy.

With this movement, whatever legality was left in Cyprus under 
the Constitution, under Makarios’ administration, was swept away. The
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State of Cyprus, as was created by international agreements, was bro
ught to an end. This was not the only consequence of the Putsch. The 
entire population of the Island was thrown in a state of peril, an extre
mely dangerous and explosive situation was created for the entire 
region. It became incumbent upon those who assumed, under the same 
international agreements, the obligation and the responsibility to main
tain the independence, territorial integrity and of constitutional rule of 
that Island, to take measures to redress the situation.

It was under these circumstances tha t Turkey undertook her peace 
operation in Cyprus.

Another pertinent question frequently asked by distinguished de
legates is :

Why hasn’t a feeling of national unity developed in Cyprus?

The answer to this question was given by Archbishop Makarios 
himself, through a  statement he made to Frankfurter Rundschau in 
May 1974. The correspondent observed tha t one could seldom see a 
Cyprus flag and that people flew the Greek and Turkish flags respecti
vely and enquired what the government was doing to promote a Cypriot 
national conciousness.

Archbishop Makarios responded :

«It is only in the government buildings tha t Cypriot flags can be 
seen. The Greek inhabitants of Cyprus use the Greek flag and the Tur
kish inhabitants use the Turkish flag. This way they express their 
national feelings, because in fact, the Cyprus Republic is a new State 
but not a new nation, and it is not the intention of the Cypriot Govern
ment to create a national feeling.»

Why hasn’t  there been a national unity in Cyprus until now?

An episode taken from the very recent past is illuminating and 
relevant.

The ex-Greek Cypriot Minister of Education Mr. Petrides, appearing 
on the Greek Cypriot controlled TV in Nicosia, two years ago, as the 
organizer of a quiz program for elementary school children asked the 
following question to the pupils :

«Who crucified Christ?
The immediate reply by one of the children was : The Turks. Petri

des’ response was as prompt as it was surprising «No. It was not the 
Turks who crusified Christ, but I Shall give you full marks all the same, 
because you know who your national enemy is».



This, was said by the Greek Cypriot Minister of Education, 
not in private, not in a class-room, but on TV, where not only 
a couple of innocent elementary school children but the whole of Cyprus 
could and did hear him. And what was the reaction to this very harmful 
and provocative statem ent by a  man of office? No reaction whatsoever.

No reaction from the so-called President, no reaction from the press, 
no reaction from the public; I mean the Greek public.

This mentality, this philosophy and practice could not but 
jeopardise and adversely affect intercommunal relations on the 
Island. It was definitely far from being conducive to the creation of an 
atmosphere of mutual trust, confidence, respect and cooperation, let 
alone a feeling of national unity.

HOW DID SEPARATION COME ABOUT?

With the pre-planued armed attack on the Turkish Cypriot Com
munity on December 1963, all the governmental machinery and public 
services were seized by the Greeks, the Turkish civil servants, Turkish 
members of the police and the Cyprus army, and other Turkish Cypriot 
government employees, whose places of work were in Greek sectors, 
were chased away by threat of armed force (some of them were actually 
killed or abducted) and their salaries and remunerations were stopped 
as of that date. All public services were denied to the Turks and all pub
lic funds of the Republic were seized and used for the benefit of the 
Greek Community only.

Although the Greek Cypriot Administration which had usurped all 
government authority continued to collect taxes - especially indirect 
taxes - from the Turkish Community amounting to about 10 million 
Cyprus Pounds per annum, not a single penny was expended in Turkish 
areas. Not a  single Turk was employed in the so-called «government ci
vil service» with the notable exception of one or two quizlings.

Even the freely elected representatives of the Turkish Cypriot 
Community have been ousted and locked out by force or threat of force, 
from the Constitutional Government of the Republic. Various appeals by 
the Turkish Vice-President of the Republic of Cyprus for a joint mee
ting of the Turkish and Greek Ministers remained unanswered and an 
attempt by the Turkish Cypriot members of the House of Representati
ves in July 1965 to return to the «House» was frustrated by an ultima
tum that, unless the Turkish deputies agreed to the abrogation of the 
Constitution and endorsed the unconstitutional laws enacted in their ab-
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seuce, by their Greek counterparts, their return would be prevented by 
force. The incident was reported in the U.N. Secretary-General's report 
to the Security Council (S/6569 of July 29, 1965).

Under the circumstances out of sheer necessity and in order to fill 
the governmental vacuum thus created the Turkish Cypriot Administra
tion was set up in stages, in order to cater for the needs and require
ments of the Turkish Cypriot Community.

Within a few years, the Turkish Cypriot Administration with its 
own Executive under the Vice-President, its separate House of Repre
sentatives, its own judiciary, radio, police force, civil service, became 
the effective administration of all the Turkish Cypriots living in the 
Turkish controlled areas on the Island, with all the characteristics of 
government. For every governmental department or service on the 
Greek side, there exists today a Turkish coun terpart on the Turkish 
side.

But the Greek Cypriot political leadership has only itself to blame 
for this separation which the Turkish Community never wanted.

III. IS THE CYPRUS PROBLEM AN ORGANIC PROBLEM?

Many argue that the Cyprus problem is an organic problem. 
Although it would appeal-, a t f irs t glance, tha t the .Cyprus 
problem is an organic problem in that the population consists of two 
separate ethnic groups having completely different culture, language, 
religion and political loyalty to their respective motherlands, Turkey and 
Greece, it is not so. The problem is an artificial, man-made problem ; 
and its architect is Archbishop Makarios.

It can only be considered organic in that the Head of the Greek 
Orthodox Church. Archbishop Makarios, a man so ardently devoted to 
ENOSIS, and who considered the Moslem Turks as the only obstacle to 
ENOSIS, who should be subjected or exterminated, became the Presi
dent of the bi-communal and bi-religious Republic at a most delicate 
period, when strong statesmanship and great impartiality was needed 
to cruise the tormented Island to safety and prosperity.

When the Head of State of a country disowns one ethnic and reli
gious group of his people, which is co-founder in the achievement of 
independence, and sets out with all the means in his power to liquidate 
them, then it is obvious that trouble and calamity will ultimately ensue.

Had it not been for the relentless struggle by the Greek Cypriots 
under Archbishop Makarios to achieve ENOSIS, and the planned onsla
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ught of the Turkish Community, which constituted the only obstacle 
to it, there was no reason why the two communities could not live in 
peace and harmony together.

At this point I would like to say a few words about the refugee 
problem in Cyprus, which is today one of the most widely spoken sub
jects and which is being harshly exploited by the Greek Cypriot Admi
nistration.

The refugee problem is a problem common to both communities. 
For eleven years the Greek Cypriot authorities have refused to rehabi
litation of 24,000 Turkish Cypriots.

There are now 50,000 Turkish Cypriots in the Greek sector who live 
in daily fear of their lives and are seeking asylum in the Turkish region 
of Cyprus. More than 20,000 of these are new refugees who had all 
their property and livestock ransacked and looted by Greek gunmen. For 
the last eleven years, 24,000 Turkish Cypriots have been living as displa
ced persons in temporary refugee accomodations under unhygienic con
ditions and every time we applied for their rehabilitation, the reply of 
the Greek Cypriot Administration was that this problem could not be 
resolved before a political solution of the Cyprus question was reached.

The Greek Cypriot Administration rejected our repeated proposals 
for setting up a joint committee under the chairmanship of the United 
Nations to secure the rehabilitation of the Turkish refugees free from 
all political motivations and bias. They refused to repair the homes 
of the Turkish refugees, and they refused to give drinking water 
and electricity to these villages. All Turkish Cypriot lands owned in 
Greek controlled areas, which they had to abandon, were - and still are - 
cultivated by the Greeks, without any payment or compensation, while 
the Greek Cypriot authorities looked on without taking any measures 
to give an end to this inhuman usurpation and exploitation.

For so many years there was no mention by the Greeks of a 
refugee problem; for so many years the United Nations were not re
quested, by those who pretended to be the Government of Cyprus, for 
relief assistance to refugees, because all the displaced persons happened 
to be Turkish.

For all these years, the Greek Cypriot Administration have refu
sed to recognise equal rights for the Turkish Community. Couldn't 
they at least recognise equal rights for the Turkish Community in 
their plight and sufferings? In their status as refugees?

It is most unfair for the Greek Cypriot Administration, which, 
despite its numerical and military strength did not allow the rehabili



tation of 20,000 Turkish refugees during 1963-1974 for security consi
derations, - as they put it - now to insist tha t we allow a hundred 
thousand Greeks to come into the Turkish region, at a time when,

(a) The illegal Greek mainland officers who made the July 15 
coup are still in Cyprus;

(b) Sampson, and his man are still a t large, and free from any 
prosecution;

(c) We are being threatened with guerilla warfare and Greek 
attempts to infiltrate into Turkish areas for sabotage pur
poses are continuing.

The refugee problem is a common problem which can and will be 
solved through negotiations and mutual accomodations, only within the 
framework of a final settlement.

WHAT DOES THE FUTURE HOLD FOR CYPRUS?

The Turks of Cyprus are in favour of an independent, non-aligned, 
bi-regional federal republic. In a state like Cyprus where the nationalism 
of the two communities is so deep, while the necessity for co-existence 
is so necessary, «Federation» is the only way to peaceful co-existence, 
co-operation and ultimate realisation of a common identity. A bi-regi- 
onal federal republic will not only provide security of life and property 
for the Turkish Cypriot Community but it will a t the same time 
guarantee a lasting independence and non-alignment for the Island.

The Turkish Cypriot Community, being numerically smaller, eco
nomically poorer and militarily by far the weakest, has always been, 
the losing party in Cyprus.

Being considered by the Greeks as a national enemy and the only 
obstacle for ENOSIS, the Turkish Community during the last two 
decades has suffered three major attacks from the united Greek Cypriot 
and Greek mainland armed forces.

For three times the Turkish Community in Cyprus was subjected 
to terror, mass murder; and heavy material losses. For three times 
the Turkish Community in Cyprus was brutally uprooted from their 
homes and villages and forced to become refugees. For three times the 
Turkish Community in Cyprus was dispossessed of its property and be
longings; and for three times the Turkish Community was deprived of 
its income.

There must be no forth time. There shall be no forth time.
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The mass graves from which whole populations - men, women, 
and children - of Turkish villages have recently been unearthed in the 
presence of foreign correspondents and members of UNFICYP (for 
fu rther details see official Doc. S/11493 of September 5, 1974) are 
ample of proof of what the Greeks can do and will do. This must be 
prevented. The Turkish Community in Cyprus must be given the ac
tual and physical guarantee which it badly needs. The answer to this 
is «Federation».

Archbishop Makarios during his address before the General 
Assemby said, he was not prepared to talk federation, because federa
tion would mean Partition. Why?

Because the Turks will have a part of Cyprus as their autonomous 
area. Now if the Turks having an area to themselves in Cyprus can be 
equated to partition, then our fear must be appreciated tha t when the 
Greeks are all over Cyprus and rely on their numbers ENOSIS is una
voidable. Therefore, to avoid ENOSIS, we must have FEDERATION. 
I would like to remind you of the statement of Makarios to the effect 
tha t his aim is to unite the whole of Cyprus with Greece and not only 
a part of it. That is why he is objecting to Federation, because he knows 
that Federation will prevent him from uniting to Greece not only the 
whole of Cyprus but even a part of it.

In the same address, Makarios said th a t he was a t the United 
Nations asking for juistice, freedom and dignity. In the words of the 
Vice-President H.E. Mr. Denkta§ :

«If Makarios wanted freedom, he should have given freedom to 
his people - the Turkish Community was part of tha t people-. If he 
wanted dignity, he should have acted with dignity towards us. If he 
wanted independence, there was no reason at all for the 1963 events - 
none whatsoever. He created the trouble in order to destroy that inde
pendence. That attem pt of his, has led, eleven years later, to the coup 
by Junta in order to finish his own work, to unite Cyprus with Greece. 
That is why the intervention by Turkey was necessary».

Makarios says tha t «Federation would involve transfer of popula
tion and would therefore not only be inhuman, but also change the iden
tity  of Cyprus».

Makarios speaks against uprooting and transfer of populations, but 
this is what he was actually doing to the Turkish Community for the 
last two decades. With the recent events in Cyprus, thousands of Tur
kish Cypriots have been displaced and became refugees for the third
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time during the last twenty years. Hardly are they rehabilitated each 
time, tha t they suffer a view attack, they lose everything they own 
and they have to s tart from scratch again.

There are about 10,000 Turkish refugees in the British Sovereign
Bases in Limassol. If these people were to risk their lives and leave
the Bases today, they have nowhere to go. Their homes have been 
looted, burnt and destroyed. No Turkish Cypriot leader, has the moral
right, or can take responsibility, to ask these people to go and settle
in the Greek controlled areas again, and trust that they will be safe 
and immune from Greek attack for a  forth time in the near future. 
The Turkish Community has suffered enough and our refugees rightly 
and very wisely demand that they be rehabilitated in the Turkish 
controlled northern part of the Island and thus avoid the danger of 
further loses of life and property in Greek hands.

As regards the Identity of the Island, nothing will change, Cyprus 
has always been and will continue to be a bi-communal state. If the 
Turkish Community is re-grouped in such a way so as to enjoy a rela
tively better security of life and property and find the opportunity to
develop and prosper economically free from pressure and discrimination,
the identity of Cyprus will not change. All that might change, is the 
false image, tha t the Greeks have been trying to create tha t Cyprus 
was a Greek Island.

Only under federation, will the two communities treat and respect 
each other not as enemies or virtual or potential hostages, but, as 
equals in a jointly established Federal Republic, and cooperate to make 
Cyprus a peaceful and prosperous Island.

It is the Turkish Community, at the cost of many lives and suf
ferings, that has kept Cyprus an independent Republic. Had it not been 
for the Turkish Community and the Turkish guarantee, neither the 
super powers, nor the United Nations would be able to prevent the 
union of the Island with Greece.

Cyprus would have been annexed by Greece long ago, and those 
who are here today pretending to represent Cyprus, and advocating 
independence and non-alignment for Cyprus, would have been out of 
office, because there would be no so-called «Government of Cyprus» to 
represent. Unless of course, they had become full-fledged members of 
the Greek mission.

In conclusion,
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I would say th a t one must take into account all these facts and 
events if one wishes to make a realistic and impartial appraisal of the 
present situation in Cyprus.

What should be the ultimate solution of the Cyprus problem is 
indicated by the past history. No durable solution of the problem can 
be reached by ignoring1 that history. The Island must be given a new 
status, so tha t none of this would happen again in the future.

This is what we are hoping to attain.

By confusing issues, by ignoring past sufferings, by introducing 
into this already complicated situation ones own political motivations, 
one cannot contribute to finding a just and durable solution of the 
problem. If this Committee is to contribute in any manner to the 
attainment of a durable just and honourable solution, to benefit both 
the Greek and Turkish communities, we must start doing it by condem
ning  the past practices which brought us to this point :

The 1960 Constitution was a functional federation, but it failed to 
provide protection for the Turkish Cypriot Community, because as we 
have seen Archbishop Makarios chose to ignore the rights of the Turks 
and finally tried to detroy the Constitution and the Turkish Cypriot 
Community by resorting to violence.

The July 15 coup, has destroyed all hopes for the security of the 
Turkish Community under the existing system of functional federation. 
If the coup had succeeded, the Turks would have been wiped out 
within a month. We are in possession of plans, which show that light
ning attacks on Turks in the Turkish enclaves would be carried out 
with heavy arms, within a short period after the coup had succeeded.

The only solution which will give the Turkish Community the ac
tual and physical guarantee for its life and property, which it despe
rately needs is a Federation based on two territories.

The general principles of such a federation, its structure, its orga
nization and boundaries, we are prepared to discuss in all sincerity and 
goodwill. We are ready to discuss them in all fairness and mutual con
cessions.

The past 14 years, have clearly proved that the salvation of the 
independence of Cyprus depends on the ability of the Turkish Cypriot 
Community to defend both itself and the independence.

Bi-regional federation on which we are now working is the answer, 
permanently to this artificially created problem.
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The Turkish Community’s position, regarding the present situation 
in Cyprus is :

1. We are, 1 repeat, the defenders of the independence, sovereignty 
and territorial integrity of Cyprus.

2. We stand for a bi-regional federal state based on the existence 
of two national communities who brought about the Cyprus 
state, in 1960, under conditions of equality.

3. We favour the withdrawal of all foreign troops from Cyprus 
within the framework of a final settlement, and after actual 
and physical guarantees have been achieved for the Turkish 
Community, which has been the only guarantee for the inde
pendence of Cyprus, but has suffered greatly in its efforts to 
maintain that independence.

4. We believe that the Cyprus problem can only be solved through 
direct negotiations between the interested parties; that is:
(a) The Turkish and Greek Communities, and
(b) Turkey and Greece.

5. We further believe that any resolution adopted by the General 
Assembly should aim at facilitating the task of the leaders of 
the two national communities currently engaged in negotiations 
on the Island, Messrs. Denkta§ and Clerides, in their efforts 
to find a peaceful and just solution to the problem and there
fore hope that :

6. We shall have a draft resolution which will enjoy the consen
sus of all the interested parties.

The problem of Cyprus may perhaps appear very complicated: 
but is in fact very simple.

It is the relentless struggle of the Greek Cypriots and of main
land Greece to achieve ENOSIS, and the efforts and sacrifices of the 
Turkish Cypriot Community and their motherland Turkey to prevent 
it.

1 should like to point out that Cyprus is the only country in the 
world which has armed itself to the teeth, not for protecting its inde
pendence, but in order to destroy it.

Under these circumstances only a bi-communal and bi-regional 
Federal Republic can safeguard permanently the independence, sovere
ignty and non-alignment of Cyprus. The Turkish Cypriot Community 
will continue to struggle to attain this solution.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«A distinguished member of the Greek Cypriot community, refer
ring to my quotations regarding enosis, stated tha t those quotations 
had been taken out of context and th a t they were made far back in the 
60s. I shall quote only one more from Archbishop Makarios, dated 2 
July 1974. in his letter to General Gizikis, President of Greece, he 
wrote : «The State of Cyprus can be dissolved only in the event of 
enosis.»

The representative als^ implied tha t such statements were made 
only by the Archbishop and by Mr. Sypros Kyprianou. With the Com
mittee's indulgence, I will take yet another quotation from another of 
the ministers of the Greek Cypriot administration.

The Minister of Labour, speaking a t Morphou on OHI Day on 27 
October 1967, said :

«Our national tradition and ancestral endowment have pre-charted 
^ne course < f our evolution in history and no power, no pressure, no 
threat, no intervention, no sacrifice, no time consideration can divert 
the course of history from i*3 natural evolution, which leads to freedom 
and to union with Greece.., I t if high time Cypriots and others made it 
their conviction tha t union <>f Cyprus with Greece is a historical neces
sity... Ther-* can be no freedom for Cyprus outside the boundaries of 
Greece.»

I regret th a t I had to  make this quotation, but tha t Minister of 
Labour happened to bs the representative we have just heard. He said 
tha t the independence nf Cyprus lies within the United Nations. I very 
much hoped and expected tha t he could say, that he would say, that it 
lies in the hearts of the people of Cyprus.

The text of statement m ade by Mr. Vedat ÇELİK,
as  the Representative of the Turkish Community in Cyprus, a t the Special Political 
Committee, of the XXIX Session of the General Assembly, 
on 29 October 1974 A/SPC/PV. 923.
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In another ya it of his statement the representative referred to a 
legitimate government, nnd added tha t Turkish civil servants refused 
to serve this legitimate govern aaeut. In my statement this morning, 
I said :

«Even the freely-elected representatives of the Turkish-Cypriot 
Community havf> been ousted and locked out by force, or threat of 
force, from the Cons* •tutiona! Government if the Republic. Various 
appeals by the Turkish Vice-President of the Republic of Cyprus for a 
joint meeting of the Turkish and Greek Ministers remained unanswe
red, and ail attem pt by the Turkish-Cypriot members of the House of 
Representatives in July 1965 to return to the House was frustrated by 
an ultimatum that, unless the Turkish deputies agreed to the abrogation 
of the Constitution and endorsed *he unconstitutional laws enacted in 
their absence by their Greek counterparts, their return would be pre
vented by force. This incident was related in the report to the Security 
Council (S/6569) of 29 July 1265 by the Secretary-General of the Uni
ted Nations.»

This is the legitimate government which the representative says 
tha t we refused to serve.

In another place in his statement, the representative said that we 
do not pay income tax or indirect taxes. As I stated this morning, in
direct taxes are paid according to the Constitution by both communities 
to their respective communal chambers. Paragraph of article 87 of our 
Constitution reads :

«Imposition of personal taxes and fees on members of their res
pective community in order to provide for their respective needs and 
for the needs of bodies and institutions under their control, as in article 
88 provides».

He mentioned at one point tha t our people were not allowed by 
their leaders to leave the Turkish areas, tha t they were not subject to 
our taxes, that they were not subject to atrocities, that they were not 
subject to killings. But if 1 may ask, why is UNFICYP in Cyprus? Is 
it in Cyprus in order to protect the Greek 80 per cent of the population 
from being eliminated by the Turkish 20 per cent? I think, the answer 
is self-evident.

I tried this morning to elaborate on the roots of the Cyprus prob
lem. The representative of the Greek Cypriot community pretended that 
there was nothing wrong until the coup of 20 July, when Turkey inter
vened in Cyprus. But I quoted from Archbishop Makarios when he said
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that he would either achieve enosis or turn the island into a holocaust. 
There was something going on - there was suffering, and the trouble 
did not s ta rt in 1974 but goes back to 1963, not to say 1955.

He also referred, in the same way as Greek representatives have 
previously, to the question of the transfer of population, and he said 
that it was inhuman. Is it inhuman to transfer a group of the population 
and solve the problem rather than suffer the annihilation of the entire 
Turkish communityV

The representative quoted Galo Plaza, who went to Cyprus. After 
he saw the situation there he became convinced that all the Greek 
Cypriots were for enosis and that they would not change. Rightly or 
wrongly - and I think very wrongly - he chose to suggest enosis as a 
solution, but he was fully aware that under enosis, under Greek control, 
it would be impossible for the Turks to live on tha t island. And he went 
as far as to recommend the transfer of the whole Turkish community 
to Turkey. He said :

«In adition, it would be ju s t and fair to recognize tha t however 
effective the safeguards tha t can be devised, any Turkish Cypriot 
who fails to find in them a basis for reasonable confidence» - he was 
aware of tha t - «in the new order of things, would have the right to 
resettle in Turkey, and should be assisted to do so, with adequate com
pensation and help in starting a new life.» (S/6253, para- 161)

It was very generous of Mr. Galo Plaza to offer compensation to 
those who were prepared to sell out in Cyprus. But unfortunately the 
Turkish community do not seem to be prepared to sell out and move 
out. If it is inhuman to move from one place to another within Cyprus, 
it is more inhuman to move from one country to another.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«In connexion with the statements we have just heard from the 
representatives of the Turkish and the Greek Cypriot Communities, my 
delegation has some comments to make, and I should like to see these 
comments reflected in the report of Special Political Committee on 
this subject.

We have heard from the Turkish Cypriot representative a bitter 
history - a history of suffering, misery, discrimination, deprivation and 
oppression. It is the Greek territorial ambitions which have subjected 
the Turkish Cypriots to this treatment. I am, of course, referring to 
the policy of enosis and its tragic consequences for the Turkish Cypri
ots. This is no secret. Enosis is neither a Greek dream nor a mere Tur
kish Cypriot nightmare. Although it is inadmissible under the inter
national agreements and treaties, the Turkish Cypriot community has 
nevertheless been the victim for the past two decades of this Greek 
territorial ambition to take over the island of Cyprus. This is a fact, 
and no amount of rhetoric can disguise this fact. It is the duty of the 
General Assembly to recognize this fact.

The collusion between Greece and the Greek Cypriot leaders on the 
illegitimate policy of enosis has always been all too evident to us. It 
may have been less so for others in the past. The policy of enosis has 
been very cunningly and very expediently pursued. All avenues have 
been fully exploited in accordance with the opportunities of the moment 
and the opportunities which separately presented or present themselves 
to Greece and the Greek Cypriot leaders.

Thus - and it is public knowledge today - while Greece has been 
actively engaged in seeking support for its ambitions, its illegitimate 
ambitions, mostly in Western country circles, using local Greek pressure 
groups and financial power as necessary, the Greek Cypriots have cho
sen other ways of handling the same m atter with the same aim. The

Text ol t i e  sSatemeat made by Mi. Osman OLCAT.
Ambass-sdc Permanent Representative, at the Special Political Committee,
o! the H I S  Session ai the General Assembly, on 29 October 1974 A/SPC/PV. 923.
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Greeks of Greece - or part of them - remind us of the Greek military 
adventures encouraged by the victorious imperialist Powers at the end 
Of the First World War. It was then that Turkey set the first heroic 
example of the anti-colonialist struggle.

Today, of course, there is a new element. There has been a stooge 
in Cyprus who usurped all Government authority from the Turks and 
who claims to be non-aligned. In fact, while Greece has been concent
rating on the West, he and those who serve him have been concentra
ting on the non-aligned world. But the purpose is the same - the Greek 
Cypriot leaders have not disguised it - the realization of the union of 
Cyprus with Greece. The representative of the Turkish community has 
given just a few examples of the quotations which can be made of 
statements by the President of Cyprus, Archbishop Makarios.

His then Foreign Secretary has also been quoted by Mr. Çelik, and 
I suppose that it was because he did not wish to tax the patience of 
this body that he did not continue to quote recent remarks by them.

On the surface, the so-called non-aligned leaders of the Greek 
Cypriots appear to ask for help to free themselves from foreign inter
ference. The flaw in their argument is that they have no right to act 
on behalf of the Republic of Cyprus. In fact they are asking for a free 
hand to deal with the Turkish Cypriots and the freedom to unite 
Cyprus with Greece. Never has the principle of non-alignment been so 
cunningly exploited to get rid of treaty obligations and to achieve the 
annexation of a territory to a fully aligned country. The events of July 
last have proven that such efforts cannot bear fruit. However, the Ge
neral Assembly must put an end to this mockery.

In the light of what has happened over and over for the past 11 ye
ars and what has been said here today by the representative of the 
Turkish Cypriot community, the General Assembly is in duty bound to 
recognize the necessity of greater security and protection for the Tur
kish Cypriot community. My country considers it an indispensable ne
cessity. In the 14 years of the independence of Cyprus, the Turkish 
Cypriot community has been attacked three times - just to cite the 
major attacks, the massive attacks, by the illegal Greek military and 
paramilitary forces introduced into the island by Archbishop Makarios 
himself. Three times the Turkish Cypriot population was subjected to 
atrocities and large-scale massacres so that the Greeks might achieve 
enosis. Three times substantial Turkish Cypriot populations were disp
laced from their homes, dispossessed of their properties and deprived 
of their incomes. As Mr. Çelik has said, there will not be a fourth 
time.

291



The Turkish Cypriots, being the only reason for Cyprus to be 
independent, have also been the only victims of the policies of enosis up 
to 1974. in all these instances it was only Turkey’s determination that 
saved the Turkish Cypriot community from annihilation and total sub
jugation. Nothing could have more clearly demonstrated than the events 
of July last that, were it not for Turkey’s intervention, no Power could 
have prevented the realization of the union of Cyprus with Greece. The 
Turkish guarantee emerged as the only reliable guarantee for the con
tinued independence of Cyprus. It is true that, with the creation of the 
present deploi-able situation on the island following the military coup 
of 15 July 1974 staged by the illegal Greek forces upon the instructions 
of Athens, there have been this time Greek Cypriot victims as well, 
but the Greek Cypriots can certainly have no one but their own leaders 
and Greece to blame.

It is an established historical fact that policies of enosis are res
ponsible for all these developments, and no personal feud between 
Archbishop Makarios and the Greek military junta or any other lea
ders in Athens can disguise the collusion between Greece and the Greek 
Cypriot leaders on this score. It is a fact that when Turkey had to 
intervene as a counteraction to the Greek military intervention, an 
intervention that lasted for over 10 years, and following the failure 
of all peaceful avenues tha t Turkey tried its action a t that time was 
widely cheered by many in the United Nations as well as in Cyprus. But 
surely no one was naive enough to think tha t the sole purpose of Tur
key’s act was to restore the regime of Archbishop Makarios, which 
had long since become illegitimate. As for the Archbishop, he has him
self proved his arrogance before the General Assembly by not admit
ting any of his grave mistakes which have caused so much suffering 
to the Turkish Cypriots. In fact he chose to ignore the existence of 
the Turkish community. At least in that respect he remains consis
tent himself.

Now I turn to the statement made by the representative of the 
Greek Cypriot community. F irst of all, I must congratulate him on 
the honesty of his title, an honesty we are not accustomed to seeing 
from the Greek Cypriots here in the United Nations, where usurped 
titles have been and are used by other representatives of the same 
Greek community. Furthermore, I welcome him here to express the 
views of the Greek Cypriots, as long as he does not purport to represent 
also the Turkish Cypriots. Of course, the fact tha t he shares identical 
views, even to the extent of using the same sentences, adjectives and 
expressions, with the co-called representatives of Cyprus - of which a 
blatant example was given yesterday - does not and cannot surprise me.
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However, this fact alone may serve to bring home to many of my 
colleagues the anomaly in the representation of Cyprus which 1 have 
been at pains to explain. The representatives will have noticed tha t 
towards the end of his statement the representative of the Greek 
Cypriot community could not resist the temptation of speaking again 
on behalf of Cyprus.

As for the substance of the statement of the representative of the 
Greek Cypriot community, 1 have found nothing surprising in what he 
.said, because we have been accustomed to hearing this kind of slander 
from the so-called representatives of Cyprus. Suffice it for me to say 
that, instead of making slanderous remarks against my country, it 
would be more advisable for his community to look for the responsi
bility for what has happened where it really lies - among its own 
leaders and Greece and accordingly with the Turkish Cypriots for a 
better future which would not permit the mistakes of the past.

It seems that words have different meanings for the Greek Cypri
ots. Take the word «refugee», for instance. Refugees are refugees if 
they happen to be Greek. The other refugees - the refugees who have 
been refugees in the technical sense of the term for over a decade - are 
merely Turks, not refugees. On the other hand, when it comes to troops, 
troops in Cyprus are called «foreign» only when they happen to be 
Turkish. Greeks of course, are always considered to be at home - a t the 
best as guests of the Archbishop and a t the worst as henchmen of 
Sampson.

I would now turn to another aspect of the question, i t  is the point 
of the Cyprus question having been put on our agenda for more than 
a decade and of our being told here that the past has to be forgotten 
and that the Cyprus question is one that goes back for the past three 
months at the most. This political blindness is a t least as dangerous as 
the attitude of those who are its defenders.

We are told th a t the Greek Cypriots have suffered. Apparently 
the Greek suffering of the past three months is to be equated with the 
decades of Turkish suffering. That, again, is in consonance with the 
sti-ange attitude that consists of calling people «refugees» when they 
are Greek and not calling them «refugees» when they are Turks; of 
calling troops «foreign» when they are Turkish and not calling them 
/foreign•> when they are Greek. That is a strange frame of mind. It is a 
frame of mind we have to fight against because it is what in fact has 
rendered the Cyprus problem so insoluble. Basically, the Cyprus prob
lem is much easier to solve than many of the other problems with which 
this Organization has had to deal and is dealing now.
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We are told that the Greek Community is not prepared to discuss 
matters under the shadow of Turkish armaments. Again we see this 
strange attitude. The Turkish Community negotiated with the Greek 
Community for more than seven years under this shadow of the guns 
of the militia and the imported pratorian guards of the Archbishop. Are 
we being told that even the conditions of negotiations applied to Turks 
must be different from the ones applied to Greeks? That is a strange 
mentality.

There is something we have to unmask : the myth of defenceless, 
unarmed Greek Cyprus. For years the Security Council had to deal with 
the problem of how to put a stop to the illegal importation of arma
ments. In fact, some of those armaments were put under the control of 
UNF1CYP. That relates only to the illegal armaments whose importa
tion has been controlled; it does not relate to the tens of thousands of 
officers and men of mainland Greece who have served in the ranks of 
the various armies or para-military groups on the island of Cyprus. 
The Greek side had more than one way of keeping troops in Cyprus. 
The Archbishop, on one of his frank days, explained some of the ways 
to the Security Council. The verbatim record of that meeting is very 
illuminating.

There is something else we have to unmask : the game of turning 
the issue of the 1960 Constitution on and off a t will - proclaiming the 
Constitution to be non-existent when it suits a momentarily triumphant 
Archbishop, who considers th a t that the Turks are finally a t his mercy; 
and then trying to salvage the Constitution when those plans ignomi- 
niously fail.

Mr. Denktas’s title has been questioned this afternoon by the rep
resentative of the Greek Cypriot Community. W hat about the titles of 
all those representatives filling the corridors of the United Nations in 
the name of Cyprus? Except for Mr. Papadopoulos’s title, they all seem 
sham to me.

We are being asked to believe also that the proclaimed aim of all 
the leaders of the Greek Cypriots to unite Cyprus with Greece should 
be disregarded and that, despite those proclamations, we should blindly 
believe in the non-aligned policy of Cyprus.

Furthermore, we are asked to believe - and this really adds insult 
to injury - th a t a federative system would be injurious to tha t non- 
aligned policy. I submit that such a statement is an affront to the 
intelligence of the members of this body.
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Having said all that, I would assure everyone here that, regardless 
of what is being said, Turkey only wishes well for both communities 
in Cyprus - provided that enosis is effectively barred. It is our sincere 
desire to see a happier and a more prosperous Cyprus, based on respect 
between the two communities, and respect between Greece and Turkey, 
which would ensue. My country does not see any reason a t all why 
the two communities of Cyprus should not try  to achieve a  unity of 
purpose and common prosperity within an independent and federal Sta
te. It is morally inadmissible, however, not to see the need a t the pre
sent stage for a geographical basis for such a federation. A geograp
hical federation not only is the best safeguard against enosis, and there
fore the best guarantee of permanent independence, but is now a com
pelling social necessity because of what has unfortunately happened in 
Cyprus - especially to the Greek and Turkish Cypriot communities, 
which live in fear of each other.

Before concluding, 1 should like once again to emphasize that the 
General Assembly must recognize the compelling necessity of absolute 
security and effective protection for the Turkish Cypriots. After 11 ye
ars of bitter experience, and after the statement of the representative 
of the Turkish Cypriot Community, there can be no excuse for not 
knowing what the situation is. As for my country, the security of the 
Turkish Cypriots is far too serious a subject to be taken lightly. We are 
resolved to provide th a t security until a peace settlement can be reac
hed through negotiations.

Turkey and Greece, as well as the Turkish and Greek communities 
of Cyprus, are geographically and historically bound to live together 
side by side. Our earnest hope is tha t tha t will soon be possible again 
and th a t the Eastern Mediterranean, which is yearning for peace, will 
see a new era of harmonious and friendly relations between Turks 
and Greeks everywhere.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«On a similar type of point of order, I believe tha t we have to face 
two problems here. One is the fact that having heard the representati
ves of the two communities in Cyprus - which in fact are Cyprus, when 
they are heard together or consecutively, and no other voice is Cyprus - 
having said this, I believe tha t the main point is that we can, of course, 
comment on what we have heard. That is the whole idea of the exercise. 
One cannot merely hear representatives here and then say that everyt
hing is finished, because otherwise we could have asked those two 
gentlemen kindly to have their written statements circulated as docu
ments of the General Assembly or handed over to delegations. We have 
many things to elucidate, and tha t is why I spoke.

Now, on the second part of the statement on a  point of order 
made by the representative of Greece, I have found that I am again 
in full agreement with him. It happens very often until we go deeper 
into the m atter. That is exactly what we mean. If we are - to use his 
expression - so much obsessed by the idea of enosis, it is because we 
know that it exists. We know that every Greek - whether on the main
land or otherwise or even in the streets of New York, where we have 
seen it God knows how many times during the whole summer - is 
trying to achieve enosis. If it is only Turkey’s might - I am sorry if we 
have some kind of might - which is the only element between the achi
evement of enosis and the independence of tha t State, then 1 think that 
it should be welcome. If tha t might of Turkey makes the realization of 
enosis an impossibility, it is only due to the fact tha t there exists a 
Turkish community in Cyprus which Turkey has to protect. If that 
community did not exist, if the Galo Plaza report, to which the Greek 
Cypriots always refer, had really been implemented, what Mr. Celik has 
just said would have occurred : enosis would have been achieved, the 
Turks would have left Cyprus, and Cyprus would have been a totally 
Greek island. How many times have I had to hear tha t phrase, «Greek 
island». Sometimes it is said voluntarily, sometimes it is a slip of the 
tongue, but it is always the «Greek island» of Cyprus.

TexJ c! ¡he statement on po'nt ol ordo: made by Mr. Osman OLCAY,
Ambassador. Permanent Representative, a t the Special Political Committee,
of ihe XXIX Session ol the General Assembly, on 29 October 1974 A/SPC/PV. 923.
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In order to make Cyprus the Cypriot island of Cyprus, you need 
Turks, and th a t is why Turks are there and have to be protected by 
Turkey, whose might makes the realization of enosis impossible for 
Greece. 1 fully agree with my colleague from Greece.

I do not have anything more to add a t this stage on this point of 
order.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«If Ambassador Rossides had been patient for a second he would 
have seen tha t I did not inetend any disrespect for him. 1 am always 
willing to listen to what he has to say and I have done so many, many 
times.

The only thing 1 wanted to ask as a point of clarification, just 
for my own clarification, was whether statements in exercise of the 
right of reply are subject to a time-limit or not. If there is a time-limit, 
what is it?  If there is no time-limit, I have absolutely no reason for 
asking for one.»

You have raised a point which has forced me to raise a point of 
order.

You have just mentioned tha t you were trying to persuade rep
resentatives not to speak except in exercise of the right of reply, if I 
understood you crorectly. Have you discouraged any would-be speaker 
from speaking except in exercise of the right of reply. I hope tha t I 
misunderstood what you have said.

I shall try  to make what I have said a bit more understandable, 
did you or did you not a t any time during the meeting 
today discourage any member from speaking except in exercise of the 
right of reply? I want to say - and this is the important point - tha t ray 
first intervention was not in exercise of the right of reply. It was a 
statement on my part and I consider that any representative has the 
right to make a  statement in any meeting. The fact that the two 
gentlemen, who are after all outsiders, have been allowed to speak to
day does not mean tha t any member of this Committee should not be 
able to speak.

I do not insist on this point. The hour is late and 1 do not want 
to create any further difficulty; but I do want this to be included in 
the record of this meeting.»

Text of ihe statement on point oi order made bv Mr. Osman OLCAY,
Ambassador. Permanent Representative, at the Special Political Committee,
of the XXIX Session ol the General Assembly, on 23 October 1974 A/SPC/PV. 923.
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ÏE E  QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«My Creek colleague is in a happy position of having two other 
Greek representatives here; he therefore does not have to reply to what 
has been said. But I am in the unhappy position of always being alone, 
and therefore I have to reply. I apologize for having to do so. I shall be 
brief - and I think tha t those who know me know that when I say I 
shall be brief, 1 a t least try  to be brief.

I think I have done part of my job today - that is, to expose the 
position of the Greek Cypriots. The frenzy of the speech we have just 
listened to from the Greek Cypriot representative reveals a certain 
frame of mind.

Ambassador Rossides referred to the Constitution they had agreed 
to. They usually say that the Constitution was imposed upon them; I 
do not remember whether he used those words this time. Treaties are 
always imposed on the Greek Cypriots, and, strangely enough, they 
always quote Hitler.

Ambassador Rossides said tha t the Constitution was an unortho
dox one. At the outset I would say that the most unorthodox aspect of 
the Constitution was the provision that the head of the Orthodox 
Church should be the temporal head of a bi-religious nation.

What has happened since July? It has been proved tha t a praet
orian guard could, when it so chose, stage a coup aiming at enosis. 
That is what we had feared all along. It is what happened and it was 
the prolongation of such a situation tha t we prevented. Therefore, our 
desire to have a geographical basis for federation is very justified. 
Otherwise, knowing how the henchmen at the service of the Greek 
Cypriot Administration can act, we might have found that the Turks 
in the small enclaves were caught without any way of reacting, and it 
would have been too late for Turkey to intervene, for there would have 
been no Turks left on the island.

Text of the statement in a  right of reply nttzde by Mr. Osman OLCAY,
Ambassador, Permanent Representative, a t the Special Political Committee,
of the XXIX Session ol the General Assembly, on 29 October 1974 A/SPC/PV. 923.

299



The possibility of a federation has always been mentioned - at 
least by me; of course, I can only vouch for what I have said. I have 
been here for more than two years and I have constantly been saying 
that a federal solution is the only way in Cyprus. We have to say that 
we were too optimistic, because such a solution was rejected - I shall 
not enter into all the details here. In any case, I still maintain that 
only a geographical federation can offer a way out of this mess in 
Cyprus - a mess that we have not caused.

Strangely enough, whenever the word «federation» has been men
tioned by any Turk anywhere in the United Nations there has always 
been an uproar, usually on the part of Ambassador Rossides himself, 
and my answer has always been : after all, it is not a sin to be a fede
ration. There are many countries, very honourable countries, in this 
Organization which are federations. Furthermore, there are also many 
countries, very honourable countries, in this august body which have 
some kind of limitations to their sovereignty. Why is it that only in 
the case of Cyprus is this considered as impossible, undesirable, a sin?

We have again been forced to listen - in my case it is my duty 
but for others it takes patience - to talk about a «sentimental attitude» 
which has finally taken the form of an attem pt to end the independence 
of Cyprus in favour of enosis. Usually it is presented as a «sentimental 
attitude», the great sentimentalists being Grivas, Makarios certainly, 
and another sentimentalist we heard yesterday, the other Greek repre
sentative, Mr. Kyprianou. There has also been Mr. Sampson - again a 
great sentimentalist - all those gentlemen have always looked for the 
annihilation of the Turks. Some, being more sentimentalist than others, 
have opLed for their emigration from the island. The main thing was to 
have the Greeks all powerful in their own island, the Greek island, 
which ultimately would be attached to Greece. Eoka-B is one form of 
this sentimentalism. Then Grivas went, but the Greek troops remained, 
probably to further this sentiment.

Now we are at the end of this sentimental game and we think that 
it is time for reason and a logical approach to take the place of senti
ment. Watever Turkey does is an international crime anyway, but it is 
not an international crime, in the view of Ambassador Rossides, to 
denounce a teraty tha t you have just signed as invalid, and then proc
laim, if you are the signatory, tha t your aim is totally opposed to what 
the treaty says, saying that the time is not ripe for it, but tha t on 
the day when the circumstances will allow you to do so, you will do 
so. But this is not an international crime. International crime starts 
when you act according to the treaties.
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There arc so many things to which I will not reply, not for lack of 
material but out of respect for your patience and for my own promise 
that I would be brief in my intervention. But I would ask Ambassador 
Rossides - wishing tha t he will not reply here - about his mention of 
the existence of full liberty of movement for the Turks as opposed to 
the absence of liberty of movement for the Greeks in Cyprus, except 
in a few military areas. I should like to know on what constitutional ba
sis those military areas established on this otherwise defenceless island 
where there has never existed any armament or army or anything 
except for the Greek armies which the Turkish soldiers had to fight 
against - tens of thousands of them, but they were there.

There has been reference to the «festive mood» of Archbishop 
Makarios, of Mr. Kyprianou or of Mr. Papadopoulos, taking the form 
of statements in favour of enosis, and of the talcing of a solemn oath 
for enosis, probably again in this «festive mood», and we are asked to 
disregard that. Now, could Ambassador Rossides tell me when we 
have to accept the words of his leaders at their face value? Shall we 
have each time to know whether it is again in a «festive mood» or in 
a serious mood? How can you negotiate with people given to so much 
flippancy in their official statements and in their official acts. It really 
is a problem. I would call this problem hilarious if 1 were not to find 
it «Makabrios» - I apologize for the pun, which is involuntary.

They have mentioned Turkish «terror organizations». I can say 
at least one thing in favour of those «terror organizations» : they have 
never produced presidents in Cyprus.

I shall not quote entire pages, chapters and verses from official 
documents and reports, again not because of lack of material but beca
use 1 never know where to look for a possible misrepresentation of 
whatever particular aspect of the Cyprus issue Ambassador Rossides - 
much, much longer in the job than I myself - is going to address him
self to. Therefore I usually find that it is difficult, unless I have all 
the documents ever produced by the United Nations, including the re
ports of the Secretary-General, which I would advise the members 
of this Committee to read in their spare time. They would find interes
ting documents, interesting quotations, interesting points.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«I should like most sincerely to thank the representative of Greece 
for the polite comments he has made about me.

Although I appreciate his statement tha t Greece does not want 
enosis, I am sure he will aprecíate my position when I say tha t I would 
like, as does the Turkish community, any agreement reached on Cyprus 
to be binding on both the Greek Cypriots and the Greek mainland and 
vice versa, the Turkish Cypriot community and Turkey, in view of past 
experiences.

Again, although it may be a fact that the Greek Cypriot commu
nity and the Greek mainland are not militarily strong enough to achi
eve enosis by force today, this very fact was not enough to keep us out 
of trouble in Cyprus for so many years. We must therefore be sincere 
and take effective action to put an end to all this conflict and suffering.

The representative of the Greek Cypriot community has challen
ged me twice to come out with a statement about the 1960 Constitu
tion and the constitutionality of Mr. Denktas* vice-presidency and, of 
course, likewise the president or presidents of the Greek Cypriot com
munity.

We recognize the 1960 Constitution. What I said this morning was 
th a t in view of past experiences, in view of the sufferings that 1 tried 
to describe this morning, we feel that a new status should be given to 
Cyprus which will prevent the recurrence of the unfortunate events 
of the last decade.

With reference to a president who is a Greek, I have tried to avoid 
referring either to Archbishop Makarios or to Mr. Clerides as the Pre
sident because, to be frank, 1 am not sure who is the President. A 
President has been expelled from Cyprus and someone else has been 
sworn in. An acting president is not sworn in as a president. Ilis pre
vious position as President of the House of Representatives has been

Text of the statement in a right of reply mode by Mr. Vedat ÇELİK.
Representative of the Turkish Cypriot Community, a t the Special Political Committee,
of the XXIX Session of the General Assembly, on 29 October 1974 A/SPC/PV. 923.
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declared vacant and has been filled. For the Turkish Cypriot community, 
the question of the presidency in Cyprus is not a problem - the Greeks 
elect the President - because whoever is elected and accepted is good 
enough for us. But it now appears tha t they have a roving President 
abroad and one stationed locally, so it is for them to decide.

There has been a mention of victims of the Turkish Cypriot ad
ministration. Names were mentioned. 1 suppose that if Ambassador 
Rossides has mentioned them, he has them from a source which, until 
proved otherwise, I must consider as serious. But mention of interne
cine feuds and their victims will result in a very sorry list for Am
bassador Rossides to cope with, if I had to mention the number of 
Greek Cypriot politicians and high officials who did not die in their 
beds.

I know that, unfortunately, most of the bouts between Ambassador 
Rossides and myself take the form of endless exchanges, but to reassure 
the members of this Committee I would say tha t I have finished what 
I have to say, and I will not answer even if I have to.»

«The representative of the Greek Cypriot Community referred to 
the smuggling of arms into Cyprus by Turkish Cypriots in October 
1959. That was only an allegation and there was no concrete evidence 
at the time to substantiate it. But I should like to draw the attention 
of the members of this Committee to the date of the alleged smuggling 
of arms : October 1959. That was four years after EOKA, the Greek 
Cypriot underground terrorist organization, had been established and 
armed and had been indiscriminately killing people for four years. Even 
if we accept the statement as true that Turks tried to smuggle arms 
into Cyprus in 1959 - four years after the Greek Cypriots had been fully 
armed - 1 think representatives will agree with me tha t that was done 
in self-defence, especially considering that we were outnumbered and 
outgunned.

Another question was asked twice by the representative of the 
Greek Cypriot community : what has happened since June 1974 to ma
ke the Turks insist, request or demand more security rights or measu
res than they had demanded before. And he implied tha t the question 
of federation has been newly introduced into the negotiations in Cyp
rus - after the coup of 15 July 1974. With all due respect to the repre
sentative, he is misinformed. The two leaders of the two communities 
have been discussing federation - be it a cantonal federation with five 
cantons, or two territories, regional federation or confederation. The 
fact still remains that the question of federation is not new; tha t this 
feeling of the Turks for extra security measures was there from the 
outset when the talks started in 1968.
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It may be irrelevant, but I think that I should state that I was 
Under-Secretary to Mr. Denktas, the Turkish representative a t the 
talks, and 1 had the privilege of keeping most of the minutes of the 
negotiations. So I think the representative of the Greek Cypriot Com
munity will give me the credit for at least knowing what was discussed 
during those negotiations.

As regards the Galo Plaza report, which I do not intend to go into 
in any detail, the representative of the Greek-Cypriot community sta
ted tha t 110 Greek-Cypriot leaders had spoken to Galo Plaza about 
anything. Well, 1 am puzzled. They have spoken to so many, so many 
times and a t so many different places, tha t this must have been done 
on purpose. If they have not spoken to Galo Plaza, then th a t was a very 
well-played game.

Ambassador Rossides, among the very many topics on which he 
has touched tonight, has complained concerning the m atter of freedom 
of movement, both ways. lie  claimed that we deny freedom of movement 
by the Greek Cypriots into the Turkish-controlled areas. He also claimed 
th a t the Turkish leadership denies freedom of movement by the Tur
kish Cypriots into the Greek-controlled areas. But there are distinguis
hed members of this Committee who have served in their respective 
embassies in Nicosia - and 1 am glad of that, because I do not have as 
many reports to quote from here as Mr.Rossides has; but there are 
people here who have been to Cyprus recently and who do not know 
what the actual situation is. The representative of the Greek-Cypriot 
community, during his speech this afternoon, said that tens of thou
sands of Turkish Cypriots were working in Greek sectors, and tha t they 
were paid well. Now, I will not go into detail on that, but the fact still 
remains tha t there are tens of thousands of people who are or were 
in Greek areas and who were working there. Ambassador Rossides clai
med the contrary. He said th a t not a single Turk could speak to, or co
operate with, a Greek Cypriot without being shot in the back by some 
organization he mentioned here. But either the one or the other must 
be true: and since Ambassador Rossides has been in the United States 
since 1960, where as the representative of the Greek-Cypriot commu
nity has only very recently come from Cyprus, 1 think we should take 
the latter’s statement as being more correct.

There is another point tha t I would like to stress. The repi'esenta- 
tive of the Greek-Cypriot community happens to be the Minister of 
Labour of the Greek-Cypriot administration, and I think he is in a 
better position to know how many Turks were working with, or emplo
yed by, or co-operating with the Greek side.
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Ambassador Rossides spoke a t some length of the generosity of 
the Cyprus Republic, the so-called Republic of Cyprus that was so ge
nerous and tha t treated the Turks so nicely tha t they paid for their 
social insurance and for all social allowances, and so forth. Following 
the general onslaught on the Turkish-Cypriot community in December 
of 1963, the payment of all social insurance benefits to members of 
the Turkish community was suddenly and completely stopped. Even 
those Turkish Cypriots who had already qualified for old-age, widows’ 
and orphans’ pensions before the trouble started were refused pay
ment of their benefits on flimsy and spurious pretexts. There were 
about 1,200 Turkish Cypriots entitled to receive old-age pensions. Some 
of these have since died in destitution, without being able to enjoy the 
fruits of their contributions throughout their working life. A fter long 
and strenuous efforts on the part of UNFICYP, payment of old-age 
and widows’ pensions was partially resumed to a comparatively small 
number of Turkish pensioners in March 1966, but the bulk of the Tur
kish pensioners are still being illegally deprived, to this very date, of 
their benefits. The United Nations Secretary-General made the follo
wing comments in his report of 9 March 1968, to the Security Council :

«.The Force has not succeeded in securing an enlargement of the 
March 1966 arrangement for the payment of old-age and widows’ pen
sions, which is effective mainly in the Nicosia enclave, and Turkish 
Cypriots in the smaller enclaves such as Famagusta, Larnaca, Paphos 
and Lefka are, with the exception of a few individual cases, not rece
iving such benefits». (S/8446, para. 125)

I would like to come back again to the m atter of freedom of mo
vement. Freedom of movement is freedom of movement and should 
be accorded to all. But when the Greek side, as always, tried to attach 
political conditions to freedom of movement, it is true tha t we ran into 
difficulties. Every movement had political strings attached to it. Whe
never a Turkish Cypriot moved into a Greek-controled area, he was 
subjected to Greek police control, he was taken to Greek courts, and he 
was made to abide by Greek laws. The few roads - the very few roads - 
tha t we controlled were the last defensive positions left to the Turks 
when they took refuge and hoped to save their lives. So out of necessity 
they had to be very careful about having Greek Cypriots coming into 
their areas. But thev were never refused. We made all this public, and 
it is in the Secretavy-General’s reports, tha t everyone who applies to 
us - genuine applications, in other words - would be accepted, would be 
approved, and th a t those Greek persons would be allowed to use roads 
under Turkish control.
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Right after that, there came the condition. Now, what happens 
if a Greek Cypriot and a Turkish Cypriot are involved in a traffic acci
dent? That was the question. They insisted tha t the Greek traffic police 
and the Greek judges should come into Turkish areas and try  accident 
cases. In other words, that was a condition for us to accept the illegi
timate authority of the illegitimate Government of Cyprus, in exchan
ge for our granting them permission to use our roads, or the Turkish- 
controlled roads.

Ambassador Rossides touched on the electricity question. Although 
every single Greek Cypriot village in Cyprus is electrified - even small 
habitations of up to five to six people were electrified years ago - there 
are today about 100 Turkish villages, some of them big towns of 6,000 
people or more, as yet not electrified. Mr. Rossides quoted a couple of 
reports, but again he seems to be outdated. I am sorry I do not have 
them with me here, but I would request representatives to look a t the 
most recent, the last two reports of the Secretary-General, in which 
this particular question of electricity in Cyprus is referred to in some 
detail. Those reports will speak amply and very loudly in favour of 
the Turkish Cypriot community.

We have just heard an allegation tha t the Turkish Cypriots do 
not pay for electricity consumed. That is wrong. Turkish Cypriots do 
pay for electricity consumed. In most of the villages, they pay the 
electricity authority of Cyprus; in a couple of areas they pay the Tur
kish Cypriot administration, tha t is true. But Mr. Rossides did not 
mention one point : Where does this money go? The money paid by the 
Turkish consumers to the Turkish Cypriot administration goes to pay 
for the salaries of the staff of the Turkish electricity authority, for 
maintaining their electricity system in the Turkish areas. It goes to 
pay for the equipment tha t we buy and use for the purpose.

Now, if a so-called Government denies all services to a part of its 
population, and those people try  with the limited means a t their dispo
sal to provide such service, naturally they have to pay for it; and we, 
as the Turkish wing of the Republic of Cyprus, tried to, and did, pro
vide some services for the people - the whole Republic of Cyprus.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

1. In a letter dated 17 September 1974 (A/9743), the Permanent 
Representative of Cyprus to the United Nations proposed the inclusion 
in the agenda of the twenty-ninth session of the General Assembly of 
an additional item entitled Question of Cyprus».

2. At its 219th meeting, on 19 September, the General Committee
recommended the inclusion of the item in the agenda and, a t its 220th 
meeting, on 20 September, decided to recommend to the General As
sembly tha t the item be considered directly in plenary meetings.

3. At its 2236th plenary meeting, on 21 September, the General 
Assembly, on the basis of these recommendations of the General Com
mittee, decided to include the item in the agenda of the twenty-ninth 
session and to consider it in plenary meetings. At its 2237th plenary 
meeting, held on the same day, the General Assembly also decided that, 
when considering the item, the Assembly would invite the Special Po
litical Committee to meet for the purpose of affording representatives 
of the Cypriot communities an opportunity to take the floor in the ^  
Committee in order to express their views and that the Assembly would H 
then resume its consideration of the item, taking into account the re
port of the Special Political Committee.

4. At its 2270th plenary meeting, held on 28 October, the Gene
ral Assembly decided to invite the Special Political Committee to hold 
a  maximum of two meetings on 29 October for the purpose of hearing 
the views of the representatives of the two Cypriot communities. The 
Assembly also decided tha t verbatim records should be kept of those 
meetings of the Special Political Committee. Furthermore, the Assembly 
decided tha t it would resume its consideration of the item on 30 Octo
ber in the morning.

5. The Special Political Committee held two meetings on 29 Oc
tober in accordance with the above-mentioned decision of the General 
Assembly (see A/SPC/PV. 922 and 923).

Text of the report of the Special Political Committee«
(’a  led on 29 October 1$74 on agenda item 110 of lh<? XXIX Session of the General 
Assembly.



6. At its 922nd meeting, the Special Political Committee heard a 
statement; by Mr. Vedat A. Çelik, representative of the Turkish Cypriot 
community. The text of this statement is reproduced in the verbatim 
record of the meeting.

7. At its 923rd meeting, the Special Political Committee heard 
a statement by Mr. Tassos Papadopoulos, representative of the Greek 
Cypriot community. Subsequently, Mr. Çelik and Mr. Papadopoulos ma
de further statements. Statements were also made by the represen
tatives of Turkey, Greece and Cyprus. The text of these statements is 
reproduced in the verbatim record of the meeting.

8. At the same meeting, the Committee decided to submit imme
diately a report to the General Assembly in accordance with the As
sembly’s decision mentioned in paragraph 3 above, bearing in mind the 
Assembly to resume consideration of the item on 30 October.
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«Allow me to comment briefly on the statement made by the Rep
resentative from Greece the other day. We are grateful tha t the distin
guished Representative from Greece has a t least provided us with 
the proposals Greece considers to offer for a solution to the Cyprus 
Question. However, my delegation still wonders if the Second Committee 
is the appropriate forum to consider these and other proposals. My 
delegation still holds the view that the work of the Second Committee 
should not be politicized and th a t the Greek Representatives make 
their proposals a t appropriate time and place.

As for the allegations of the other Greek Representative, the 
one from Cyprus, I merely want to put on record that my delegation 
will not reply to his allegations. The reply will be given by their coun
terparts, the Representatives of the Turkish Community of Cyprus, 
when the relevant Agenda item will be considered a t the appropriate 
forum or a t any time in this Committee if it is found necessary.

However, to clarify one point, let me quote from the press release 
issued on October 14 th (CYP/789) by the U.N. Office of Public Infor
mation on the meeting between Mr. Glafcos Clerides, Acting President 
or the leader of the Greek Cypriot Community as the press release 
claims or the President as the statement issued in Nicosia, Cyprus claims 
and Mr. Rauf Denktash, the Vice-President and the leader of the Tur
kish Cypriot Community :

«At the end of the meeting, Mr. Clerides and Mr. Denktash had a 
private exchange of views in the presence of Ambassador Luis Weck- 
mann-Munoz on the refugee problem and on certain political aspects.»

As it is apparent from the above summary of the meeting of the 
two leaders in Cyprus, there are talks going on not only on humanita
rian issues but also on the political aspects. And yet we have to listen 
here in the Second Committee, the allegations of the Greek representa-

Text of the statement made by Mr. Oktay AKSOY,
Representative, at the Second Committee,
of the XXIX Session of the General Assembly, on 16 October 1974.
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tives. Are we to assume th a t the delegates here are trying to disrupt 
talks and oppose the search for a solution? Are we to assume that they 
are receiving instructions from other sources, other than the Presi
dent of the Republic, who is engaged in talks with the Vice-President? 
Who are they representing? We are confused, on this issue as 
well. But since they claim that their credentials are in accor
dance with the Constitution of Cyprus, we have to make it clear that 
the fact that their credentials were not questioned in the proper forum 
was not due to the fact that they were not questionable but tha t we 
did not want to further complicate the Cyprus issue in the General 
Assembly We, nevertheless, remain convinced tha t had the only valid 
Constitution of Cyprus that we know of had been followed, the dele
gation of Cyprus would have required the approval of the Vice-Presi
dent of the Republic as well. Since, obviously, it has not such an appro
val and in view of its ethnic composition, it is only representing the 
Greek Cypriot Community.

Anyway, we should not go into the substance and details of the 
question. My delegation believes th a t the Second Committee is not the 
place to debate the Cyprus issue or a gathering to satisfy the latent 
desires of some representatives. Let us keep it that way.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«Pendant le débat général, j ’ai eu l’occasion d’exprimer les vues 
de mon gouvernement sur les aspects généraux du problème de Chypre.

J ’ai affirmé alors la conviction de la Turquie que les négociations 
doivent être reprises dans un cadre approprié perm ettant d’arriver à 
une solution rapide qui m ettra fin aux souffrances des deux communa
utés nationales de l’île et de supprimer la tension qui entrave le main
tien de la paix et de la sécurité, non seulement dans l’île, mais aussi 
dans la région. Nous persévérons dans cette conviction et renouvelons 
nos appels aux intéressés, bien que nous n’ayons pour le moment reçu 
aucune réponse favorable.

Malgré cette attitude négative, la communauté turque de Chypre 
n’a pas hésité à accueillir favorablement l’appel du Secrétaire général 
pour la reprise des contacts entre les deux communautés. Ainsi ont 
commencé les négociations entre M. Denktas et M. Clerides, sur l’évolu
tion desquelles les membres sont constamment informés par les rap
ports du Secrétaire général et par l'intermédiaire de la presse mondiale. 
Nous savons donc tous qu’au cours de ces négociations, quelques prob
lèmes humanitaires ont été résolus. Certains autres ont été abordés 
dans un esprit de compréhension commune de la part des leaders des 
deux communautés.

Voici quelques-uns des progrès réalisés : d’abord le calme est reve
nu dans l’île. Ou a procédé ensuite à l’échange des prisonniers et des 
détenus. Les étudiants et les enseignants ont reçu la permission de 
retourner à leurs écoles afin que l’anuée scolaire puisse reprendre plus 
ou moins normalement. Les représentants de la Croix-Rouge et du 
Coordonnateur des Nations Unies procèdent comme convenu à leurs 
tâches humanitaires. Nous nous félicitons, sans en exagérer la portée, 
de ces progrès et nous sommes heureux de constater en outre que les 
deux leaders ont abordé certaines questions politiques afin d’essayer de

The text oi the statement made by Mr. T uran GÜNEŞ.
Minister of Foreign Affairs, Head of Delegation, a t  the Plenary Meeting,
of the XXIX Session of Ihe General Assembly, on 1 November 1974 A/PV. 2275.
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Jusqu’ici, j ’ai essayé d’expliquer, une fois de plus, quelles étaient 
les grandes options pour une solution pacifique à la fois définitive et 
équitable de la crise chypriote.

On voudra bien convenir avec moi qu’aucun des principes que je 
viens d’énoncer, qu’aucune des suggestions que j ’ai faites ne va à 
l'encontre des principes de notre Charte, ni de ceux de la grande fa
mille des pays non alignés, dans laquelle, j ’ose espérer, Chypre prendra 
sa place légitimement cette fois et non plus sur la base d’un abus de 
confiance qui la faisait se taire sur certains de ses desseins politiques 
inavouables. Cet espoir est d’autant plus fondé que la communauté in
ternationale tout entière semble avoir enfin reconnu que l’indépendance 
de Chypre n’est possible que si l’on parvient à maintenir un juste équilib
re entre les aspirations de ses deux communautés constituantes par 
la voie d’une solution fédérale. Cette même solution fédérale est la seule 
qui puisse assurer la sécurité physique, l’essor économique et culturel 
et, partant, le règne de la confiance mutuelle encore à établir entre ces 
deux communautés.

Je reconnais qu’il est difficile, même pour les esprits les plus 
ouverts, de comprendre parfaitement les problèmes qui touchent d’aut
res peuples jusqu’au tréfonds de leur âme. Il manque toujours l’élément 
de la prise de conscience directe, de l’expérience humaine personnelle 
sans lesquelles toute approche risque de demeurer théorique. C’est à cet 
aspect du problème que la présence au sein de cette Assemblée, avec 
l’assentiment de tous ses membres, des représentants de la communauté 
turque, aura certainement remédié. Tous les membres de l’Assemblée 
ont eu l’occasion, depuis plus d’une décennie, d’entendre uniquement la 
version grecque de l’affaire de Chypre. Les interventions des représen
tants de la Turquie n’ont, au mieux, jamais été que des reflets de la 
terrible réalité turco-chypriote. Il vous a été donné d’écouter la voix 
de cette communauté opprimée pour avoir refusé, après la décolonisa
tion de l’île, de se contenter de changer de maîtres. Il nous a été doub
lement pénible dans le passé de constater que cette impossibilité qu’ils 
avaient de se faire entendre a fait que leur cause, à tous égards con
forme à l’idéal des pays non alignés, a été elle-même défigurée au point 
qu’elle n’a pu bénéficier du plein soutien de ceux-ci.

Bien que le point de départ ait été très dur, trop dur peut-être, 
le chemin ouvert devant Chypre est simple et beaucoup plus facile à 
parcourir qu’il ne le semblerait de prime abord. Il s’agit d’établir une 
fois pour toutes certains principes et, les ayant établis, de les mettre 
en application sans arrière pensée. Chypre peut encore être, et serait 
déjà s’il ne dépendait que de nous et des Turcs de Chypre, un modèle
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d 'E tat bicommunautaire, de structure fédérale» où les deux éléments 
d'origine, de foi, de langage, de culture et - pourquoi le nier? - d'aspi
rations différentes, s'efforceraient de faire converger leurs intérêts au 
sein d'un E tat indépendant en maintenant une véritable politique de 
non-alignement envers et contre tous. Les liens affectifs naturels de 
ces deux communautés à l'égard de deux pays dont elles se réclament 
ne seraient alors qu’un lien pacifique de plus dans une Méditerranée 
qui aspire depuis si longtemps à la paix et à l'harmonie.

Ceci n’est pas un rêve. Nombreux sont les pays à structure fédé
rale divisés non seulement eu régions mais en E tats  autonomes, au sein 
de notre Organisation. Pourquoi en serait-il autrement à Chypre? Mais, 
pour cela, il faudrait d'abord abandonner des conceptions anachroniqu
es, basées sur l’enseignement d'un homme qui se dit à la fois d 'E tat et 
d’Eglise ou sur des aspirations d'origine grecque qui devraient avoir 
disparu avec les derniers vestiges de l’Empire byzantin mais que hé
las, pour leur malheur, les Turcs de Chypre ont rencontrées chaque 
fois à la croisée des chemins menant à la paix.

Mon espoir est que l'Assemblée, par une résolution constructive, 
pourra éliminer définitivement ces entraves et assurer l'acheminement 
vers une solution juste et pacifique du conflit et faire ainsi disparaître 
à jamais de son ordre du jour le conflit de Chypre. C’est par ce senti
ment que je salue comme un symbole de bonne volonté les efforts des 
pays non alignés qui, avec une patience dont il serait difficile de tro
uver l'exemple dans les annales de la diplomatie, ont voulu apporter 
leur contribution à la solution du problème en présentant un projet 
de résolution.»
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«Out of courtesy, we did not intervene when the distinguished 
Greek Cypriot representative was violating the very rule you yourself 
have set. Out of courtesy, I did not make a point of order, when the 
distinguished representative from Greece was totally out of order in 
his slanderous reply. I shall be very brief I do not propose a t this late 
hour in 3rd Committee to discuss the desperate attempts of the Greek 
side as a whole, to put an end to the sovereign and independent Re
public of Cyprus, by Byzantine designs to annex over night the Island 
to mainland Greece. 1 do not propose here to go into details of how in 
those eleven years, the Greek side as a  whole, reduced the Turkish 
Cypriots of Cyprus to refugees, or kept them as hostages or how they 
subjected them to daily harrasement, discrimination, degrading threat- 
ment, detention, torture, arrest ete., etc., etc.

It is not also my intention to go into the details of who the Tur
kish Cypriots were discriminated against, because they are of Turkish 
ethnic origin and because they were born Moslem. It is not my intention 
to explain how the Turkish community was denied a decent life, and 
how they were discriminated against politically, socially and economi
cally when they w'ere the equal partner and co-founders of the Repub
lic of Cyprus in 1960. Because all this was explained in detail by Mr. 
Vedat Çelik, Representative of the Turkish Cypriot community to the 
29th Session.

I take strong acception on behalf of my delegation against all those 
charges levelled against Turkey by the Greek side in Cyprus and in A t
hens, wrhich unfounded and out of context, as they are. None of these 
charges are new. They have been misused and exploited before, on 
other disreputable occasions. My Foreign Minister and also Ambassa
dor Olcay had many occasions to answer them one by one and refuted 
them in detail, in the General Assembly, in Security Council or in the 
Special Political Committee a t this 29th Session. As they are not new', 
they do not deserve fresh answers, or new rebuttals. Let the records 
speak against the Greek Cypriot charges. As they are interested to 
have the last word. They can have it, if they want to. We stand by the 
records and take comfort in the fact th a t the records stand with us.»

THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

Text ol (he right of reply used by Mr. Yüksel SÖYLEMEZ,
Representative, a t the Third Committee,
of the XXIX Session of the Genera ¡Assembly, on 15 November 1974.

316



THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«The position of my Government with regard to the Israili occu
pation of the Arab territories is well known. My delegation voted in 
favour of the resolution just adopted, as it has done in the adoption 
of the Resolution 3176 (XXVIII).

As for the opperative paragraph 4 of the resolution, I must emp
hasize tha t my Government also supports the principles contained in 
this paragraph.

It is only surprising tha t the highly esteemed aspirations of the 
Arab States whose territories have been subjected to agression and oc
cupation, are being exploited to open an issue already resolved by the 
General Assembly and to divert the attention of the members of the 
Committee from real reason behind the intervention by Turkey in ac
cordance with its rights arising from international agreements. In fact, 
the events previous to the Turkish intervention have been 
in contrast to what has happened in another p a rt of the Middle 
East. The intentions of the Turkish Community in Cyprus to participate 
on equal footing in the Administration of the Cypriot Republic have 
been continously and deliberately prevented by the Greek Cypriot Com
munity, its sovereignty endangered by foreign interferences and a t
tempts to annex the Island to another country. Turkey has intervened 
to prevent this attem pt and maintain the sovereignty of the Republic 
of Cyprus, as well as to enable the 2 communities constituting the 
Republic to decide on the future of the independent, sovereign and non- 
alligned Cyprus.

Therefore, the interpretation given to the opperative paragraph 
4 by the Greek Cypriot representative does not bear any relevance with 
the Question of Cyprus.»

Text of the statement made by Mr. Oktay AKSOY,
Representative, a t the Second Committee,
o! Ihe XXIX Session of the General Assembly, on 21 November 1971.

317



THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«... Was gratified at the return of Greece to democratic rule and 
to the Council of Europe, and he hoped tha t Greeks and Turks would 
seek a better understanding- between their two countries. He had found 
it difficult, as a lawyer, to follow the views of Mr Stavropoulos on the 
Guarantee Treaty. The Treaty had been registered in the Register of 
Treaties a t the United Nations and this Assembly had made clear re
ferences to it in Resolution 573 on 29 July 1974, Resolution 574 on 27 
September 1974 and Recommendation 736 on 25 September 1974, which 
had all been adopted unanimously. No signatory of a treaty could unila
terally declare it null and void. Turkey had carried out its obligations 
under the Treaty. The coup in Cyprus had been perpetrated by officers 
connected with the Athens dictatorship and a solution to the problem 
depended first and foremost on agreement between the two countries. 
He agreed with Sir Frederic Bennett tha t nothing was to be gained 
from intervention in the problem from countries outside Europe. The 
Greeks had never spoken against Enosis and when Mr derides’ repre
sentative had been interviewed by the Political Affairs Committee, he 
had been asked whether he would renounce Enosis but he had refused 
to do so. The threat to Cyprus came from Greek-neo-colonialism, which 
was the origin of the present conflict. Archbishop Makarios preferred 
Enosis to independence. Without Turkish intervention Enosis would ha
ve followed.

It was said tha t the Turks were the true defenders of the indepen
dence of Cyprus. They had tried for more than 10 years to find a solu
tion by negotiation; for II years they had waited patiently for peace 
since the bloody attacks had begun in 1963. The Turkish Cypriots had 
been surrounded in their enclaves, and further attacks had followed in 
1964, 1965 and 1967. The recent memoires of a Greek Minister had 
confirmed tha t many thousands of Greek soldiers had been landed in 
Cyprus over those years. Treaties had been flagrantly violated and war

Summary record of the statement made by Prof. Turhan FEYZlOGLU, 
Member of Parliament, a t the Council of Europe Parliamentary Assembly, 
27 January 1975 AS (26) CH 23.
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avoided only by a hair’s breadth. The Turkish Cypriots had been syste
matically oppressed. The Council of Europe’s humanitarian aid had not 
reached the Turkish Cypriots, and for tha t the Greek Cypriot adminis
tration had been responsible.

All these events had led up to the coup of July 1974, when the last 
fateful blow had fallen on the constitutional edifice so painfully cons
tructed by the London and Geneva agreements. He wished his Greek 
friends to hear again what President Makarios had said in an exclusive 
interview with Le Monde on 17 September. Was it mere coincidence 
that the bloody attacks had begun a t the same time? He likened the 
situation to genocide. The Turks had no alternative but to intervene to 
counter the immoral and barbarous plan.

The Assembly had been motivated throughout by a  concern for 
objectivity and tru th . The recommendations and resolutions previously 
decided at the Assembly now stood, and would continue to apply.

He would not say anything to make peace more difficult. He would 
not therefore comment on the remarks of his Greek colleagues about 
crimes committed by Turkey. If it had not been for the Turkish inter
vention the Samson Plan would not have been torn up, nor would Greece 
have returned to democracy. The past should now be forgotten and 
peace should be made. The days of imperialism were over. The idea 
of a great Byzantium should be forgotten and everybody should co
operate. All peoples were condemned to remain as friends with their 
neighbours.»
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«... Described the two reports as acceptable. Mr. Karasek had 
said he was not prejudiced, and the Turks had never doubted that. In 
his report, however, Mr. Karasek had described Makarios as the Presi
dent. Archbishop Makarios had been the origin and root of all the 
trouble. He had spread the idea of Enosis for 20 years. He referred 
to a telex report of a speech made by the Archbishop the previous day, 
in which he had said th a t the efforts of the two communities to co-ope
rate had failed. He had gone on to make appeals to eastern and wes
tern leaders and had suggested tha t the Greek community should start 
resisting.

He agreed to the draft recommendation in Mr. Karasek’s report. 
On Mr. Forni’s report, he also agreed to the d raft recommendation, but 
not to the explanatory memorandum. That had referred only to the 
Turkish army in the north of Cyprus. Yet for 11 years there had been 
a Greek army in the south. Open admissions had now been made that 
12,000 Greek soldiers had been withdrawn from Cyprus. The Turkish 
arm y went to the island only to restore peace. What else could they 
have done after the removal of Makarios by Samson, and the movement 
aimed towards the murder of 120,000 Turks, as now admitted in Le 
Monde? A military expedition to save the 120,000 had been inevitable. 
They were not ju st Turks, they wrere human beings.

Previous speakers had referred to the friendship between Greece 
and Turkey. At the last part session the Turkish delegation had said 
how glad they were tha t the Greeks were returning to the Council of 
Europe. It was essential tha t the Greek delegation should return and 
tha t their common problems should be discussed in a civilised way. But 
friendship required efforts on both sides. Although the Turks had made 
two attempts to hold discussions with the Greek government and ag
reement had been reached at Geneva for the relief of the Turkish 
enclaves, the agreement had not been implemented and it appeared that

Srm m 'iry rccord of the statem ent m ade by Mr. !hsan TO?flLO<iLU. 
Merrber of Parliament, a t  the Council of Europe Parliamentary AsEcmbly, 
2G Ordinary Session, on 27 January- 1975.
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it had been entered into only to play fox* time. How, after all this, could 
the Turks be accused of being the aggressors? It had been suggested 
in the last war th a t Turkey should take over the Aegean Islands. But 
Turkey had not done so: she had no lust for more land. The invasion 
of Cyprus had not been a question of conquest. Turkey was now in 
favour of a federal system, permitting her ti-oops to return home. Tur
key did not wish to dominate Cyprus; she wished the two communities 
to co-exist in peace.

Over the course of history, there had been frequent wars between 
Greece and Turkey, but Turkey had never been the aggressor. She had 
extended the hand of friendship to Greece, and felt no hostility. But 
friendship required two sides. The idea of Enosis should be buried, but 
it still existed. The united states of Europe would never emerge while 
one country wished to annex part of another. The Greeks and Turks 
must come together. Long-term economic agreements were needed, as 
well as the humanitarian aid which he favoured.

An important stage had now been x-eached in the situation. The 
two draft recommendations should be adopted, and added to the pre
vious recommendations 011 the same subject which should remain in 
force. He sincerely hoped for peace in Cyprus very soon, to the benefit 
of Greeks, Turks, and Cypriots alike.»
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«1 would like to refer to Mr. Zenon Rossides’ letter to you, protes
ting against the already long overdue recognition of the right of free
dom of movement to the Turkish Cypriot refugees in the British So
vereign Base Area of Akrotiri, which was circulated as Security Council 
document S/11603 of 21 January 1975.

Before expounding on the untenable and ill-conceived statements 
of Mr. Rossides, may I reiterate once again that, for the reasons already 
mentioned in my letter to Your Excellency of even reference dated 21 
January 1975 (S/11615), Mr. Rossides cannot speak on behalf of the 
Republic of Cyprus as a whole. In the circumstances prevailing since 
December 1963, and more emphatically so since the coup of 15 July 1974, 
the most tha t Mr. Rossides can do is to speak on behalf of the Greek 
Cypriot community, and his communications to Your Excellency should 
be evaluated accordingly.

The decision to evacuate the Turkish Cypriot refugees from the 
Sovereign Base Area of Akrotiri to Turkey is neither illegal nor arbit
rary. It is a humanitarian decision which is in keeping with the Char
te r of the United Nations Organization, the Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights and the international covenants on human rights. It is, 
therefore, most regrettable th a t Mr. Rossides should resort, for politi
cal expediency, to lodging a protest with the United Nations Organi
zation against the taking of such a humanitarian action by the British 
Government which could not but receive the general approval of all the 
honourable Members of the august Organization. I t  should be borne 
in mind that the Turkish Cypriots had taken refuge at the Sovereign 
Base Area of Akrotiri in order to save their lives from the Greek and 
Greek Cypriot armed elements who had overrun their villages, ransac
ked and looted their properties, burnt down their houses and been 
responsible for mass massacres of whole village populations, including 
breast-fed babies. These refugees, who were mostly women and children 
and elderly people, were entitled under the 1951 Convention on the 
Status of Refugees and the subsequent Protocol of 1967 to be issued 
with the necessary certificates of refugee status, enabling their eva
cuation to a country of their choice. In fact, it was not the evacuation

Text ol le tte r  dated 3 February 197S from Mr. Hpuf B. DENRTA§,
V ice-President oi the Republic ol Cyprus, addressed to the Secretary - General, S /11620.

322



of these people but their retention in the Akrotiri Sovereign Base Area 
against their will tha t was illegal. But such illegality did not, of course, 
bother Mr. Rossides, because it suited the political objectives of the 
Greek Cypriot leadership tha t these people should remain in the Sove
reign Base Area and, together with the rest of the Turkish Cypriots 
in the south, who are being held as virtual hostages, be treated as 
pawns in their hands for political bargaining.

Quite apart from the legal aspect of the matter, Your Excellency 
will appreciate that there was a moral obligation to evacuate these 
people. With the onset of winter, their already desperate condition 
had become still worse, calling for urgent action. Gastro-intestinal and 
respiratory infection threatened to become epidemic. The death toll 
among children and elderly people, who could not withstand the fierce 
winter conditions, was on the increase. The head of mission of the 
International Committee of the Red Cross, based on reports from ICRC 
delegates and doctors, strongly recommended that, in view of fierce 
winter weather, not only medical cases but also children and elderly 
people should be evacuated from these camps. I t is worth noting that 
a 35-year-old Turkish Cypriot lady (Mrs. Djafer) died of leukemia on 
the last day of the evacuation. Our constant pleas to have her brought 
near her family in Nicosia had been refused. Her body has just been 
brought to the Turkish sector of Nicosia by her 15-year-old son, who 
was also unable to come to Nicosia until this tragedy. Apparently Mr. 
Rossides would rather see more Turks die in the bases than see them 
free.

Mr. Rossides’ allegation tha t the evacuation of these refugees will 
change the demographic character of the island and tha t it will preju
dicially affect the whole effort for a just and peaceful solution through 
negotiation, is as baseless as his other allegations. The evacuation of 
the refugees will, on the contrary, increase the chances of a just and 
peaceful solution of the Cyprus problem. It was the existence of these 
vulnerable Turkish Cypriot populations scattered all over Cyprus, whom 
the Greek Cypriots regarded as hostages in their hands, that encoura
ged the Greek Cypriot leadership's hitherto intransigent and negative 
policy which prevented the finding of a just and lasting solution to 
the Cyprus problem.

It is hoped tha t Mr. Rossides and the Greek Cypriot Administra
tion he represents will awaken to this reality and, instead of advancing 
baseless allegations (which only prove their ill intentions against the 
co-partner community of the Republic of Cyprus), will co-operate with 
us for the finding of a ju st and lasting solution to the problem of 
Cyprus.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«The Turkish Bar Association of Cyprus a t its meeting1 held todav 
a t Nicosia unanimously approved the following message to be sent to 
your association with a request that it may be brought to the knowled
ge of all the members of your association.

We have no doubt whatsoever tha t the intervention of Turkey on 
20th July 3974, in Cyprus, was perfectly legal under the treaty of 
guarantee signed between United Kingdom, Turkey and Greece in 1960. 
After the coup of 15/7/1974, this intervention which was in the form 
of a Peace operation, was only justified by the obvious events which 
were directed as a last blow against the sovereignty of the Republic 
of Cyprus as established by the 1960 agreements and constitution, but 
was also a humanitarian obligation in order to save the lives of 140 
thousand Turks of this island,

No one doubts now, not event the Greeks and Greek Cypriots 
themselves tha t the aim of the said coup was, eliminating the Turkish 
element on the island a t one stroke. This peace operation was unfortu
nately turned into armed conflict owing to unnecessary armed oppo
sition to the Greek junta’s three thousand army officers who com
manded the th irty  thousand Greek Cypriot national guard on the is
land (On unconstitional establishment which owed allegiance to Greek 
and not to Cyprus).

We do not think it necessary to give full details of the history of 
Cyprus events since 1960 and of how the Turks of the island tried, at 
all times, so hard but in vain to keep the Republic going in accordance 
with the treaties and the constitution :

And of how Greeks and Greek Cypriots in 1963 and on various 
various occasions thereafter attacked the Turks, massacred many of 
them and forced twenty four thousand of them to leave their homes 
in one hundred and three villages, in terror, in order to take refuge

Texl ol the Letter by Mr. Omit SÜLEYMAN,
President oi ihe Turkish Bar Association, Nicosia, Cyprus,
to the President of the Bar Association oi New York, dated  5 February 197S.
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in the safest Turkish Populated areas (where they have been living 
since then for eleven years as refugees), and also of why the bilate
ral talks which had been going on from 1967-1974 did not produce any 
results, because, we are sure you also know, as it has been clearly pro
ved by events and statements by Greek Cypriot leadership, th a t the aim 
of the Greek Cypriots was a t all times noting but enosis (Union of 
Cyprus with Greece) at an opportune time.

In the face of all these events in the past, we as Turkish Cypriots 
and lawyers, are satisfied beyond any doubt tha t the minimum form of 
solution compatible with the realities Of the situation and acceptable 
to Turkish Cypriots would be the establishment of a bi-regional federal 
state so tha t political equality is maintained and gross discrimination 
exercised against the Turkish community during the last 11 years is 
avoided in the future.»
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«I would like to refer to the letter dated 29 January 1975 which 
was addressed to Your Excellency by Mr. Zenon Rossides in which he 
wishes to register 011 behalf of «his government a most emphatic pro
test» against the alleged interference of Mr. Esenbel, the Foreign Mi
nister of Turkey, with the intercommunal talks.

While rejecting Mr. Rossides’ allegations as grossly inaccurate, I 
would like to stress the fact that if by the term «Government» he 
means the de jure Government of the Republic of Cyprus, then he has 
acted ultra vires by addressing the above-mentioned letter to Your Ex
cellency because my consent on this m atter as the Vice-President of 
the Republic of Cyprus has not been obtained as required by the pro
visions of Articles 49 (d) and 57 of our Constitution. Mr. Rossides knows 
very well that the Greek Cypriot Administration which had usurped 
the Government machinery in December 1963 has for the last 11 years 
been posing as the «Government of Cyprus» and arbitrarily exercising 
this authority in non-Turkish Cypriot areas merely on the strength of 
the de facto superiority which it had acquired by the use of force. After 
the coup of 15 July 1974 and the Turkish Peace Operation which follo
wed it in order to save the bicommunal State of Cyprus, whose inde
pendence was in imminent danger of being destroyed by the organizers 
of the coup, the «de facto superiority» which had enabled the Greek 
Cypriot Administration to pose as the «Government of Cyprus» in 
complete disregard of constitutional provisions, came to an end and two 
autonomous administrations each exercising control over a separate re
gion of Cyprus has come into being. In this connexion, I would also 
like to refer to Archbishop Makarios’ recently appointed Council of 
Ministers and to place on record tha t apart from the fact that all the 
said Ministers are Greek Cypriots in contravention of Article 46 of the 
Constitution, their appointment is also unconstitutional on the ground 
that their instruments of appointment have not been signed also by the 
Vice-President of the Republic as required by the said Article 46. Con-

Texi ol Leller da ted  12 F eb ruary  1975 Iron» Mr. Rauf F. DENK7AS.
V ice-President of the Republic of Cyprus, addressed to the Secretary - General, S/11831.

326



sequently, the said Council of Ministers has not been lawfully and cons
titutionally appointed and all its decisions, including: those on m atters 
of foreign affairs, cannot in any way bind the Republic of Cyprus as a 
whole and particularly the Turkish Cypriot Administration. This Co
uncil is nothing but the executive body of the Greek Cypriot Admi
nistration and has no authority whatsoever over the Turks of Cyprus 
or in the Turkish region of Cyprus.

Mr. Esenbel's statement to which Mr. Rossides referred in the se
cond paragraph of his letter has not produced any negative effect upon 
the talks. In fact there was nothing new in the statement which could pro
duce such an effect. The coup of 15 July and the events that ensued 
(i. e., acts of genocide committed by the Greek and Greek Cypriot ar
med elements against defenceless Turkish villages including the mass 
massacre of whole village populations, irrespective of age and sex and 
the inhuman treatm ent to which Turkish Cypriots living in the Greek- 
controlled South are being subjected) had already proved beyond any 
shadow of doubt th a t a cantonal system of administration could not 
adequately safeguard the security of life and property of the Turkish 
Cypriot community. This realistic stand of the Turkish Cypriot com
munity has been repeatedly stated by me since the breakdown of the 
Second Geneva Conference and long before Mr. Esenebel’s recent sta
tement to which Mr. Rossides has taken such exception. If there is any 
negative influence disruptive of the talks, it is emanating from Archbis
hop Makarios himself. His recent adverse criticism of the intercommu
nal talks and his frequent allusions to an all-out struggle for «national 
restoration» and for «the survival of Cyprus Hellenism» are giving rise 
to serious misgivings on the Turkish Cypriot side. He has again resu
med his previous mischievous and belligerent attitude which had impe
ded progress in the talks during the last seven years. Obviously he has 
not learned any lesson from his previous experiences. The disasters 
which he brought to the Turkish Cypriot community as well as to his 
own community have not produced any change in his intransigent a tti
tude. A complete catastrophe has been avoided thanks to the Turkish 
Peace Operation to which Mr. Rossides has ungratefully referred to as 
•¡genocidal invasion» in his above-mentioned letter. The whole world as 
well as Mr. Rossides know that the Turkish Peace Operation has not 
only saved the independence and territorial integrity of Cyprus but 
restored democratic rule in Greece and ended internecine killings bet
ween Greek Cypriots in Cyprus.

Mr. Rossides has also complained that Mr. Esenbel stated that the 
evacuation of 10,000 Turkish Cypriots to Turkey created «a new reality» 
and stressed that Greek Cypriots should now understand th a t «there
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is no possibility of turning the clock back». The hopes of «turning- the 
clock back» were shattered with the Greek Cypriot onslaught of De
cember 1963; but this had not bothered Greek Cypriots or Mr. Rossi- 
des because «turning the clock back» a t tha t time meant the restoration 
of the rights usurped from the Turkish Cypriot community and the 
abandonment of ENOSIS which they could afford to do but did not. It 
is high time tha t the Greek Cypriot side realized tha t we would not 
agree to «turn the clock back» to 1964-74 periods unconstitutional order 
and give them the opportunity to repeat their onslaught and genocidal 
acts against the Turkish Cypriot community. We are convinced that 
the only way to achieve peaceful coexistence in Cyprus would be the 
establishment of a biregional federal state. Such a federal set up will 
provide political equality and enable the two communities to co-operate 
in all fields in the best interests of Cyprus.

Mr. Rossides’ allegation that I had accepted a plan for the reope
ning of the International Airport at Nicosia «worked out by the United 
Nations and United States officials» and that I had later withdrawn 
my acceptance following Mr. Esenbel’s statement is completely untrue. 
Negotiations on this m atter are still continuing and the Turkish Cypriot 
side is showing every goodwill in this respect.»
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«Necessitated by the continued aim of Greek Cypriotes to annex 
Cyprus with Greece (Enosis) which led to bloodshed and forced almost 
half of the Turkish Cypriots to evacuate their houses and villages and 
thus become refugees during the last 11 years, the Turkish Cypriot Le
gislative Assembly and the Council of Ministers decided unanimously to 
establish a Federated Turkish State in the Cyprus Republic.

My organization fully supported this unavoidable decision, which 
will safeguard the continuation of the independence and non-alignment 
of the Cyprus Republic and will pave the way for a negotiated peace
ful settlement to the Cyprus problem.

The Cyprus Turkish Farmers Union has never recognized the 
Greek Cypriot Administration as a constitutional or legal government 
because of complete disrespect and disregard by this administration 
to the Constitution of the Cypriot Republic. In view of this, we urge 
you to cease recognition of or consideration of any application by the 
Greek Cypriot Administration.

We strongly believe tha t the efforts manifested through the re
cent decision of the Turkish Cypriot Community as a step in the right 
direction in order to help solve the Cyprus problem peacefully and hope 
tha t you will use your good offices for the realization of an independent, 
sovereign and non-aligned bi-regional federal republic.»

Tex; of letter, 18 February 1975. from Mr. Hiiseym M. GtlLTEKIN.
President of The Cyprus Turkish Fanners Union of the Turkish Federated S 'ate of
Cyprus addressed fo the Secretary - General. S/11650.
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«Appropriate bodies of the Turkish Cypriot Community decided 
to establish the Federal Turkish State of the Cyprus Republic in the 
face of continued infringements of the rights of the Turkish Cypriot 
Community by the Greek Cypriot leadership, under the guise of govern- 
mentship.

The Turkish Community has been subjected to brutal armed a t
tacks, economic pressure and discrimination for the last 11 years by the 
Greek Cypriot leadership as well as by Greece whose sole aim has 
been and is to annex Cyprus to Greece.

The establishment of the Federal Turkish State is the only safe
guard for an independent and non-aligned Cyprus.

The Turkish Cypriot labour movement has, in the past, repeatedly 
made it known that no legitimate government exists in Cyprus and the 
Makarios Administration has no legal or constitutional rights to repre
sent Cyprus internally or abroad. Therefore, we would strongly object 
recognition and consideration of an application by the United Nations 
of the Greek Cypriot Administration as representing Cyprus Repub
lic.

My organization whole-heartedly supported the establishment of 
the Federal Turkish State; the establishment of which, we believe, 
constitutes a positive step towards finding a peaceful solution to the 
Cyprus problem on a bi-regional federal state.

We strongly appeal to you to urge the Greek Cypriot leadership 
to abandon its irreconcilable attitude and to s ta rt negotiations in good 
faith with the Turkish Cypriot Community.»

Text cl letter, 18 February 1975, Irom Mr. Necati TAŞKIN,
General Secretary, Cyprus Turkish Trade Onions Federation of the
Turkish Federated Slate el Cyprus, addressed to ¡he Secretary • General, S/11649.
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«Except for the regular bi-yearly meetings to extend the mandate 
of UNFICYP, this is one of the rare meetings or probably the first 
meeting of the Security Council held to consider the question of Cyprus 
without an emergency situation, without a crisis and, in short, without, 
as far as we are concerned, a sound and solid reason.

We are here as a result of an attem pt on the part of those who 
see fit, in spite of clearly serious consequences, to create confusion 
and crisis. In December 1963 a coup took place in Cyprus. Its initiators 
were the then Kingdom of Greece and the Greek-Cypriot faction of 
the island of Cyprus. Its aim was the elimination of a compromise, 
worked out in international agreements, that gave birth to the bicom- 
munal independent Republic of Cyprus. The chain of events tha t is 
sometimes most naively oversimplified, and called deplorable intercom- 
munal violence, repeated itself in 1964 and in 1967, at tha t time turning 
25,000 Turkish Cypriots into refugees and degrading them to the rank 
of second-class citizens in their own country.

From the bloody evening of Christmas 1963 to the bloody morning 
of 15 July 1974, the Turkish community of Cyprus, and Turkey as a 
guarantor Power went through tremendous moral and material sacri
fice ju st to find a peaceful way to solve the problem. For 11 hard years,
11 long years, we really tried. We tried without the suggestion of an 
international conference; we tried without a suggestion of a fact-fin- 
ding mission. Despite frequent displays of sympathy, we were alone.

Leaving everything aside, we have accomplished one thing. We 
kept Cyprus independent. No less a man than the great Greek states
man Mr. Averoff, the present Minister of Defence of Greece, expressed 
this fact when, on 4 May 1966, he said in an interview with the Athens 
daily Kathemerine :

Texl of the statement made by Mr. Osman OLCAY.
Ambassador, Permanent Representative, a t the Security Council
on 27 February 1975. S/PV. 1817.
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«We want enosis. Demand for enosis constitutes a moral, rational 
and useful aim in every respect. Who is trying to avoid enosis? Jt is 
Turkey’s stubborn resistance to enosis. How we shall cope with this 
attitude of Turkey, that is the most important question.»

Starting from 1968, talks between the Turkish and Greek Cypriots 
took place in Cyprus. For six years the weakness of the Turkish com
munity on the island and the evidently misinterpreted patience of 
Turkey caused the Greek-Cypriot side to be especially difficult. Whet
her this was due to the intransigence of the negotiator or his leader in 
Lefkosa (Nicosia), or of their master in Athens, is a question of no 
concern to Turkey.

For those six years the Turkish community expected considerably 
less than what Mr. Clerides proposed to give to Mr. Denktas when he 
visited the latter in his capacity as the President en ville of Cyprus. Mr. 
Clerides was too late, some 11 years too late.

The Sampson coup was the last of Greece’s mistakes, but a very 
decisive one. All those who had seen Turkey’s patience as an inability 
to act understood that they w'ere seriously wrong. I do not want to go 
into the hows and whys of Turkish intervention. But since we are on 
the subject, let me once again and in most clear terms reiterate that 
my Government has no doubts over the legitimacy of its action. In 
the days which followed the Sampson coup, during and after the Geneva 
conferences, the Greek side, which for six years in the intercommunal 
talks had exploited the Turkish community's weakness and Turkey’s 
patience, now attempted to make use adversely of the strength of the 
Turkish side in the field. They had only one rule ; those who have 
the upper hand in the field do not have the right to feel strongly on 
any subject, because this would mean gunboat diplomacy and an attempt 
to humiliate the opposing party.

Now, Archbishop Makarios, on 4 May 1974 - that is to say, only a 
few months before he was deposed - said, in an interview with what I 
believe is a German radio station the Frankfurter Rundschau : «If had 
the possibility of a free choice between enosis and independence, I should 
back enosis». I wronder if he was implicitly complaining again of Tur
key’s gunboat diplomacy when he said such words. Those who can 
appreciate the facts know otherwise.

Now I have, and it is known that I have, great respect for the 
feelings of the Greek people. Those feelings are evidently hurt. But is 
Turkey to be blamed for it? Or should the Greeks blame their own 
leaders who for years stimulated their imagination and exploited nati
onal feelings with false hopes and impossible dreams?
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For a while, after the Geneva talks and after the final cease-fire 
was accepted, we sat idly in Ankara and in Cyprus and wondered what 
the Greek leaders meant when one of them, claiming- to be the Presi
dent of the Republic while in exile - 1 am speaking of the Gi*eeks of 
Cyprus of course - refused any possibility of a federal solution, while 
the other, acting as President, was publicly speaking about the injus
tices done to the Turkish Cypriots in the past and stating his readiness 
to accept a biregional federation.

After some time, a possibility of talks on the substance of the 
Cyprus problem appeared. But this time the Greek-Cypriot negotiator 
was desperately complaining about his lack of mandate and most can
didly said tha t what he would promise to give could be taken back by 
some others. So they all went to Athens. They consulted the Greek Go
vernment and came back to the island - all this in the framework of 
independence and non-alignment.

The Greek-Cypriot negotiator still did not have a mandate to ne
gotiate. If I am not mistaken, it took him slightly more than a week to 
get the green light from his leader; and this same person, this same 
honourable gentleman is here today trying to arouse international reac
tion, alleging that no progress was achieved in talks in less than four 
weeks. We learned about his mandate when he told Mr. Denktas that 
he had to take any solution they might reach, to the Archbishop for 
ratification.

In short, somebody could take back again what had already been 
promised. If you ask them, all this time it was Turkey which was 
dragging its feet.

In the first meeting that took place the Greek side made its ma
jor p o in t: the existing guarantees were going to be abolished or, a t 
best, replaced. This was unthinkable as fa r as the Turkish side was 
concerned and, for the information of all those who are seeking a pea
ceful solution to the Cyprus problem, it remains still unthinkable.

So there was a pause in the talks. As the result of the valuable 
efforts of some sincere friends we have in commou, the Turkish side 
reserved its position on this subject and the m atter was shelved for the 
time being ju st to get the talks going. If you ask the Greek side, the 
Turks were again dragging their feet. But for some others, the Tur
kish decision to suspend the discussion of this very vital element may 
be considered as a gesture of goodwill to facilitate the task and break 
down the barriers, thus promoting mutual trust. The members of the 
Council are free to draw their own conclusions.
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The talks on the substance of the Cyprus problem began on 14 
January. Since then the negotiators met twice a week and held a to
tal of eight meetings. One of these meetings was used up without any 
substantial discussion because the negotiators made a trip to the Tur
kish-controlled zone to see if a certain report th a t had reached Mr. 
Clerides about 200 missing persons was accurate. The information pro
ved to be false.

Because both sides needed constitutional experts to consult with 
during the negotiations, the discussions on the constitutional aspects 
of the agenda were suspended by mutual consent until such experts ar
rived. So, during the talks the only issue that was discussed was the 
question of the reopening of the Lefkosa (Nicosia) airport. Many direct 
accusations against Turkey concerning this subject have been made by 
the Greek side. The main point of these accusations was tha t Turkey - 
more specifically, Foreign Minister Esenbel - had ruined the agreement 
tha t had already been reached. That is a lie. No agreement was ever 
reached, and this is known and has been expressed to our side by im
partial insiders to the talks.

At a recent meeting of the Council we had a rather amusing ac
count of the discussions on the airport. I must assure the Council
members that Turkey, if it intended to obstruct a certain subject in 
the discussions, is sophisticated enough to do it without resorting to 
clownishness. But Mr. Celik, the representative of the Federated Tur
kish State of Cyprus, has given enough details on the subject to make 
it unnecessary for me to dwell a t length on it. The same also applies
to the many concrete proposals presented by the Turkish side concer
ning of the airport and the Magosa (Famagusta) harbour, as well as 
the return of a number of Greeks to the Turkish-Cypriot controlled 
zone.

I might add, in order to finish with this aspect of the problem, 
th a t the Turkish forces on the island during tha t period were also 
reduced by a brigade. All this, unfortunately, aroused no interest at 
all on the part of the Greeks.

The same period is quite informative as far as Greek intentions
are concerned. I am going to give the Council, in chronological order,
the events that took place during this span of time. I shall s ta rt with 
27 January, less than a month ago. The Archbishop on tha t day, after 
only four meetings, proclaims that the talks are going nowhere.

On 29 January, the Athens news agency reports th a t February
and March will be crucial as far as the question of Cyprus is concerned
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because there is the possibility of a Turkish reaction to some measures 
tha t were envisaged by the Greelt side - a cryptic statement.

On 31 January, the National Council - «National*, of course, in 
Cyprus means only «Greek» - meets under Archbishop Makarios. In the 
official statement released after the meeting it is announced that «the 
situation was reviewed and in view of the lack of any progress in the 
local talks certain conclusions were reached about the further handling 
of the matter». It is also reported in the Greek-Cypriot press that the 
Government will abandon its passive attitude and embark on an inter
national offensive - of which this meeting, I suppose, is a part.

On the same day there is a major cease-fire violation by the 
Greek forces, who fire with heavy weapons on the civilians of QamlilrSy 
in the Tefka area. The local UNFICYP authorities confirmed the 
violation, but I am sorry to say that this incident did not find its Way 
to the Secretary-General’s latest report. On this occasion, I would exp
ress the hope that the Secretariat will see to it that a greater degree 
of co-ordination is maintained between UNFICYP and New York in the 
m atter of reporting.

On 1 February this month there is a major cease-fire violation by 
the Greek Cypriots near the Lefkosa (Nicosia) airport. UNFICYP con
firms this but states that owing to unfavourable weather conditions it 
was unable to determine the initiator.

On 3 February, the Archbishop holds a press conference and gives 
four weeks’ time for the talks to produce results or else, he says, he 
will resort to every available channel, including the United Nations.

On 5 February, strangely enough after all these cease-fire viola
tions, all these statements as to the non-progress in Cyprus, the United 
States, certainly prodded by what is colloquially called the Greek lobby, 
cuts off military aid to Turkey.

On 7 February, after talks, Mr. Clerides informs Mr. Denktas that 
he will bring his side’s proposal on constitutional m atters to the next 
meeting. Between 7 and 9 February, an artificial atmosphere of crisis 
is created in the Greek sector of Lefkosa (Nicosia) by certain circles. 
UNFICYP is put on alert. But all proves to be false.

On 10 February, the meeting between Mr. Clerides and Mr. Denk
tas is postponed at the request of Mr. Denktas so tha t he also can pre
pare Turkish counter-proposals.

Mr. Clerides forwards his proposals in a letter. On the same day 
Prime Minister Caramanlis of Greece addresses the Greek Parliament
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and says : If Turkey does not accept the plan as a basis for talks, anot
her process will be sought in consultation between Athens and Nicosia - 
the non-aligned Government in Nicosia.

Between 19 January and 1 February there were 14 cases of cease
fire violations on the part of the Greeks and the Greek-Cypriot forces.

These are only a few of the relevant facts. The intention wras very
clear. The Greek side first hoped to get something out of the cut in
military aid to Turkey by the United States. As one independent ob
server said, the Greek Cypriots w'ould not at tha t stage accept it if 
the whole of Cyprus was presented to them on a silver plate.

When that hope became exhausted, they turned to other means,
and among them they resorted to the United Nations, trying to gain 
some political advantage.

Had it not been for the present timing, we all know that the Se
curity Council meeting was in the offing when Archbishop Makarios, 
on the 3rd of this month, as I mentioned earlier, most generously gave 
the Turkish and Greek negotiators - T have to be fair, to both of them 
in Cyprus - four weeks in which to solve the whole complex problem 
of Cyprus : or else, he said, he would resort to every channel available, 
including the internationalization of the problem by going to the Secu
rity Council. When doing so, he probably forgot tha t it took him slightly 
more than four weeks to arrange for his return to his own people.

Immediately after that, through his negotiator, he gave the for
mula to solve the problem, and the formula was the following. He simply 
ordered the Turkish Cypriot community back to their enclaves, but 
this time he called them «cantons», as part of one of his great conces
sions. He also reaffirmed his intention to abolish the existing guaran
tees - all in four weeks.

I must say, his proposals were far from being an offer which 
the Turkish Cypriots could accept. It was clear even to the Greeks 
tha t those proposals were an attempt to sever the intercommunal talks, 
thus giving the Greek side the long-sought, excuse to pay a visit to New 
York. This almost perfect plan was probably a part of the common 
line which was said to have been decided upon in Athens a few months 
ago when Archbishop Makarios, as the head of his non-aligned State, 
visited his aligned master to get a visa for entry into Cyprus, and 
when something came up tha t spoiled this master plan the non-aligned 
leaders of the non-aligned Cyprus were summoned by their aligned 
masters in Athens and received their new instructions, and here we 
are.
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We can hardly consider this as a true spirit of negotiation. This, in 
our view, can only further the suffering of the population in Cyprus. 
Now what the Greeks do with the interests of their own people is 
their business, but surely nobody would expect the Turkish side to idle 
around in this confusion created by the Greeks. Therefore, the Turkish 
Cypriot administration took the step which had become inevitable in 
the circumstances, and turned its attention to the needs of its own 
people. Thus came the rearrangement in the Turkish Cypriot admi
nistration and the proclamation of the Federated Turkish State of 
Cyprus.

If something has to be deplored, it should not be the entirely 
internal m atter of the Turkish community, but the irresponsible Greek 
actions which made such a move inevitable. The decision of the Turkish 
Cypriots to form their federated State is not a unilateral declaration of 
independence. I t does not envisage any kind of international recognition. 
Tn fact, the international community recognizes the presence of a  Tur
kish community in Cyprus with equal rights. That is enough. How they 
administer themselves is their internal business and does not need any 
comment from anybody, including the Greek Cypriot side.

There have been attempts to present the Turkish-C.vpriot decision 
as a coup, as if everything was normal in Cyprus. A coup can only 
occur when it takes place against some constitutionality. TIow long has 
it been since there has been constitutionality in Cyprus?

The organizer of one of the last coups against what the Greek side 
considered their Constitution, the man of international criminal fame, 
is still a t large in good health, making speeches, publishing his memo
irs and praising the herees of EOKA and encsis. Was there a constitu
tionality in Cyprus as a whole before the Sampson coup? The answer is 
again no. The symbol of this lack of constitutionality is the Cypriot 
delegation itself. I should like to know under which constitution the 
Government they purport to represent has been constituted for more 
than a decade.

The Archbishop, on 14 January last, appointed a Council of Mi
nisters, one more in the long list of councils he has created since 1963, 
excluding again, as a m atter of fact, the Turks.

Now this Constitution, which they sometimes recognize as still 
valid, reserves 30 per cent of the seats in the Cabinet to the Turkish 
Cypriots. How many Turkish-C.vpriot representatives now occupy their 
seats in the so-called Parliament of Cyprus ? Since when have they 
never been present either in the Parliament or in the cabinets or in

337



the diplomatic missions of Cyprus. W hat happened to the Supreme 
Constitutional Court which, according to the Constitution, was going 
to be headed by a neutral ju rist?  How is it that the army of Cyprus 
which, according to the Constitution, was meant to be a symbolic force 
of 2,000 men, suddenly became an all-Greek army of tens of thousands, 
and assumed the name of «National Guard*? What nation and what 
guard? W hat about the police force? What about the veto rights of 
the Turkish Vice-President? Was he ever consulted in a decade? What 
did he have to say before the «Government» decided to call the present 
meeting of the Security Council?

The answers to those questions would demonstrate the degree of 
constitutionality which has existed in Cyprus for the past 10 years 
and which exists now. A coup indeed took place in Cyprus, but it was 
not on 13 February 1975, not on 20 July 1974, and not even on 15 July 
1974. i t  took place way back, at Christmas 1963.

The constitutionality of Cyprus was destroyed by the very same 
gentlemen who have suddenly become the flag-bearers of the Consti
tution here. And, despite those circumstances, for more than a decade 
we came here to the Security Council and listened to the Greeks of 
Cyprus and the Greeks of the mainland complaining about everything 
on earth including the fact tha t the Turkish Cypriots w'ere not paying 
their electric bills. W hat an absurdity’.

For more than a decade, the island of Cyprus was h land of ille
gality, unconstitutionality, harassment and injustice, and the last thing 
that can be considered illegal and unconstitutional in Cyprus is the 
newly formed Federated Turkish State, which aims to unite writh its 
Greek neighbours to form the future bi-regional Federation of Cyprus, 
which I hope will be constitutional and respected.

The proclamation of the Federated Turkish State in Cyprus con
tains nothing tha t goes against the principles set out in the resolutions 
of the United Nations.

Now may I comment briefly on some of the proposals of the Greek 
Cypriots contained in the last document they presented to Mr. Denktas, 
because they seem illustrative of the thinking of their ruling circles. 
In paragraphs (3) and (4) of his proposals, Mr. Clerides speaks of a 
fictive Turkish zone in the north extending to both sides of the Nicosia • 
Kyrenia, Lefkosa-Girne axis up to the sea and an undefined number 
of Turkish areas principally located where the Turkish Cypriot villages 
are concentrated. According to the Greek press, the number of these 
zones would be betw'een nine and twelve. Nowr, if we had not known
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their Byzantine heritage we would have thought these proposals, which 
envisage the creation of bantustans in the middle of the Mediterranean, 
had been formulated by some racist and fascist leaders of South Afric 
or Southern Rhodesia. These dispersed Turkish cantons under a strong 
central Government - controlled, of course, by the Greeks - would be 
ready in a short time to be consumed by the Archbishop for the reali
zation of his ultimate aim for the greater glory of Hellenism as soon 
as the Turkish troops left the island and the existing guarantees were 
abolished.

For the Turkish side, and by that I mean Turkey and the Turkish 
Cypriots, there are two principles on which a compromise is out of the 
question. Those two principles are, first, that Cyprus should be a bi- 
regional and bi-communal federation, and, secondly, that the existing 
guarantees, as set forth by the international agreements, should pre
vail. The rest are matters which are negotiable, and once the Greek side 
sees the facts and starts serious negotiations they will realize that the 
Turkish Cypriots are capable of putting the interests of Cyprus as a 
whole before any other considerations.

Now, the statements of some of the members of the Security Co
uncil gave me the impression that they are worried about increased 
chances of the partition of the island since the declaration of 13 Feb
ruary. I would assure them that their anxieties are not well-founded. 
Turkey and the Turkish - Cypriot community have time and again 
made crystal clear their attitude towards partition and enosis, but if it 
is going to help in any way T am more than willing to confirm our 
attitude once more. I also hope that what I will now say on this subject 
will satisfy the specific requests of the Soviet Union as expressed 
by its representative in the Security Council, Ambassador Malik. First 
of all I wish to reiterate what the then Foreign Minister of Turkey 
said in the General Assembly. He said :

«On behalf of the Government of Turkey I condemn any idea of 
partition, whether in the past or in the future.»

Now, upon instructions, I wish to put on record once more that 
the Government of Turkey has no intention whatsoever to resort to the 
partitioning of Cyprus. Iji fact, as a guarantor of the inedpendence of 
the Republic of Cyprus, it will strongly resist any efforts that may be 
made by others to partition ar annex the island. Furthermore, the 
Government of Turkey wishes to reiterate its adherence to General 
Assembly resolution 3212 (XXIX), with the same understanding as 
that expressed by the then Foreign Minister of Turkey during the
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voting on tha t resolution. Turkey is convinced tha t the resumption on 
an equal footing of the talks between the representatives of the twro 
communities of Cyprus and the progress th a t would be achieved therein 
would greatly contribute to bringing about an atmosphere tha t would 
lead to the full implementation of the said resolution.

I intended to treat the whole issue before the Council in a most 
dispassionate manner. I did not fully realize the many pitfalls tha t the 
mass media in this city can lay under one’s feet. The contributions of 
the many shipping magnates, business tycoons, rich professionals and 
the many millions of Greek Americans to the cause of lessening the 
tension in the Mediterranean have been numerous since last summer. I 
would draw the attention of all my colleagues around this table to 
today’s issue of The Now York Times. I would indeed urge them to 
read it. It does more for the comprehension of the Cyprus issue - indeed, 
of all the many problems besetting Turko-Greek relations - than many 
an exposé here. The vitriolic expressions of hatred even in the choice 
of words and adjectives, the distortions and the over simplifications 
are appalling, and it is only one of the hundreds of publications sullying 
the press daily all over this country and every other country where 
there is a sizable Greek minority and they can afford it, which they 
usually can. This constant hatred permeates the literature and the teac
hing from their pulpits and chairs. I t is sad; it is discouraging; it is 
shameful from the point of view of humanity. But to us Turks it must 
be, and is, a warning.

Now 1 am sure th a t Ambassador Malik, in his long and distinguis
hed career, may have run into a handful of diehard émigrés wiio have 
insisted upon misnaming the beautiful city of Leningrad «St. Peters
burg» or «Petrograd». The number of such people may allow one to 
consider them to be a bunch of eccentrics. Greek lips, after more than 
500 years, are pained to pronounce, and their ink runs dry when they 
try  to write, the name «Istanbul». Witness what is published today in 
The New' York Times. Now, tha t is the mentality w7hose manifestations 
I have sadly witnessed on occasion even in this chamber during some 
Greek Cypriot outbursts.

That is the mentality which we have to take into account in un
derstanding the reactions of the Turkish Cypriots, who for so long 
had to submit to its whims. That is why there can be and there will 
be no return to the status quo ante in Cyprus. That is why Cyprus will 
have to be a bizonal State and a federative one; physical separation of 
the Turks and Greeks in their daily life within their own community is 
essential for the safety of the Turks. That is why a Greek Government
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headed by the Ethnarch cannot be and will not be considered by the 
Turkish Cypriots as representing the whole of Cyprus. The sooner that 
is realized, in a new, constructive, realistic spirit, the sooner Cyprus - 
this creation of the hopes, goodwill, realism and statesmanship of many 
Turks adn Greeks alike-w ill start, a t long last, to live up to the pro
mise of its birth, a  truly independent and non-aligned State, genuinely 
dedicated to the welfare of both its communities, which will share 
equally in all aspects of its life. All the rest, I submit, is bound to re
main idle talk.

At this stage of my statement 1 wish to refer to some of the sta
tements made by my Greek colleague, Ambassador Carayannis, at the 
first of this series of Security Council meetings.

Now, in every forum of the United Nations where the Cyprus 
problem is discussed the Greeks go through an act of contrition, recog
nizing Greece’s past mistakes over Cyprus. Ambassador Carayannis 
goes so far as to state tha t his Government is ready to pay a price, if 
it is not unreasonable. I understand him. But I assure him th a t Turkey 
does not intend to make Greece pay anything. Greece’s mistakes du
ring the past II years have been paid for by the Turkish Cypriots. That 
is settled. But we want to make absolutely sure that Greece makes 
no more mistakes. We want to be sure that even if it wants to make 
some mistakes it will not have the opportunity to do so.

We have our reasons for feeling tha t way. For, I regret to say - 
and I intend nothing derogatory in this - Greece is prone to making 
mistakes. It committed errors in judgement from 1919 to 1922 - and 
then atoned for them. I t made mistakes in 1964 in Cyprus, repeated 
them in 1967, re-repeated them in 1974 - and then apologized for them. 
WTe are full of forgiveness, but we should not be forgetful.

Let us look a t what Mr. Karamanlis, the Prime Minister of Greece, 
said as recently as 24 August 1974, hi a television broadcast which was 
relayed also by Athens Radio and the BBC on 25 August :

«Cypriots, one thought, one word will change your spirit and 
renew your strength. This very word is enosis. You must have no other 
thought, for Hellenism must live».

That was said in August 1974. Since then the Foreign Minister 
of Greece and in turn Ambassador Carayannis have condemned enosis 
here a t the United Nations, and we welcome that. But, as I have said, 
while we must be forgiving we must not be forgetful, and we therefore 
have to remain most careful.
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I shall make clear what I mean by quoting again from Mr. Kara- 
inanlis - this time from the statement he made right after the Turkish- 
Cypriot declaration of 13 February. He said :

«The Greek Government, which since it took over has shown full 
respect for international law and a readiness for entente, internationally 
denounces the Turkish coup and reserves its right to defend the invio
lable rights of Hellenism, under attack».

Now, if the Hellenism Mr. Karamanlis was speaking about after 
the declaration of 13 February is the same Hellenism he was speaking 
about in August last, we may be in serious trouble.

The Ambassador of Greece alleged that Turkey had always sought 
a solution to the Cyprus problem behind the backs of the Cypriots by 
making advances to Greece. It is not my intention either to embarrass 
anyone who is living or to mar the memory of the dead by giving na
mes. I beg my Greek colleagues not to force me to do so. But I feel bound 
to say, on the basis of personal experience, that many such approaches 
have been made by Greek diplomats and statesmen to their Turkish 
counterparts. I happen to know also of many other attempts - certainly 
beyond Turkey’s means and aims - to create situations in Cyprus which, 
to be charitable, I shall describe only as unlawful I have served my 
country in the field of foreign affairs in various capacities. My own 
recollections of some of these incidents go back to each one of those 
capacities. So, please, no more of these allegations.

My Greek colleague, who claims to be so much against diplomatic 
blackmail - and I am sure that he is sincere in th a t claim - actually took 
the liberty of issuing a warning to the members of this Council in his 
statement, implying tha t the attitude they will adopt will be closely 
watched in Athens and necessary adjustments made accordingly. If I 
were ever to follow suit, the members of the Council would indeed have 
a  rather difficult choice to make. These are not what I would regard 
as reputable tactics.

One final word regarding the statements made by Ambassador 
Carayannis. My Greek colleague mentioned in his statement the name 
of Mr. Galo Plaza. It seems that they are running out of arguments if 
they have to dwell on Mr. Galo Plaza. I have on various occasions in 
the past dealt with Mr. Galo Plaza’s report. Those who wish to know 
the Turkish view’s on the subject can refer to past records of the Coun
cil. But I shall take the opportunity to say tha t the Turkish Cypriots 
and Turkey did not lose anything by Mr. Galo Plaza’s report. I fail to 
see what it brought to the Greek side, except a rich source to quote
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from, but with little effect. Mr. Galo Plaza, I submit, affected only one 
thing, the thing : the United Nations. I wonder how many Galo Plazas 
this Organization can have and still survive.

There have been several statements indicating the preference that 
the speakers’ countries had with regard to which is the legitimate Go
vernment in Cyprus now; sometimes they went so far as to name 
its Head. My country’s description of interference in the internal af
fairs of others would cover such statements. We consider that it is 
not for anyone except those who live in the country to decide which is 
the Government of that country, and that is especially true when it 
comes to naming names. But everyone has the liberty of deciding on 
his own action and his own conception of what is or is not intervention 
in the internal affairs of others.

Now a final word - and I apologize for having been so long.

The Security Council's present deliberations will surely be followed 
by a resolution. In fact, I know that extensive consultations are going 
on, and 1 shall not be revealing any secret if I say that those who 
think they are in a position to submit a resolution have been kind 
enough to consult interested parties, although we are not members of 
the Council and have no voice in the final adoption of any resolution. 
I shall be very frank and straightforward in addressing myself to this 
aspect of the question.

When it was decided that the Council should meet, the members 
of the Council may have had two things in mind. They could have 
felt that the declaration of 13 February should be regretted or deplo
red. If that was the intention, then it would be the privilege of the 
members of the Security Council to do that; and I, as a non-member, 
most respectfully stepping aside, would be, as I could only be, a spec
tator to that action. On the other hand, the members of the Council 
may have felt it their duty to try to create an atmosphere that would 
bring about the resumption of the talks between the two communities 
in Cyprus. If that is the case - and I hope it is - all the members no 
doubt recognize that there at least two parties to the negotiations and 
that consequently, the adoption of the views of only one side cannot 
bring about the conditions for meaningful negotiations.

Each member of the Council may have adopted a political attitude 
on the question of Cyprus which suits its own views, its own intellec
tual approach to the problem or its own interests, and that may not 
always be in accord with the views of at least one of the parties. Now, 
the enforcement of these points of disagreement in resolutions will not
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yield any positive results. On the other hand, the sorting out of com
mon denominators of the views of the parties should be conducive to 
achieving the results which we all hope to obtain. This is, in my view, 
the heaviest responsibility that now rests on the shoulders of the Se
curity Council. Any decision, any judgement on this subject, is, of co
urse, the Council’s.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«1 should like to make some brief comments in reply to the many 
statements tha t have been made, and I do so with the usual reservation 
on my part with respect to the official status of Mr. Clerides, for 
whom personally I have only respect. In view of my attachment and 
my country’s attacliment to a system of law, it is not possible for me 
to refer to him as the representative of Cyprus. Aside from this, I am 
ready to address him as a most honourable gentleman from the Greek- 
Cypriot side who happens to sit a t the Council table behind the na
meplate of Cyprus.

Most of what Mr. Clerides has just said relates to questions which 
1 believe have been answered or will be answered by the l-epresentative 
of the Turkish Cypriots, who, I am sure, will be ready when the time 
comes to put the record straight. In this respect I have to be very 
honest. One of the reasons I cannot answer them is that I have not 
been a party  to the negotiations. I do not know exactly who said what 
and when. I rely on the records. I am sure tha t Mr. Celik, who was 
much closer to the sources of information, will be more helpful in gi
ving the Security Council, if it considers it necessary, the details con
cerning some of the questions raised by Mr. Clerides.

I should like to make one thing clear. I would certainly not call 
Mr. Clerides a liar. I would not call any distinguished person sitting 
at this table a liar. What I did say -an d  I hope tha t the verbatim re
cord will show this - was the word «lie». I used the word «lie» to 
describe an action which was said to have been taken by my Foreign 
Minister and which resulted in certain consequences for the negotiati
ons in Cyprus. I deny tha t that took place in the way in which it was 
presented. I thei-efore hope th a t my explanation will satisfy Mr. Clerides 
as regards my feelings and my respect for him personally.

In his remarks he put many words into my mouth which I do 
not remember having uttered today. I have jotted down some notes, 
but I do not remember exactly which words he put into my mouth tha t

Text of the statement made by Mr. Osman OLCAY.
Ambassador, Pemianenl Representative« at the Security Council
on 27 February 1975. S/PV. 1817.
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I did not pronounce. However, it will be easy for those who are willing 
to read the verbatim record of today’s meeting to find them. With re
gard to the quotations of who said what and when - the Greek side, 
the Turkish side, the Creek-Cypriot side, the Turkish-Cypriot side - 
regarding Cyprus, I must say that however great the amount of docu
mentation on which Mr. Clerides bases his argument - and I say this 
respectfully as a challenge- there is nothing to equal the record of sta
tements made by Archbishop Makarios, the so-called head of the inde
pendent, non-aligned State of Cyprus, regarding his ultimate aim of 
putting an end to the independence of that State through enosis. I be
lieve that on that point I am in rather a strong position. But again I 
shall leave that to Mr. Celik, who, when he speaks again, with the indul
gence of the Council, will be able to show that examples of this can 
be multiplied ad nauseam.

There has been mention of outside interference in the negotiations 
in Cyprus. Mr. Clerides said that the negotiations were only between 
the two parties, and that nobody, certainly not I or Turkey, has anyt
hing to say about them - or words to that effect. I fully agree with 
him. But now I should like to quote from the last paragraph of the 
statement made by the Ambassador of Greece - and this will also cons
titute a reply to another aspect of what Mr. Clerides said. The Ambas
sador of Greece said :

«I have, however, to inform the Council, in view of the blackmail 
procedure we have been faced with, that my Government» - that is to 
say, the Government of Greece - «would not be prepared to accept a 
solution even one accepted by the Greek Cypriots if we were not con
vinced» - that is to say, the Greek Government - «that it had been ac
cepted of their own free will.» (1813th meeting, p. 47)

The Ambassador of Greece, I think, did not exactly follow what 
I meant - 1 was not speaking of Turkish or Greek relations - when I 
said that some form of the blackmail procedure that he says he dislikes 
so much - and I am sure he does dislike it - had been used. But he 
stated in his remarks - and that is what I was quoting from in my 
statement - that :

«We have friendly relations with each one of the Council’s mem
bers and we need and we are determined and we have to evaluate and 
adjust our position in accordance with theirs.» - regarding the attitude 
they are going to take here. (Ibid.)

That is what I considered to be a type of pressure put on the 
members of the Council, and I added in my statement that if I were 
to say the same thing, it would be a rather sorry situation. We all
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know that countries also have bilateral relations with the parties to a 
dispute, but it is usually not said in so blatant a manner. That was 
the point I was trying to draw attention to.

At this stage I do not recall exactly whether it was the Ambas
sador of Greece or Mr. Glerides who referred to the invasion of Cyprus 
by Turkish forces. I have had tc deal with this whole question of in
vasion in the Security Council for a long time and my predecessor had 
to deal with it. The history of Cyprus is a strange one and it has 
always been connected with the word «invasion». But the word is only 
used when the invaders a t the time happen to be Tur
kish forces. As 1 have said many times - and I believe the records of 
past meetings of the Security Council over the years will prove th is -  
there has been a permanent state of invasion of Cyprus by the Greeks 
of the mainland, by Greek troops. I t  was never called an invasion; in 
fact, the President of tha t non-aligned independent State, having thro
ugh the miscalculation of the then invaders been thrown out of office, 
when he came here, stated publicly - and it is on record - tha t he had 
in fact invited Greek tooops into his country but they had misbehaved. 
It backfired. They followed certain other orders, not the ones he thought 
they would follow.

Thus the situation of permanent invasion in Cyprus was in fact 
balanced when Turkish troops went there in order first, to prevent the 
invasion by Greece from transforming Cyprus into a province of Gree
ce, and, secondly, to see to it tha t the Turkish community would not 
be a final victim in the final settlement of the Turkish problem as far 
as the Cypriot leadership was concerned. There again, I could make 
many quotations but I shall not do so now because I do not have my 
files with me all the time either. But it is a dangerous area to dwell in.

There have been mistakes in Cyprus, I agree. Certainly, we were 
not the first to make mistakes in Cyprus. In fact, one of the gravest 
mistakes the one recognized by the Security Council - took place in 
1967. That was the whole Grivas episode and the formal withdrawal 
of Greek forces from Cyprus. But a t tha t time, of course, no dramatic 
situation was created because all that was happening wa-s th a t Turks 
were suffering at the hands of Greeks.

That brings me to the question of the word «hatred». One thing 
I can say, I hope, is tha t 1 consider the Ambassador of Greece, Ambas
sador Carayannis, to be well above this kind of sentiment. My respect 
for him and for my many Greek friends does not permit me to say tha t 
all Greeks hate Turks. It would be a sin to say such a thing. But, mind

347



you, there is a problem with regard to the sentiments of Greeks in 
general concerning Turks, which is perhaps more visible because of 
the presence of Greeks in many parts of the world, while there are 
not so many Turks.

During the whole summer in which the Cyprus question was being 
debated here, it was a  problem - one that was usually solved through 
the energy, understanding; and help of the host country’s delegation - 
to bring me down here from my office there. The people who were 
Chanting hate-filled songs and slogans against Turkey were not Greeks 
living in Cyprus, nor Greeks living in Greece. They were, some of them, 
Greeks who had lived for many generations in this country.

The other day 1 read in the Herald Tribune an article about Greeks 
from somewhere in Cyprus who have been in the United States for the 
past 30 or 40 years and therefore have nothing to do with events in 
Cyprus. They were in the United States long before Cyprus acquired 
independence. They were bombarding the Government of the United 
States, their Senators and Congressmen with letters concerning their 
feelings about Turks in general and Turks in Cyprus in particular, and 
those letters were not all full of love.

These are facts. I have mentioned the page in The New York Times 
of today. I must say that 1 thank Mr. Carayannis for having so easily 
and with such good pronunciation used the word «Istanbul», but I am 
obliged to observe tha t the declaration of Greek elements in this co
untry j and it is, as I have said, one of many, one of hundreds and 
thousands - does not use the work «Istanbul». It refers to «Constan
tinople» and «Asia Minor» and is full of stories concerning misdeeds 
and massacres by Turks in «Asia Minor» and in «Constantinople». One 
question that immediately comes to mind is what were the Greeks 
doing- in Asia Minor?

I am grateful to the Ambassador of Saudi Arabia for having given 
a more objective version of certain incidents in his speech of yesterday 
on this subject.

As proof of how much the Greeks love the Turks, the representa
tive of Greece has told me there are now more Turks than there used 
to be some time ago in northern Greece. Those Turks are in a minority 
and the problem of minorities is one of the problems between Greece 
and Turkey, a sorry problem; it- is one of the areas in which our respec
tive Governments have perhaps both in the past and in the present 
committed errors. But this is a  very, very sorry situation when it comes 
to the status of the Turkish minority in northern Greece. Their num-
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her does not decrease. I suppose tha t is because these people are bound 
to the soil; they are peasants mostly, in contrast to the much more 
mobile Greek elements who are usually people whose assets can be 
transferred from one country to another very easily.

I do not want to prolong: the futile exercise of bickering on this 
question. The main problem of Cyprus is a more serious m atter than 
that.

On one point, there has been mention of the consular offices, as 
they are allied, that have been established in various places. Now my 
information is that they have always existed in various places - in Lon
don, for instance, and in Germany, i believe, and in other places; cer
tainly one is needed in the United States - where there is a great con
centration of Turkish Cypriots who have always over the years had 
the greatest difficulty in obtaining passports, documents and birth cer
tificates. The question of birth certificates has always been a problem 
for the Turks, even in Cyprus itself, ft is part of a campaign of harass
ment against them.

I have had occasion to explain how a Turk could obtain a passport 
in Cyprus. Only if it was certain that he would never come back to 
Cyprus was a  passport granted to him. I suppose tha t these consular 
offices to which reference has been made will help to overcome that 
kind of problem. But these are certainly not consulates in the sense 
that word has in international law. And need I repeat that we have 
never asked, and I do not think the Turkish Cypriots have ever asked, 
that the Federal State tha t has been established should be recognized.

I shall confine myself to those observations this evening. 1 hope 
that 1 shall not have to revert to this kind of issue. All of us who have 
spoken this afternoon in exercise of the right of reply will, unfortuna
tely, have many other occasions to say many things round this table. 
But, Mr. President, I crave your indulgence, as I have done before, to 
give an opportunity, when the time comes, to the one Turk here who 
knows the real situation much better than anyone else - that is, the 
representative of the Turkish Cypriots - to answer some of the questions 
raised during the debate today.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«I ju st want to say tha t I did not s ta rt the exchange of allegations, 
neither did Mr. Celik, as far as I can recollect, and I do not intend to 
continue it.

The sad history of Cyprus is known to all concerned. It is the his
tory of a State whose President’s first official action was to proclaim 
that he had signed the very act registering its birth under duress; a 
President whose 15 years in office were devoted to achieving union 
with another country and the elimination of one of the founding com
munities of his State. That is what, in our eyes, transformed him 
into head of only one of the communities and that is why we consider 
tha t he has forfeited his right to pretend to be the head of both.

An in-depth analysis has been made of my motives and those of 
my Government in the Council during the negotiations around the table 
here. I think that my position, the position of my Government, has 
been made clear. I can give further explanations about it, if tha t is 
felt necessary, a t any stage during this debate.

With regard to the past history of Turko-Greek relations in Cyp
rus, however I am sure that Mr. Celik is in a much better position than 
I am to give the necessary answers.

Just to put the record straight, nowhere in my statement have 
I or could I have mentioned the «Government of the Republic of Cyp
rus». If I have done so, please consider it now and in future a lapsus 
linguae.

Again, to set the record straight, I should like to say that with 
regard to who in Cyprus spoke of, worked for or plotted for enosis, and 
when and how, I would prefer Mr. Çelik, if he so desires and with the 
Council’s indulgence, to present a brief aperçu of the file on the subject.

TcxS of the statement made by Mr. Osman OLCAY,
Ajnfccssador.- Permanent Representative, a t the Security Council
on 4 March 1975, S/PV. 1818.
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I shall say only one thing in conclusion - and I believe this also 
constitutes an answer : Turkey continues to believe tha t a solution to 
the problem can only be found at the negotiating table, which I think 
should never have been abandoned.*

«... In answer to my friend and colleague from Greece, I would 
say that there have been so many faits accomplis before and during 
the negotiating process in Cyprus, that is during the past seven or 
eight years tha t negotiations have been taking place, th a t I consider 
his question a bit irrelevant, because negotiations in Cyprus started as 
a result of faits accomplis. The faits accomplis go back, as 1 have had 
occasion to say, to the time when it was discovered tha t there were a 
few thousand - 1 do not know how many thousands - illegal Greek for
ces of occupation in Cyprus, whose departure in 1967 was the beginning 
of one series of negotiations. Then those troops have returned many 
times and there have been the Grivas episode, attempted murders, foi
led coups, there have been many things in Cyprus, but negotiations 
continued. The Secretary-General has had many representatives, and 
the Ambassador now present here is the series of representatives of 
the Secretary-General who have taken part in these negotiations; and 
I believe that the records of the Security Council are full of what may, 
in one form or another, be considered faits accomplis. There has been 
the fait accompli of illegal importation of arms, recognized by the 
Security Council. There have been a lot of faits accomplis and unila
teral actions.

Therefore, I believe that none of them should put an end to the 
negotiating process which is, I repeat, the only way out of the Cyprus 
crisis.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«May I thank you and, through you, each and every member 
of the Council for giving me the floor. I have found it neces
sary to ask to be allowed to speak for a third time in order to comment 
on some of the points raised by Mr. Clerides in his statement before 
the Security Council yesterday.

I t is not my intention to enter an unproductive dialogue with Mr. 
Clerides, but I thought it necessary to elaborate on some issues of 
substance in order to clarify the Turkish-Cypriot position.

In his statement yesterday Mr. Clerides started by blaming Tur
key for not having implemented resolution 3212 (XXIX) by withdra
wing its troops from the island, and implied that that was why the 
Greek-Cypriot side had brought the Cyprus question before the Secu
rity  Council again.

In this connexion, Mr. Clerides, yesterday and during his previous 
statements, has addressed to me and to Ambassador Olcay of Turkey, 
many specific questions regarding the implementation of General As
sembly resolution 3212 (XXIX). Those questions sometimes took the 
form of challenges.

I hope that the Greek-Cypriot side appreciates tha t the utilization 
of New York in general and this chamber in particular as sounding-box 
for propaganda effects is not the right way to obtain right answers to 
these questions. The answers to all of these questions can and shall be 
given a t the negotiation table.

Had the Greek side preferred the continuation of the talks to 
coming to New York for political reasons, some of the questions raised 
would most probably have been answered by now. I again most since
rely urge Mi-. Clerides to return to the negotiation table and resume 
negotiations with Mr. Denktas as early as possible.

Text ol the statement m ade by Mr. Vedai ÇELlK.
r.i'pvesen’ative. Turkish Cyprioi Federated State, a t the Security Counci!
on 5 March 1975. S/PV. 1819.
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I should like to repeat here what is already on record: th a t the 
implementation of resolution 3212 (XXIX) does not only mean the 
withdrawal of the Turkish troops from the island. It has to be taken 
up and implemented in toto. The Turkish side has 011 various occasions 
in the past, both in the General Assembly and in the Security Council, 
made it clear, and placed on record, in what conditions the Turkish 
troops would be withdrawn from the island. We stated that in view 
of the security risk involved for the Turkish-Cypriot community - which, 
being numerically the smaller and militarily by far the weaker, had 
always been the losing party in Cyprus for the last 12 years-both  
the question of the withdrawal of troops and the question of refugees 
were political problems which should and must be taken up only within 
the framework of final political settlement.

There must first be an agreement on the constitutional problem, 
as a result of which the security problem will be solved, all Greek- 
Cypriot armies and armed elements will be dissolved and disbanded, and 
the way paved for full normalization, including the withdrawal of 
forces.

Only then will the full implementation of resolution 3212 (XXIX) 
be possible, and the sooner all concerned realize this, and the sooner 
we go back to the negotiation table and resume talks with a view 
to solving the political problem, the sooner the implementation of re
solution 3212 (XXIX) will be possible.

Mr. Clerides complains to the Security Council that the Turkish 
army invaded «his country* and occupied 40 per cent of «their land» - 
meaning, of course, the Greek Cypriots, as he can only speak, as he 
actually does, for the Greek-Cvpriot side. But Cyprus is our country; 
it is a country of the Turkish Cypriots as much as it is the country 
of the Greek Cypriots, and who actually own more than 30 per cent 
of the land of the island. It is this land that has been invaded in order 
to prevent or to put an end to a de facto enosis which had been comp
leted with the coup of 15 July, and save the island’s independence, 
sovereignty, territorial integrity and non-alignment. It was invaded «in 
order to save the Turkish Cypriot community from political, administ
rative, social and economic discrimination, usurpation, harassment, 
expulsion, and/or annihilation in their own land».

It is this anomaly that has to be solved. It is the recurrence of these 
actions and unfair treatm ent that first have to be prevented. It is the 
enosis movement and struggle that first has to be forgotten. When 
that is done, Mr. Clerides may rest assured th a t the Turkish troops 
for their part will leave the island.
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As regards bi-regionality, which is really the de facto regrouping 
of the Turkish Cypriots for obvious security reasons, as I have already 
stated in my previous statements before the Council, it has been for
ced upon us by the Greek-Cypriot administration, which has no one 
else to blame but itself.

Mr. Clerides stated tha t the Turkish policy on Cyprus was based 
on partition and not independence, which is wrong. Partition was never 
considered by the Turkish side as an alternative to independence. It 
has always been considered as an antidote to enosis; in fact partition 
is double enosis.

For years the Greek side tried to achieve enosis through self- 
determination.

There being no Cypriot nation, as there are two national commu
nities in Cyprus, in our struggle for equal rights, which is still conti
nuing, we always demanded th a t if the right of self-determination was 
to be applied it should be applied equally to both communities - which 
would mean in a way both communities opting for union of Cyprus with 
the two respective motherlands, Turkey and Greece, and therefore 
double enosis.

It is only when enosis agitation was high, or it looked imminent, 
that partition was thought of by the Turkish side. It came up not as 
an alternative to independence, but against enosis.

In an effort to accuse the Turkish side for having pursued a policy 
of partition, Mr. Clerides, in his statement before the Council yester
day, read an extract from a recent edition of the Turkish Cypriot daily 
newspaper lialkin Sesi. If we were to quote the Greek Cypriot press on 
enosis it would take us whole months, if not years, to complete. But why 
quote from the press? Why not quote official statements made by men 
of office, by persons of responsibility? But this is Mr. Clerides’ heel of 
Achilles. This is his weak point; there are not many statements he can 
quote from. On the other hand, what is the position of the Greek Cypriot 
side regarding enosis? We have a Greek Cypriot community which, with 
its President, leaders, institutions and people, thought enosis, wanted 
enosis. spoke and wrote enosis, and fought not only us, the Turkish 
Cypriots, but also each other for enosis.

1 do not believe in the usefulness of quoting in extenso statements 
made by Greek-Cypriot leaders on enosis, and it is definitely not my 
intention to take much of the Council’s time over this matter. 1 shall
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therefore let it suffice to give only one or two quotations from Arch
bishop Makarios, from each member of the Greek-Cypriot delegation 
here, and from other political leaders.

First, a statement issued by Makarios on 29 October 1971 :

«1 can now disclose tha t 1 have stated clearly and categorically to 
Greek Governments from time to time tha t I would unhesitatingly 
proclaim enosis if I had the consent to this end, tha t is, if Greece were 
prepared to accept enosis and share the responsibilities for the repercus
sions from such a venture.*

A second statement by Makarios, addressing members of the Greek 
Army Contingent in Cyprus on 29 April 1973, on the occasion of Easter 
celebrations :

«We the Greek Cypriots see in your persons the presence of Greece. 
We the Greek Cypriots are still living the sorrow of the 'Great Friday’ 
of the Easter Week. But our unshakable conviction is that national re
surrection will follow our crucifixion. Our hard national path is lit by 
the light issuing from the Holy Sepulchre. We shall march on like Helle
nes. The needle of our compass shall always point towards immortal 
Greece - our immortal motherland. At the end of our road is Acropolis. 
Acropolis is the symbol of our aspirations and dreams.»

Another statement of Makarios, made on 21 February 1974 in an 
interview on Netherlands and Belgian television :

«Enosis is my as well as all Greek Cypriots’ national aspiration. This 
aspiration shall never die. The fact that this aspiration cannot be realized 
now due to certain difficulties beyond our control is another matter.»

A statement made on 1(5 July 1966 at Ayia Phylaxis village by 
Mr. Kyprianou, former Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Greek- 
Cypriot administration :

«The national leadership, which voices the wish of all the people, 
is not prepared to accept any compromise solution adulterating the 
people’s national restoration. The Cyprus people want union of the 
whole of Cyprus with Greece... The Greek-Cypriot people will continue 
to struggle, having as their standard the Greek flag, the Greek virtue 
and the Greek ideals.»

In an interview with the editor of the Daily Star of Beirut on 19 
April 1967, Mr. Kyprianou made the following statement« :

«Editor : There have been reports tha t your Government is willing 
to accept a NATO base on the island in return for enosis. Is this true?
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Kyprianou : Greece is a member of NATO. In case of enosis Cyprus 
would normally be part of Greece in the same way, vis-a-vis NATO, as 
any other part of Greece. The question of a NATO base, therefore, 
should be viewed in the light of this reality.

Editor : There are suggestions that your Government is not acti
vely in support of enosis a t this present stage. Is this true? Is your 
Government still committed to union with Greece?

Kyprianou : «The Cyprus Government has always been commit
ted to a solution of the problem in accordance with the wishes of the 
majority of the people of Cyprus in the exercise of their right to self- 
determination. The vast m ajority of the people of Cyprus desire union 
of Cyprus with Greece, as is well known.»

The statements I have ju st quoted were made by the President
and the Foreign Minister, respectively, of an administration which 
professed devotion and still pretends to pay allegiance to the policy of 
non-alignment.

The following is a statement of Mr. Tasos Papadopoulos, former 
Minister of Labour and a t present a member of the Greek-C.vpriot de
legation :

«Our national tradition and ancestral endowment have pre-charted 
the course of our evolution in history and 110 power, no pressure, 110 
threat, no intervention, no sacrifice, no time consideration can divert 
the course of history from its natural evolution, which leads to freedom 
and to union with Greece... It is high time Cypriots and others made 
it their conviction tha t union of Cyprus with Greece is a historical ne
cessity... There can be no freedom for Cyprus outside the boundaries 
of Greece.»

A statement by Dr. Lyssarides, leader of the Greek-Cypriot 
EDEK Party, made 011 27 March 1972 in Kypros :

«EDEK believes tha t no solution to the Cyprus problem can be 
everlasting if it is not based on the inalienable right of the people of 
Cyprus to self-determination. The use of the right to self-determinati- 
on in Cyprus will result in the union of Cyprus as a whole with 
Greece.»

A second statement by Dr. Lyssarides, made on 23 April 1973 :

«The real causes of the crisis is because the people of Cyprus 
have not been allowed to exercise their right to self-determination. For 
this reason, various groups have turned to different goals and thus a
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crisis has arisen. Some people speak of enotists’ and anti-enotists’. This 
is not a t all correct. All the Greek Cypriots are enotist’ and they are 
prepared to make every sacrifice and to fight for enosis, provided tha t 
suitable conditions are created for its achievement.»

The following is a statement made on 24 April 1973 by Mr. Ezekias 
Papaionnon, Secretai'y-General of the AKEL Party :

«Allegations th a t AKEL opposes enosis are contrary to realities. 
AKEL supports genuine enosis without conditions, strings or exchan
ges as the ultimate goal...».

A statement made on 4 February 1973 at Dhali village by Mr. 
Clerides :

«The national duty makes it incumbent on us to work positively 
to preserve the national character of the island’s Hellenism, to streng
then the national spirit of our people and to cultivate their faith in the 
supreme values of Greek Christian civilization. Our eyes always be 
turned towards eternal Greece, which is a symbol and a source of the 
loftiest ideal of humanity.»

A second statem ent by Mr. Clerides, made on 10 February 1974 :

«The Cyprus problem is a national problem and, consequently, the 
Government of our motherland should have a decisive opinion in the 
ways of handling it and to the point up to which we are entitled to 
proceed at the present stage.»

But why quote individuals? The Greek-Cypriot House of Repre
sentatives, of which Mr. Clerides was and still is President, on 26 June 
1967 adopted the following resolution unanimously :

«Interpreting the age-long aspirations of the Greeks of Cyprus, 
the House declares th a t despite any adverse circumstances it would 
not suspend the struggle being conducted with the support of all Greeks 
until this struggle ends in success through the union of the whole and 
undivided Cyprus with the motherland, without any intermediary 
stage.»

This resolution of the Greek-Cypriot House of Representatives is 
still valid, and the events that have taken place since 19B7 confirm 
that the Greek Cypriots - President, leadership and people - have not 
abandoned their policy of uniting the island «whole and undivided* to 
Greece.

The Greek members of the House of Representatives who took an 
oath to implement this resolution are the same members who paid
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allegiance to and supported Sampson, who carried out the coup of 15 
July 1974 for the realization of the union of Cyprus with Greece.

Now these very gentlemen are here today, pretending to be the 
ardent supporters of independence and non-alignment. They accuse us 
of having followed a partitionist policy and of having dismembered 
Cyprus.

The Turkish policy on Cyprus is very clear. We are against enosis 
and we are against partition.

As regards biregionality, which the Greek-C.vpriot side considers 
^dismemberment of the island», this is the only real physical guarantee 
both for the independence, sovereignty, territorial integrity and non- 
alignment of the island and for the security and survival of the Turkish- 
Cypriot community.

The Greek side is against biregional federation not because it will 
destroy the independence of the island, but because, as can be seen 
from the various quotations just cited, Cyprus cannot any longer be 
united to Greece «whole and undivided». In fact, not even a part of it 
can be annexed by Greece. This must be the main source of uneasiness 
for them.

Mr. Clerides again repeated the allegation tha t the Vice-President, 
the Turkish ministers and the Turkish members of the House of Rep
resentatives had left the Government and the House respectively of 
their own accord, and went as far as to say that the Turkish seats in 
the House of Representatives are still kept vacant for the Turkish 
members.

May 1, ask one question of Mr. Clerides : Why has Cyprus not 
participated in the deliberations of the Parliament of the Council of 
Europe since 1964?

Cyprus until December 1963 participated in the deliberations of 
the Parliament of the European Council through a joint parliamentary 
committee consisting of Greek-Cypriot and Turkish-Cypriot represen
tatives, as our Constitution demanded.

In 1964, Mr. Clerides attempted to participate in the deliberations 
of the said Council without Turkish-Cypriot members, and when he 
was told by the Council tha t the Cypriot Parliamentary Committee 
had to consist of representatives of both communities, and despite the 
expressed readiness by the Tui'kish side to conform to this, rather 
than take the Turkish members with him, he preferred not to partici

358



pate in the deliberations of the Council a t all. Cyprus today is still not 
represented a t the Parliament of the European Council. This, I think, 
will suffice to disprove what Mr. Clerides has said.

As regards the contention that shortly after 1964 the Turkish 
Cypriots enjoyed full freedom of movement throughout the territory 
of the Republic under the control of the so-called Government, I can 
only say tha t the statement does not reflect the truth. If the Turkish 
Cypriots enjoyed full freedom of movement, why is it that thousands 
of Turkish Cypriots, 6,000 of them, were not allowed to return to their 
own homes in Küçük Kaymakli (Omorphita), on the outskirts of Ni
cosia? Why is it tha t tens of thousands of other Turkish-Cypriot refu
gees were not allowed to return to their villages - like Ayios Theodoros, 
Mansura, V roisha-to  name only three of scores of others? Why was 
it that those unfortunate Turkish-Cypriot refugees were not allowed 
even to visit their villages for agricultural purposes? What kind of 
freedom of movement was it when hundreds of Turkish Cypriots who 
ventured to leave the Turkish enclaves disappeared, never to return 
again ?

Greek Cypriots were allowed access into Turkish controlled areas 
for legitimate business, and no one can cite a single instance of any 
Greek-Cypriot being hurt or harmed while in a Turkish-Cypriot cont
rolled area.

It is true tha t we had to take some security precautions against 
surprise attacks and Greek military infiltrations. The Turkish enclaves, 
as the name clearly indicates, were our last defence positions, and we 
could not unconditionally open them to the Greeks who were all out to 
break up the enclaves by armed force. We even agreed to open the 
famous Kvrenia road to Greek-Cypriot traffic, on condition th a t the 
users of the road accepted Turkish-Cypriot authority, as we did when 
we entered Greek-Cypriot controlled areas, but they refused. Mr. Cle
rides, as the Greek-Cypriot negotiator, insisted tha t we should both 
open the road to Greek-Cypriot traffic and accept Greek-Cypriot autho
rity a t the same time, which would have meant political surrender.

Mr. Clerides took pains to accuse the Turkish-Cypriot side of creating 
faits accomplis by declaring the Federated Turkish State of Cyprus 
and of thus having caused the suspension of the intercommunal talks.

The problem of Cyprus, and therefore the negotiations, started as 
a  result of faits accomplis, negotiations continued despite faits accomp
lis - faits accomplis by the Greek side, faits accomplis to violate the 
Constitution, faits accomplis to establish secret armies, faits accomplis
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to invite to Cyprus whole armies from Greece with a view to destroying 
the very independence, sovereignty, territorial integrity and non- 
alignment of Cyprus and to uniting it to Greece. There have been nu
merous other faits accomplis that 1 do not intend to enumerate here.

But despite all these faits accomplis we continued to negotiate and 
never ran to New York to call for an urgent meeting of the Security 
Council. We continued to negotiate despite statements by Makarios 
that he would not accept federation, tha t he would not accept multi- 
cantonal solutions, tha t he would not grant us even local autonomy. 
He offered us only a degree of self-government. Here is what Archbis
hop Makarios had to say in Cyprus Mail on 3 June 1974 :

«We do not accept federation or cantons or local self-government. 
If the Turks insist on their imprudent demands then the talks will be 
a waste of time, and their failure will be their end.

«If the talks fail, the Turks should know that we will withdraw 
all our offers so far made to them, which constitute serious concessions. 
Greek Hellenism is ready to face all the consequences.»

We did not run away from the negotiation table, despite the fact 
that even Mr. Clerides, as negotiator for the Greek-Cypriot side, made 
provocative statements, such as this one :

«Common sense ought to have led the General (Grivas) to the 
conclusion that the carrying out of talks for five years without arriving 
a t a  solution meant tha t the Greek Cypriot side did not attend them 
in order to arrive a t any solution’, or to make inadmissible concessions 
for an 'un-national’ solution and that their bargaining a t the talks was 
aimed at safeguarding the national interest in its true sense.»

This quotation from Mr. Clerides is also an answer to his question : 
«Why had there been no progress in the talks?» The reason is obvious. 
Everyone wanted a national solution - and we know what a national 
solution for the Greeks is - but pretended to be negotiating indepen
dence with us. Any solution which effectively closed the door to enosis 
could not therefore be accepted by the Greek side.

In the same way, it appears now tha t the Greek side will not ac
cept a solution which grants the Turkish community an equal status 
and does not reduce us to a simple minority on the island.

Mr. Clerides accuses the Turkish side of objecting to expressions 
condemning, deploring or even regretting the unilateral declaration of 
the Federated Turkish State of Cyprus. We are of the opinion that 
any expression of regret should apply equally to all unilateral actions 
by all sides tha t contributed to the present impasse.
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Mr. Clerides persistently demands the appointment of a fact-fin
ding mission to visit Cyprus and to establish who is responsible for the 
Cyprus situation. But the whole world knows by now who is responsible 
for the Cyprus crisis. The Cyprus problem started with the inhuman 
onslaught on the Turkish-Cypriot community in 1963 to unite the 
island with Greece. The so-called Government violated all Turkish 
rights in the Constitution. The Turkish community was denied not only 
political rights but also economic, administrative and even human 
rights. We were denied drinking water: we were denied electricity; we 
were denied birth certificates; we were denied passports; we were de
nied the right to live, to exist.

To cite only one example, men like Mr. Modi nos of Greece, who 
had no connexion whatsoever with Cyprus, were granted Cypriot citi
zenship and Cyprus passports and were employed by the so-called Go
vernment of Cyprus, but a few young Turkish Cypriots born and raised 
in Cyprus, who during the crisis of 1964-1967 were stranded in Turkey 
without passports, were denied travel documents to return to the is
land for ten years - ten solid years.

I remember drafting letters to Mr. Clerides on behalf of Mr. 
Denktas at least six times on this matter, with no positive results.

The so-called Government used its so-called police not to protect 
but to subjugate and to exterminate the Turkish Cypriots. Tens of 
thousands of Turkish Cypriot refugees who had been forced to abandon 
their homes were not allowed to return to their villages until July 
1974.

The coup of 15 July 1974 was the last of the chain of events that 
took Cyprus to the lap of Greece. Even the Turkish military interven
tion did not prevent the massacre of whole Turkish Cypriot village 
populations. Atlilar (Alodha), Murataga (Maratha) and Sandallar 
(Sanallaris), where scores of bodies were unearthed in the presence of 
UNFICYP and foreign correspondents, are only three examples, not to 
mention Taskent, where the grave has not yet been unearthed.

The whole world knows this. The United Nations records cry out 
aloud in support of our arguments. Furthermore, UNFICYP and the 
Red Cross are actively in operation in Cyprus. So why the need for a 
fact-finding mission, which the Greek-Cypriot side wants- for political 
reasons and is meant to be a first step towards internationalizing the 
Cyprus problem?
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That is why we are opposed to missions - not because we have 
anything to hide from anyone, but because the whole m atter would 
be exploited by the Greek-Cypriot side for political purposes.

Having said all that - and I should like to assure the members of 
the Council tha t I do not enjoy making these statements - 1 should 
like to put on record once more that the Turkish-Cypriot side is in 
favour of negotiations. We believe that the intercommunal talks are the 
best and only way for a peaceful settlement of the Cyprus problem. May 
I therefore once moi-e extend my hand in friendship to Mr. Clerides and 
assure him of the willingness and readiness of the Turkish side to 
co-operate with the Greek-Cypriot community to build a new, happy 
and prosperous Cyprus.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«1 think that a t this late hour 1 owe a very brief explanation to 
the Security Council, especially in view of the statement which the Pre
sident has made that there is now a well-defined movement towards the 
adoption of a resolution by the end of this week.

1 believe tha t the Security Council should refrain from tampering 
with General Assembly resolution 3212 (XXIX), which was arrived at 
so painstakingly. I know that the authors of th a t resolution - and 1 am 
referring especially to the five dedicated members of the non-aligned 
group of countries, of which only one is represented in this Council - 
are aware of the meaning of the resolution. They are aware also of 
the motivations for Turkey’s acceptance of it, as well as of the con
ditions on the basis of which it was accepted by my Government.

The main issue the United Nations was facing when the resolu
tion was adopted was the necessity of finding a solution to the Cyprus 
problem. The situation has not changed since then. In its wisdom, the 
General Assembly decided tha t negotiations should take place to that 
end. The negotiators in Cyprus and those familiar with the problem 
know th a t all negotiations in Cyprus during its lamentable history 
since independence have always taken place in very special circumstan
ces involving the presence of forces outside the island. They know that 
statements were made indicating no possibility of compromise on cer
tain basic positions. And yet negotiations were pursued. Now the ne
gotiations are regarded as imperilled because for the first time in his
tory the Turks in Cyprus have ceased to negotiate from a position of 
physical weakness.

I appeal to the members of this Council, as they deliberate on 
the kind of resolution they think can emerge from the two long and 
arduous weeks of negotiations and debate here, not to create conditions 
that would take us far from the only text on which there is agreement -

Text of the statement made by Mr. Osman OLCAY,
Ambassador. Permanent Representative, a t the Security Council
on 5 March 1975. S/PV. 1819.
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tha t is, General Assembly resolution 3212 (XXIX). That resolution in
dicates what the issue is: finding a solution through negotiations, with 
the negotiations taking place between the only two parties involved; 
tha t is, the Turkish Cypriots and the Greek Cypriots. Any attem pt to 
boost the ego of one of the parties, which finds itself in a difficult 
position because of certain internal political situations, would only at 
this stage render more difficult the smooth process of reactivating the 
negotiations.

That is the appeal I make to the members of the Security Council.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

I declare open the Constituent Assembly which has been formed 
in accordance with the decisions taken following the joint sessions 
held on February 13 and 18 by the Council of Ministers and the Legis
lative Assembly of the Autonomous Turkish Cypriot Administration. 
I fervently hope that it will prove auspicious for our Community which 
lias carried out a super-human struggle and l’esistance for 11 years for 
its rights and freedom, and attained on the morning of July 20 a posi
tion tha t makes it impossible for anyone to deprive it of these rights 
and freedoms. I hope th a t this step will also be auspicious to our 
Great Nation, to which we are whole-heartedly attached.

We have clearly stated on various occasions the reasons which 
have forced the Turkish Community to establish the Turkish Federa
ted State of Cyprus. It would, however, be appropriate to repeat them 
briefly a t this historic session today.

The Greek partners of the bi-communal, and functionally federal. 
Republic of Cyprus, which was created in 1960 due to the Turkish 
Community’s obstruction to enosis’, went into action with the deter
mination of using the Republic as a spring-board to 'enosis’. The onsla
ught of 1963 was the natural outcome of that action.

Thanks to our resistance from 1963 until this day the indepen
dence of Cyprus has been saved.

The Greek leadership, failing to break this resistance by the force 
of arms, resorted to other methods. Expulsion of the Turkish Commu
nity from the government machinery, leaving it in an administrative 
chaos, and depriving it from financial and economic benefits headed 
the list of such methods applied for eleven years.

They hoped tha t without a  legal basis and administrative organi
zation our community would rapidly collapse.

Text of the statement made by the President o! the Turkish Federated State, 
Mr. Rauf R. Denktas, After the Ceremony of Affirmation by members of the 
Constituent Assembly on 24 February 1975.
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Ill order to avoid collapsing, the Turkish Community, which had 
been engaged in a struggle to defend its rights and freedom and the 
independence of Cyprus was forced to take counter measures to render 
ineffective Greeks’ weapon of attrition.

The Greek Cypriot leadership which claimed that the .1960 Cons
titution had been removed with the coup of December 21, 1963, proc
laimed to the world tha t the Turkish Community which had resisted 
the coup and refused to obey the Greek leaders’ orders had «rebelled» 
against the State!

The Turkish Community took its first step in administrative or
ganization with the establishcment of a 'General Committee' formed 
with the participation of the Communal Chamber, Ministers and of 
Deputies under the special conditions of those days.

As the prolongation of the Cyprus problem and complicating its 
solution constituted the basis of the Greek leadership’s Cyprus policy, 
our administrative needs multiplied and intensified with the lapse of 
time. The Turkish Community strove to meet these needs with the 
assistance of its Motherland.

As a result of the Greek Cypriot leadership’s four-year arbitrary 
rule, their flagrant violations of the provisions of the Cyprus Agree
ments and the Cyprus Constitution and, moreover, their continued ef
forts to present themselves as the government’ and the Turks as 
rebels’ and thus to deprive them of their national rights, the Turkish 

Community formed a t the end of 1967 the 'Transitional Turkish Cypriot 
Administration'.

The legal basis of this Transitional Administration’ was the appli
cable clauses of the 1960 Constitution. Gaps and clauses which could 
not be applied were remedied by Basic Rules.

The Greek Cypriot leadership, although it realised th a t it could 
not push the Turkish Community into an administrative chaos and 
cause its collapse, persisted in its attitude with the conviction that 
time would bring the awaited result. Consequently the need arose to 
demonstrate to the world that there were two equal administrations in 
Cyprus. Our Administration held its own elections and the word «tran
sitional» was dropped. Tt continued to govern until the 20 - July inter
vention with measures developed within its own structure, even though 
these were somewhat limited.

After the 20 July operation we expected the Greek Cypriot 
leadership to give up their 11-year old erroneous policy. We thought 
they would accept our partnership rights in the independence of the
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Republic and the principles of political equality deriving from them. 
Unfortunately they went on presenting themselves as the Government, 
as if nothing had changed. But in fact we were as two equal admi
nistrations in Cyprus, the independence of which was saved at the last 
moment by the Turkish Peace Operation. It was essential that we 
should come together to set up the new administration. They began, 
under the mask of Government to present us to the world as ‘collabora
tors of invaders’. We were not collaborators of the invaders; we were 
part and brothers of the Turks who had rushed to the island to save 
its independence and the existence of the Turkish Community who 
had been living in Cyprus for 400 years. We were the party who rema
ined loyal to the agreements when the independence of Cyprus was in 
jeopardy. It was the Greek Cypriot leadership tha t shed Turkish blood 
for enosis and sought self-determination through the Greek invasion 
array which they had brought to the island.

A fter waiting for 7 months we realised that the Greek Cypriot 
leadership had no intention of solving the Cyprus problem. We saw 
that they followed a policy aimed at leaving us in chaos and without 
an administration, posing as the Government and presenting us only 
as a community. But the measures and steps tha t had to be taken in 
the new phase made a constitutional system essential for the com
munity. We could not remain idle because of lack of constitutional 
authority whereas the Greek Cypriot leadership desired to keep us 
powerless and inactive. That is why we felt the need for a constitution. 
We took the step which, we believe, will not affect the eventual politi
cal settlement, and proclaimed our federated state.

1 wish to reiterate that with our declaration we do not prejudge 
the solution that will be worked out through negotiations. Our federa
ted state forms the Turkish wing of the future Federal Cyprus Repub
lic. This wing existed also in the 1960 agreements. It will exist in the 
future. It is inconceivable to imagine an independent Cyprus without 
its Turkish wing; because so far we have been safeguarding the inde
pendence of Cyprus.

In a bi-regional Federation ensuring the security of life and 
property of the Turkish Community, the Turkish side will do everyt
hing within its power for the strengthening of an independent and 
Sovereign Cyprus.

The Constituent Assembly will now provide the freedom, basic 
rights, political status, administrative system to our community, whose 
economic development had been impeded by disgraceful methods for
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the past 11 years, and give it the strength and confidence wltich it 
deserves to improve within the principles of social justice and under 
the guarantee of its Motherland, Turkey.

I feel it my duty to express on behalf of the Assembly, our gra
titude at this historic meeting to our motherland which ran to our 
aid and us and our freedom.

I am confident tha t all our efforts will be devoted to serving our 
community, and kept above all personal and partizan considerations.

With this conviction and confidence I wish you success in your 
historic task.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«... In reply to the Ambassador of Greece, who has asked me now, 
as he said he did during the General Assembly - and 1 am sure he did - 
why we wanted to accept the terms of the resolution, it was because
in all good faith we believe in all the contents of that resolution. What
we do not believe is that there is an order of priority in the resolution - 
and those who have negotiated the resolution with us know that too.

That particular resolution came after 15 years of a very, very 
difficult situation in Cyprus. Those 15 years ended with a Turkish 
intervention in Cyprus which followed a Greek intervention in Cyprus. 
There was a t that time and there still continues to be a tense situation 
in Cyprus. The tenseness of that situation is not due merely to the 
presence of forces. It is due to the factors tha t brought the forces to 
the island has now reached a point where the ultimate settlement 
which may still save its independence has naturally evolved towards a 
certain position. We may not like it - the Greek side may not like it - 
but this is the rseult of 15 years of continuous bickering and warring - 
if the word exists in English. My English is not that good, Ambassa
dor. And, as a result of this situation, we now find ourselves in a de 
facto position where we cannot - and I say it very clearly and very 
candidly-be expected to return to the situation of 14 July 1974 for 
the greater glory of the Archbishop. It is not possible to retrovert to 
that situation. We have to take the situation from where we are.

I can solemnly state, on behalf of my Government, that Turkey
has no intention at all of retaining its forces thei’e. Turkey has no
intention at all of partitioning the island. We do not intend to impose 
a «Turkish» solution on the island. W hat we want is for the Turks of 
the island to feel free from all the threats under which they have 
lived for so long. We want to rest assured that the island will become 
what it has never b?en - a truly independent island, a truly non-aligned 
island. And I address myself to the non-aligned world, to which so far

Texi the statement madb by Mr. Osman OLCAY,
/Irr.bnssc^or, Permanent Representative, a! the Secudty Council
on 5 March 1975 S/PV. 1819.
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only the Greek side - which calls itself the «Greek Government» - has 
been able to appeal, to tell it tha t we intend th a t the island should be 
a  non-aligned island and not what it is at present. All this is a process 
which is going to take place through negotiations; there is no other 
way. But we cannot accept that, for the negotiations to start, we 
should return to the situation of 14 July 1974 when there was no 
possibility for negotiation anyway. We were under a threat from the 
Archbishop either to accept something or leave the table. That was 
the position always taken by the Greek side.

I am being very candid. One has to realize that there are irre
versible situations in a political world. We are not living in a labora
tory. Things have happened in Cyprus tha t I wish had not happened; 
but, unfortunately, they have happened. It is not through us tha t they 
have happened.

Sampson - to whose intervention Ambassador Baroody has given 
so much importance today, indicating even its origin - was not a creation 
of the Turkish mind. The coup of the colonels was not a Turkish 
invention.

We always come back to the position of regretting tha t things 
have happened which should not have happened. Those are mistakes, 
maxima culpa; therefore, they have to be forgiven and we have to 
s ta rt all over again. «All over again» is, I submit, a situation in which 
Turkey always finds itself as the under dog. It is a situation which 
we will not tolerate; we cannot tolerate that situation.

There is a political problem affecting all of us around this table 
which has to be solved. I wish that it may be solved. My Government’s 
only hope is that it will be solved, but that will be through negotiations 
and not by a return to a situation in which the other side need not 
negotiate, as it has not negotiated for the past 10 years. If this was, 
unfortunately, the only way we found to bring them to the negotiating 
table, too bad.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«... La mise en ceuvre de la résolution 3212 (XXIX) n'impliquait 
pas seulement le retrait des troupes turques de l'île. La résolution 
devait être appliquée dans sa totalité. La partie turque avait bien des 
fois précisé les conditions dans lesquelles les forces turques seraient 
retirées de l'île.

En raison du danger encouru par la communauté chypriote tu r
que — qui, étant numériquement inférieure et militairement de loin la 
plus faible, avait toujours été partie perdante à Chypre depuis douze 
ans —, la question du retrait des forces et la question des réfugiés 
constituaient des problèmes politiques qui ne devraient être traités que 
dans le cadre du règlement politique définitif.

Il devait tout d'abord y avoir un accord sur le problème constitu
tionnel, après quoi le problème de la sécurité serait résolu et toutes les 
années et tous les éléments armés chypriotes grecs seraient dissous et 
dispersés. De cette manière, la voie serait ouverte à  la normalisation 
totale, y compris le retrait des forces. Alors seulement, la pleine mise 
en œuvre de la résolution 3212 (XXIX) deviendrait possible.

M. Clerides s'était plaint au Conseil de sécurité que l'armée tur
que avait envahi «son pays» et occupé 40 % de «son territoire», enten
dant par-là, celui des Chypriotes grecs. Mais Chypre était le pays des 
Chypriotes turcs tout autant que celui des Chypriotes grecs et plus de 
30 % de la terre de l'île leur appartenait. C’était cette partie qui avait 
été envahie afin de faire obstacle ou de mettre fin à une enosis de fait, 
qui devait être parachevée avec le coup du 15 juillet, et pour garantir 
l'indépendance, la souveraineté, l'intégrité territoriale et le non-aligne
ment de l'île.

Le partage n'avait jamais été considéré par la partie turque 
comme une solution de rechange à l'indépendance, mais avait toujours 
été considéré comme un antidote de l'enosîs. Si les Chypriotes turcs

Summary of the statement made by Mr. Vedat CELtK.
Turkish Cypriot Representative« at the Security Council
on 12 March 1975.
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avaient connu une pleine liberté de mouvement, comme on le préten
dait, comment se faisait-il que 6000 d’entre eux n’aient pas été autorisés 
à rentrer dans leurs foyers à Küçiik Kaymakli (Omorphita), dans la 
baidieue de Nicosie? Comment se faisait-il que des dizaines de milliers 
d’autres réfugiés chypriotes turcs n’aient pas été autorisés à retourner 
dans leurs villages, par exemple à Ayios Theodoros, Mansura et Vroisha?

Les enclaves étaient les dernières positions de défense des Chypri
otes turcs, qui 11e pouvaient pas les ouvrir sans condition aux Chypriotes 
grecs, lesquels étaient bien décidés à réduire ces enclaves par la force 
des armes.

La raison pour laquelle il n’y avait pas eu de progrès dans les 
entretiens était évidente. Toute solution qui fermait effectivement la 
porte à l’enosis ne pouvait être acceptée par la partie grecque. De 
même il semblait que la partie grecque n ’accepterait pas de solution 
qui accordât à la communtuté turque un sta tu t d’égalité et qui ne la 
réduisît pas à l’état de simple minorité dans l’île.

Les annales de l’Organisation étaient un témoignage criant à l’ap
pui des arguments des Chypriotes turcs. De plus, la Force des Nations 
Unies chargée du maintien de la paix à Chypre et la Croix-Rouge agis
saient activement dans l’île. Quel besoin y avait-il donc d’une mission 
d’enguête, que la partie chypriote grecque voulait pour des raisons 
politiques et qui était destinée à être la première mesure vers l’inter
nationalisation du problème de Chypre? La partie chypriote turque 
croyait que les entretiens entre les deux communautés constituaient le 
seul et unique moyen d’assurer le règlement pacifique du problème.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«... Qu’on avait beaucoup parlé du «Gouvernement de Chypre». Le 
Gouvernement turc estimait qu’il y avait eu un gouvernement chypriote 
dans le passé et qu'aucun effort ne devait être épargné pour en établir 
un à l’avenir. C’était là un des buts des entretiens entre les deux 
communautés.

La résolution faisait allusion au Gouvernement de la République 
de Chypre et, à ce titre, elle était inacceptable pour la Turquie. Le 
Gouvernement turc considérait la résolution du Conseil de sécurité com
me un appel renouvelé lancé par les membres du Conseil aux parties 
intéressées pour qu’elles résolvent le problème de Chypre de la seule 
façon logique : par des négociations entre les parties. La partie turque 
se tenait prête à discuter avec le Secrétaire général.

Au cours du long débat et des longues consultations officieuses, la 
délégation turque avait indiqué clairement son point de vue sur les 
méthodes qui permettraient d’ouvrir une série de négociations fruc
tueuses. Elle maintenait sa position touchant le lieu des conversations 
et ne répéterait pas ce qu’elle avait déjà dit sur ce point. Le représentant 
de l’E tat fédéré chypriote turc, M. Çelik, avait indiqué quelle était la 
préférence des négociateurs de sa communauté.

La Turquie était prête à soumettre toutes ses idées sur les autres 
questions mentionnées au paragraphe 6 de la résolution au Secrétaire 
général — qui jouissait de la confiance totale du Gouvernement turc — 
pour lui faciliter la recherche de procédures agréées qui perm ettaien t 
la reprise des conversations.

L’histoire de Chypre était celle d’un E tat où le premier 
acte officiel du Président avait été de proclamer qu’il avait signé sous la 
contrainte l’acte même qui donnait naissance à cet Etat. Ce président 
avait consacré les quinze années pendant lesquelles il avait été au 
pouvoir à réaliser l’union avec un autre pays et à éliminer l’une des

Excerpt from the statement made by Mr. Csrr.an OLCAY.
Ambassador. Permanent Represeniatlve. a t ¡he Security Council
on 12 March 1975.
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coïûïnunautés fondatrices de son E tat. C’est cela qui avait fait de lui 
le chef de l’une seulement des communautés et l’avait déchu de son
droit à se prétendre le chef des deux communautés.

La Turquie demeurait convaincue qu'on ne pouvait trouver de 
solution à ce problème qu’autour de la table des négociations, qui n’aurait 
jamais dû être abandonnée.

Si en parlant de «la table des négociations» il entendait avec
ou sans fait accompli, qu’il y avait eu autant de faits
accomplis avant que pendant le processus de négociation à Chypre. Les 
faits accomplis remontaient à l’époque où l’on avait découvert qu’il y 
avait à Chypre des forces grecques illégales d'occupation comptant 
quelques milliers d’hommes; leur départ en 1967 marqua le commence
ment d’une série de négociations. Ces troupes étaient revenues de 
nombreuses fois. Il y avait eu ensuite l’épisode Grivas, des tentatives 
d’assassinat, des coups d’E tat manqués, mais les négociations s’étaient 
poursuivies. H y avait eu beaucoup de faits accomplis et d’actes unila
téraux, mais aucun d’entre eux ne devrait m ettre un terme au proces
sus de négociation qui était le seul moyen de sortir de la crise de 
Chypre.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«Cette résolution indiquait la voie à suivre : trouver une solution 
par voie de négociations entre les deux seules parties en cause, 
c'est-à-dire les Chypriotes turcs et les Chypriotes grecs.

11 y avait une situation de fait et qu’il n’était pas possible de 
revenir à la situation qui, pour la plus grande gloire de l’archevêque, 
existait le 14 juillet 1974. Il était impossible de revenir à cette situation- 
là.

La Turquie n’avait pas l’intention de maintenir ses forces à Chy
pre ni de partager l’île, ni de lui imposer une solution à la «turque». Ce 
qu’elle voulait, c’était que les Turcs se sentent dans l’île à l’abri de 
toutes les menaces sous lesquelles ils avaient vécu si longtemps. Elle 
voulait être certaine que l’île deviendrait ce qu’elle n’avait jamais été : 
véritablement indépendante et non alignée. Tout cela devait être réalisé 
par voie de négociation : il n’existait pas d'autre issue. La Turquie 
ne saurait accepter comme préalable à des négociations que l’on revînt 
à la situation du 14 juillet 1974. où il n’existait aucune possibilité de 
négocier.»

Excerpt from the statement made by Mr. Osman OI.CAY,
Ambassador, Permcnent Representative, a t the Security Council
on 12 March 1975.
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TES QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«Il souhaitait faire connaître les vues de la communauté chypriote 
turque à l'égard de la résolution. Le premier alinéa faisait allusion an 
prétendu Gouvernement chypriote que les Chypriotes turcs ne recon
naissaient pas, et qui en fait n’existait pas. Cette seule mention rendait 
la résolution inacceptable. Comment une communauté, qui était partie 
à un confiit surgi dans un E tat bicommunautaire, pouvait-elle devant ls 
Conseil de sécurité, où ce conflit était discuté, prétendre représenter 
tant le Gouvernement chypriote dans son ensemble que la communauté 
chypriote turque, seconde partie au conflit? C’était là une attitude 
contradictoire, paradoxale, chimérique et, par conséquent, inacceptable.

Il n’était donc pas question d’accepter une résolution qui faisait 
de l’administration chypriote grecque le Gouvernement de la République 
de Chypre. Cependant, les Chypriotes turcs demeuraient fidèles à la 
résolution 3212 (XXIX) et estimaient que les principes fondamentaux 
inscrits dans la résolution actuelle étaient acceptables. Dans ces condi
tions, et par respect pour le Conseil de sécurité, ils étaient disposés à 
continuer de négocier avec la communauté chypriote grecque dans le 
cadre de la nouvelle procédure qui devait être adoptée d’un commun 
accord par les deux parties, avec les bons offices du Secrétaire général.

Les Chypriotes turcs n ’avaient jamais quitté la table des négociati
ons. Leur objectif principal était d’établir la République de Chypre sui
de nouvelles bases constitutionnelles qui apporteraient à l’île la paix et 
la prospérité.

Quant à la suggestion selon laquelle les entretiens devraient désor
mais se déi’ouler au Siège de l’onu, la communauté chypriote turque 
estimait que Nicosie était, pour des raisons tan t politiques que prati
ques, le lieu le plus approprié. Mais puisque les modalités et les procé
dures nouvelles devaient faire l’objet de négociations et d’un accord 
entre les parties, cette question serait elle aussi, examinée et réglée par 
les deux parties.»

Summary o( ihe statement m ade by Mr. Vedat ÇELÎK,
Taridsh Cyprioî Bepresentative, a i the Security Council
on 12 March 1975.
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«It has come to my knowledge through press report tha t the Greek 
Cypriot medical association and the pharmacists association have made 
reprentations to similar professional associations abroad, claiming that 
the Turkish Cypriots are cultivating opium poppy within the territory 
of the Turkish federated State of Cyprus.

I would like to inform you that the above Greek Cypriot allegati
ons are slanderous lies deliberately fabricated and disseminated abroad 
in order to discredit the Turkish Federated state of Cyprus in the 
eyes of international circles.

While deploring this malicious and unprofessional attitude of the 
G re e k  Cypriot associations, 1 would like to assure you that opium poppy 
cultivation is no permitted in the Turkish Cypriot region of Cyprus, 
and th a t there are edequate and effective controls to prevent illicit
cultivation.»

Text of the le tte r by  Mr. Emit B. DENKTAJJ.
P re s id e n t Turkish F ederated  S ta te  of C yprus, to ilte C hairm en, 
U N. Drug Control Board. G eneva d a ted  April. 1975.
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«On the eve of the resumption of the intercommunal talks on Cyp
rus in Vienna, I would like to draw your attention to a statement of 
the representative of the Greek Cypriots before the committee on 
the elimination of racial discrimination.

As it can be seen from the press release hr/1235 of 8 April 1975, 
on the very day that the resumption of the talks between the two com
munities of Cyprus was formally announced by your office, the repre
sentative of the Greek Cypriot community took the opportunity to 
launch a campaign of sladerous attacks against my country and the 
Turks of Cyprus. In a familiar practice, the Greek Cypriot represen
tative not only exploited for political ends a non-political forum where 
neither Turkey nor the Turks of Cyprus are represented but he also 
twisted events and facts and gave a completely false account of the 
realities of Cyprus.

As the representative of Turkey, I most categorically reject the 
slanders that were directed against my country. As for the Turkish 
Cypriots, I am sure that if requested, they would be ready to provide à 
fully documented account of the racial, religious, administrative, social 
and political discrimination they were subjected to by the Greek Cypriot 
administration during the last 11 years. Ambassador Rossides should 
realize that the situation as it exists today was created by the discrimi
natory policies of the administration he represents.

It should also be noted tha the representatives of the Greek Cyp
riots had not referred to the situation in Cyprus during the delibera
tions of the 111. Committee of the 29th general assembly as well as 
the 31th session of the Commission on human rights when these bo
dies were discussing the question of racial discrimination. The sudden 
discovery of racial discrimination in Cyprus on the part of ambassador 
Rossides clearly proves the manifest hypocrity of the administration 
he represents.

Text ol ihe letter by Mr. Osman OLCAY,
Ambassador. Permanent Representative, to the Secretary General, dated April, 1975.
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While bringing this latest Greek Cypriot outburst to your know
ledge, I wish to expreess ray hope that ambassador Rossides’s remark'! 
do not go beyond being the eflection of the views of some of the fana
tical leaders within the Greek Cypriot community.

I should be grateful if you could have this letter circulated as an 
official document of the Security Council.

Please accept, excellency, the renewed assurances of my highest 
consideration.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«Following is the unofficial translation of the text of a statement 
given by Mr. Glafcos Clerides, the Greek Cypriot negotiator, to the 
Greek Cypriot Broadcasting Station and TV in Nicosia at 1800 hours 
(local time) on Tuesday, 6 April.

«At the fifth round of the intercommunal talks which were held 
in Vienna from 17 to 21 February 1976, Mr. Denktas insisted that, 
since it had been agreed in Brussels tha t discussion of the territorial 
problem would be given priority and th a t the Greek side would be 
the first to submit its proposals on it, the Greek Cypriot proposals 
should be given to the Turkish side first, through the United Nations 
Secretary-General’s Special Representative in Cyprus, Mr. Pérez de 
Cuéllar.

In the circumstances, with a view to depriving the Turkish Cypriot 
side of any pretext for not submitting comprehensive and concrete pro
posals, I agreed tha t the  Greek Cypriot side should be the first to 
submit its proposals within a period of six weeks.

I also took into consideration that, if 1 acted otherwise, a deadlock 
would be created on a procedural matter, which would prove detrimen
tal to the Greek Cypriot side, would allow the creation of new faits- 
accomplis by the Turkish side and would prevent the carrying out of 
talks on serious humanitarian issues.

As it was a confidential arrangement, 1 did not disclose it to 
anybody at the time or later, and I accept full responsibility for the 
manner in which I handled the whole matter.»

The above statement is self-explanatory as it definitely clarifies 
the recent discussion on the nature of the accord arrived at in Vienna. 
I t also shows, unfortunately, the difficulties encountered by the Turkish 
Cypriot community in the intercommunal talks, revealing the incompre-

l e i t e r  d c te d  7  A p r il 1 9 7 6  Iro a i M r. N e i l  A T A L A Y .
A c n n g  R e p r e s e n ta t iv e  o f th e  T u rk ish  F e d e r a te d  S t a t e  o5 C y p r u s  a d d r e s s e d  to  th e  
S e c r e t a r y  - G e n e r a l ,  S / 1 2 0 4 2 .
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sensible attitude of the representation of the Greek Cypriot side, their 
insistence in denying until the last moment the procedures to which 
they have completely agreed, their inadmissible tactics to twist the 
facts and their inability to come forward with a consistent, good-willed 
and reasonable approach to reach a solution.

I should be grateful if this letter were circulated as a document 
of the Security Council.*
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«Upon instructions fi*om my government, I have the honour to 
bring the following to your attention :

1. By the peace treaty  signed in Paris on 10 February 1974 bet
ween the allied governments and Italy, the islands commonly referred 
to as the «Dodecanese» were turned over to Greece on the condition 
that they be kept demilitarized. Article 14 of the said treaty is as 
follows :

«Italy cedes to Greece the Dodecanese Islands, viz.-Stampalia 
(Astropalis), Rhodes (Rhodos), Calki (Khalki), Scarpanto, Casos 
(Cosso), Picopis (Tilos), Misiros (Misyros), Calimnos (Kalymnos), 
Leros, Patmos, Lipsos (Lipos), Simi (Symi), Cos (Kos) and Castello- 
rizo. The islands shall remain demilitarized, and all foreign troops shall 
be withdrawn from them by agreement between Greece and Great 
Britain within 90 days of the coming into force of the treaty.»

2. The Government of Greece, acting unilaterally and in clear 
contravention to the above mentioned article of the 1947 Paris Treaty, 
has militarized these islands by troop concentrations and by establis
hing permanent military installations.

Even an internationally known tourist resort like the Island of 
Rhodes was not kept immune from this unlawful act. Rhodes, a small 
island of 540 square miles with a population of 66.606 (1971) is at 
the moment turned into a garrison of 25.000 troops and more than 50 
tanks.

The airports of most of these islands are now being modified for 
a possible military use.

3. This militarization campaign of the Aegean islands also inclu
des Chios, Samos, Lesbos and Nikaria which were demilitarized under 
Article 13 of Lausanne Treaty of 1924.

Text of the letter dated 9 April 1975 addressed by *he Turkish Permanent Representative
A m b a s s a d o r , O s m a n  O L C A Y ,

to the Secretary General of the united Nations.
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4. These acts by the Greek Government which openly defy the 
provisions of the relevant international treaties are no longer military 
secrets tha t are kept behind closed doors. Indeed the London Times 
of 18 March 1975 «24953» :

«The islands, which under the existing rules should be demilitari
zed, have been fortified and armed to the teeth».

5. The Government of Turkey considers these unlawful and uni
lateral actions by Greece as tending to compromise the balance in the 
Aegean, constituting thus a threat to the security of Turkey and incre
asing the tension in the region.

6. It is the earnest hope of the Turkish Government that the 
Greek Government will realize her obligations under international tre
aties and recognize her duties to return these islands to their demilita
rized status.»
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«It has come to my knowledge th a t the Greek Cypriot adminis
tration has decided to send a Greek Cypriot delegation to attend the 
seventh congress of the World Meteorological Organisation which will 
be held a t Geneva between 28 th April - 23 rd May 1975.

In this connection I would like to bring to your knowledge the 
following facts :

1 — The Republic of Cyprus is a bi - national State composed 
of Turkish Cypriot and Greek Cypriot national communities who share 
the indepence and sovereignty of Cyprus on the basis of international 
treaties, and the order established there under provides for equal rights, 
particularly in the field of foreign affairs. This fact is entrenched in 
our constitution and the existence of two autonomous administrations in 
Cyprus has also been internationally recognised by the Geneva declara
tion of the 30 th July 1975 which was later endorsed by the United 
Nations Organisation.

2 — The decision to entail a delagation to attend the above cong
ress was taken by the Greek Cypriot administration unilaterally wit
hout consulting the Vice-President of the Republic such decisions which 
come within the purview of (Foreign Affairs) are subject to the appro
val of the Vice-President of the Republic of Cyprus before they can 
be implemented (C. F. Articles 49 D and 57 of our Constitution).

In the circumstances explained above and in view of the situation 
prevailing in the island following the coup of 15 th July 1974 (the ob
ject of which was to destroy the independence, sovereignty and te rrito 
rial integrity of the Republic of Cyprus and after subjugating or comp
letely exterminating the Turkish Community, to bring about Enosis) 
the most that the said Greek Cypriot delegation can do, is to represent 
the Greek Cypriot Community. In no circumstances can it be regar
ded as representing or in any way binding the Republic of Cyprus as 
a whole and particularly the Turkish Cypriot Community.

I shall be grateful if this communication is brought to the know
ledge of all the participants of the above congress.»

THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

Text of the letter by Mr. Rauf B. DENKTAS.
n  -esiflcnt cf the Tuiltish Federated State and Vice - President of the Republic of Cyprus, 
Dated 17 April 1975 To Dr. Davies, Secretary General of the World.
Meteorological Organisation.
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«On the occasion of the meeting of the Economic and Social Co
uncil which is currently being held a t the United Nations Headquarters 
in New York, and in view of the possibility of the Greek Cypriot Ad
ministration’s answers being considered a t the (50th meeting of the 
above Council, I thought it incumbent upon me, as the Acting Repre
sentative of the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus, to address Your 
Excellency this communication and to acquaint you with the Turkish 
Cypriot views on the m atter which has been raised within the context 
of racial discrimination.

In this connexion, I wfould like to invite Your Excellency’s atten
tion to the following points :

(i) The Republic of Cyprus was co-founded in 1960 by the Tur
kish and Greek Cypriot communities as a bicommunal state in the 
form of a functional federation and on the basis of partnership. Howe
ver, whereas the Turkish community accepted the independent Repub
lic as an end in itself and honestly and whole-heartedly strived to make 
it a success, the Greek Cypriot community regarded it merely as a 
means to an end, namely enosis (union of Cyprus with Greece). In pur
suance of their ultimate goal of enosis, the Greek Cypriot side with 
the support of the Greek Government, did all in their power to under
mine the newly established Republic and resorted to all forms of discri
mination agaist the Turkish Cypriot community. The aim of the Greek 
side was to eliminate all the provisions of the 1960 Constitution which 
granted rights to the Turkish community, thereby removing the Tur
kish factor, in order to facilitate the union of Cyprus with Greece.

(ii) In accordance with this aim of the Greek Cypriot side, in 
1963 Makarios submitted the so-called «13 point memorandum» to 
amend the 1960 Constitution which would have, in effect, and exclusively 
so, stripped the Turkish Cypriot community of all their basic rights 
entrenched in the Constitution. When the Turkish side reacted against

Text oí le tte r 19 A pril 1S74 from Mr. Noll ATALAY.
Acting Representative of the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus
addressed to the Secretary - General. E/5799.
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this discriminatory plan, the Greek Cypriots resorted to armed violence 
against the Turks with the object of obliterating the Turkish resistance 
and thereby imposing these changes by force. Following these genoci- 
dal attacks against the Turkish community in 1963, the machinery of 
Government was unilaterally usurped by the Greek Cypriots and the 
constitutional order established by the 1960 Constitution thus came 
to an end.

(iii) As will be observed from the attached note, since 1963 and 
until the Turkish Peace Operation of 20 July 1974, the Turkish Cypriot 
community was subjected to severe and malicious discrimination. This 
discrimination by the Greek Cypriot Administration against members 
of the Turkish community for the past 15 years covers practically all 
aspects of human life. The discrimination had continued even after 20 
July 1974 against those Turks who had been stranded in the Gi*eek 
controlled region of Cyprus.

I feel confident tha t after having read the attached note, which 
enumerates and describes the forms of discrimination to which the 
Turkish Cypriot community was subjected for the past 15 years, in 
violation of the articles of the International Convention on the Elimi
nation of All Forms of Racial Discrimination, Your Excellency, as well 
as the distinguished members of the Council will be in a better position 
to consider the Greek Cypriot Administration’s answers in the context 
of racial discrimination.»

I. POLITICAL, ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL DISCRIMINATION

Article 1 of the International Convention on the Elimination of 
All Forms of Racial Discrimination states :

«In this Convention, the term ‘racial discrimination’ shall mean 
any distinction, restriction or preference based on race, colour, descent, 
or national or ethnic origin which has the purpose or effect of nullifying 
or impairing the recognition, enjoyment or exercise, on an equal footing, 
of human rights and fundamental freedoms in the political, economic, 
social, cultural or any other field of public life.» 
and;

Article 5 (e) of the International Convention on the Elimination 
of All Forms of Racial Discrimination states :

«Economic, social and cultural rights in particular :
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(i) The right to work, to free choice of employment, to just and 
favourable conditions of work, to equal pay for equal work, to just 
and favourable remuneration;

(ii) the right to from and join trade unions;

(iii) The right to housing;

(iv) The right to public health, medical care, social security and 
social services.»

Ever since the outbreak of violence in Cyprus in December 1963 
the Greek Cypriot Administration, having failed to subjugate the Tur
kish Cypriot community by the use of force, adopted the sinister method 
of financial exploitation and economic discrimination against the Tur
kish community with a view to impoverishing it to such an extent that 
it would be forced to accept the Greek Cypriot political conditions for 
the settlement of the Cyprus problem.

The financial exploitation of the Turkish community found exp
ression in the forced payment of both direct and indirect taxes into 
the budget of the Greek Cypriot Administration without any benefits 
accruing to the Turkish community in return. Furthermore, as all ports 
and a irp o rts  were under the control of the Greek Cypriot Administ
ration, all Turkish importers paid customs duty to the Greek Cypriot 
authorities which was in turn used exclusively for the betterment of 
the Greek Cypriot economy. Similarly, all purchases by Turks of wines, 
spirits, and tobacco that were produced in the island bore excise duties 
which again accrued to the Greek Cypriot budget. It is estimated that 
Turkish Cypriots used to contribute something like 15 per cent to the 
Republic’s annual budget without any corresponding benefits accruing 
therefrom.

Although all Greek villages, including even the smallest hamlets 
of five-six inhabitants were provided with electricity supply, 103 Tur
kish Cypriot villages and settlements were totally deprived of this fa
cility. The Greek Cypriot Administration did not even allow the Turks 
to import or purchase electricity generating sets for powering their 
newly established hospitals and factories. Furthermore, electricity 
supply in the Turkish quarter of Nicosia was limited to 1963 strength. 
Consequently, the Turkish population could not set up new industries. 
Continuous power cuts and failure in electricity supply caused incon
veniences and hardships to the public and businessman. All representa
tions made to the Greek Cypriot authorities for the reconnection of 
electricity supplies fell on deaf ears.
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The Turkish Cypriots also experienced discriminatory treatm ent 
in m atters relating to social insurance.

The Social Insurance Scheme of Cyprus came into operation in 
January 1957, a t first covering employees and later also self-employed 
people. Those who participated and fulfilled the conditions could benefit 
whether he was a Turk or a Greek.

Following the Cyprus crisis in December 1963, the Greek Admi
nistration, without any justification, refused payment of all kinds of 
benefits to the Turkish contributors. Contributions to the credit of 
Turkish participants have been estimated to be in the region of £C 3 
million pounds. Approximately 8,000 Turkish Cypriots employed by 
foreign banks, mining companies and the Sovereign Base Areas conti
nued to contribute to the fund and their contributions amounted to 
about £C 100,000 per annum.

The Turkish side had made repeated attem pts through the good 
offices of UNFICYP for the restoration of this social right of the Tur
kish members of the Insurance Scheme but were only able to secure in 
March 1966 partial restoration of the benefits of a very limited num
ber of persons, i.e., only old-age and widow’s pensions.

Finally the Greek Cypriot side accepted negotiations on this mat
ter in 1970. However, the beginning of negotiations on this m atter was 
used by the Greek Cypriot side to inflict another blow to the Turkish 
members of the Scheme. Since 1970 they have been refusing to pay any 
benefits to Tui'ks who had continud to pay their contributions.

The municipal law in Cyprus, as well as international conventions 
to which Cyprus is a party, do not provide any stoppage in the payment 
of benefits on account of race, sex or religion of any contributor whereas 
in Cyprus, this is what the Greek Cypriot authorities are doing.

Our applications to benefit from the credit facilities of the State 
(Loan Commissioners) as well as the Development Bank of Cyprus 
(share capital of which is 16 per cent Turkish) have been frustrated 
under the flimsy excuse tha t the Greek officials of these institutions 
could not enter the Turkish controlled areas. However, when we made 
arrangements for such free entry as they asked for, they came up with 
another flimsy excuse saying tha t the mortgages offered by Turks as 
guarantee of such loans could not be foreclosed when the payments of 
instalments fell overdue.

Severe discriminations were also practised in the fields of tele
communications and sound and vision broadcasting.
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Moreover, state funds and foreign loan facilities were usurped for 
the financing exclusively Greek projects. For the encouragement of 
tourist industry alone the long term loans with a subsidized rate of in
terest, namely 4 per cent, advanced to Greek entrepreneurs only amo
unted to well over £C 2 million up to 1972. Another £C 2.5 million was 
spent on beach developments for touristic purposes, while Turkish 
owned beaches were deliberately kept under occupation of Greek Nati
onal Guard.

The Greek Cypriot Administration did all in their power to prevent 
the Turkish community from benefiting from tourist traffic to the 
island.

A fter the establishment of the Republic provision was made for 
extending of interest free loans to hoteliei’s with the object of encoura
ging tourism. Although between the years 1960-1966, £C 600,000 was 
given to Greek hoteliers, only one Turkish hotelier received a sum of 
£C 10,000 and his hotel was subsequently occupied by the Greek Cypriot 
National Guard and prevented from functioning. Of the £C 1,650,000 
allocated for this purpose during the period 1967-1971 the Turkish 
community received no benefit a t all.

The Greek Cypriot armed onslaught on the Turkish community 
which was launched in December 1963 with the object of uniting the 
island with Greece, also forced the Turkish community to abandon 
103 villages in order to take refuge in comparatively safer Turkish 
areas. Moreover, as soon as these villages were abandoned, Turkish 
homes were pillaged, looted and destroyed in a  frenzy of hatred against 
the Turks. The number of Turkish Cypriots thus deprived of their 
refugees were cultivated by Greek Cypriots without any payment of 
rent, thus enriching themselves a t the expense of those Turkish Cypriot 
refugees who were forced to abandon their homes while the latter to 
live on Social Assistance Benefits provided by the Turkish Cypriot 
Administration. Even as late as 1973 Mr. Clerides refused to allow the 
return of Turkish C y p r io ts  to their villages in oz-der to cultivate their 
land.

The Greek Cypriot side had deliberately prolonged the solution of 
the refugee problem in the hope that the economic and financial pres
sures thereby imposed on the Turkish community would force the lat
ter to submit to the unacceptable and oppressive Greek conditions put 
forward for the settlement of the Cyprus problem. At the same time 
the prolongation of the solution of this problem would enable Greek 
Cypriots to continue to enrich themselves through the exploitation of 
the abandoned Turkish-owned properties to the detriment of the Tur
kish community of Cyprus.
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II. RELIGIOUS DISCRIMINATION

Article 5 provides :

In compliance with the fundamental obligations laid down in ar
ticle 2 of this Convention, States parties to it undertake to prohibit 
and to eliminate racial discrimination in all its forms and to guarantee 
the right of everyone, without distinction as to race, colour, or national 
or ethnic origin, to equality before the law, notably in the enjoyment 
of the following rights :

Subsection (d) in particular provides under subdivision (vii) right 
to freedom of thought, conscience and religion.

Among the various atrocities committed in the recent history of 
Cyprus, perhaps the most aggravating and brutal were those commit
ted against Moslem religious institutions in the island. Mosques, shrines 
and other places of worship belonging to the Moslem religion have been 
attacked, bombed, burned down or otherwise destroyed with bulldozers 
in a most sacrilegious manner. A BBC commentator describing the 
persecution of Turkish Cypriots in early 1964 stated tha t he had never 
seen such a «collective hatred».

According to a survey carried out by the Turkish Evkaf Office 
ju st before the coup of 1974, 59 mosques, 4 shrines and 1 tomb had 
been severely damaged or destroyed in the six districts of the island. 
A conservative estimate put the material damage a t well over 2.5 
million Cyprus pounds. In 103 villages which we had abandoned, all reli
gious places including mosques and shrines were wantonly destroj^ed.

III. INCITEMENT OF HATRED

States parties condemn all propaganda and all organizations which 
are based on ideas or theories of superiority of one race or group of 
persons of one colour or ethnic origin, or which attem pt to justify  or 
promote racial hatred and discrimination in any form, and undertake 
to adopt immediate and positive measures designed to eradicate all 
incitement to, or acts of, such discrimination and, to this end, with due 
regard to the principles embodied in the Universal Declaration of Hu
man Rights and the rights expressly set forth in article 5 of this 
Convention, inter alia :

(a) Shall declare an offence punishable by law all dissemination 
of ideas based on racial superiority or hatred, incitement to racial
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discrimination, as well as acts of violence or incitement to such acts 
against any race or group of persons of another colour or ethnic origin, 
and also the provision of any assistance to racist activities, including 
the financing thereof;

(b) Shall declare illegal and prohibit organizations, and also or
ganized and all other propaganda activities, which promote and incite 
racial discrimination, and shall recognize participation in such orga
nizations or activities as an offence punishable by law;

(c) Shall not permit public authorities of public institutions 
national or local, to promote or incite racial discrimination.

The Greek C y p r io t  Administration has utilized the facilities of 
the State, which it had usurped by force, to incite hatred against the 
Turks within the Greek Cypriot community with the object of keeping 
alive their policy of ENOS1S. Led by Makar ios, the authorities of the 
Greek Cypriot Administration continuously and consistently declared 
publicly the notion th a t the presence of the Turkish community in 
Cyprus pervented the realization of ENOSIS for the time being, and 
thereby created a feeling of aversion for the Turkish community among 
the Greek C y p rio ts . This point was adequately emphasized by Makarios 
himself in a speech delivered a t Panavia Village, Cyprus, on 4 Septem
ber 1962.

«Unless this small Turkish community forming a part of the Tur
kish race which has been the terrible enemy of Hellenism is expelled, 
the duty of the heroes of EOKA can never be considered as termina
ted.»

All kinds of organizations and associations foi-med with the object 
of achieving ENOSIS were encouraged and supported by the Greek 
Cypriot Administration and all the resources of the State, including 
arms, were made available to them. These organizations and associati
ons were allowed to pursue their activities freely, to resort to and pre
pare for violence against the Turks, and those responsible for such 
discriminatory and terroristic activities were never punished in any 
way. Indeed, Nicos Sampson, the well-known Greek Cypriot terrorist 
and murderer, who was made the so-called «President» of Cyprus follo
wing the coup d’etat of 15 July 1974 staged by the Greek Junta in 
Cyprus, is today still freely pursuing his destructive activities in the 
Greek Cypriot region of the island, establishing secret armies and inci
ting hatred against the Turks. The Greek Cypriot National Guard, 
unconstitutionally formed by Archbishop Makarios with the object of 
eliminating the Turkish Cypriot resistance to ENOSIS, is also still acti
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ve and present in the island. The broadcasting services and facilities 
of the State have been used for the past 12 years and are still being 
used solely for the benefit of the Greek Cypriots and also as a medium 
for disseminating anti-Turkish propaganda. Greek Cypriot children are 
being indoctrinated by Greek Cypriot education authorities to believe 
that the Turks are enemies who should be hated.

Notwithstanding the above facts, up to now, the Greek Cypriot 
Administration has refrained from raising the question of racial discri
mination in Cyprus in the international arena, and it is indeed very 
odd tha t it is only now tha t the question of racial discrimination has 
been brought up by the Greek Cypriots.

it  is relevant to point out here tha t Article 28 of the Cyprus 
Constitution provides for the elimination of the practice of racial discri
mination which the Greek Cypriot Administration consistently violated 
for 12 years since 1963. What is more ridiculous is th a t they are alle
ging tha t the situation which the Greek Cypriots themselves created 
and which culminated in the coup d’état of 15 July 1974, is preventing 
the implementation of the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms 
of Racial Discrimination in the Turkish controlled regions of Cyprus. 
It is evident from the above account that the Greek Cypriot Admi
nistration acted in violation of article 4 (e) of the Convention.

As is well known, the Republic of Cyprus is a bi-national State 
composed of Turkish Cypriot and Greek Cypriot national communities 
who share in the independence and sovereignty of Cyprus on the basis 
of International Treaties. Since the events of the summer of 1974, two 
separate geographical regions came into being, and the existence of two 
administrations in Cyprus, each exercising control and authority over 
its respective grographical region has been internationally recognized 
by the Geneva Declaration of 30 July 1974 and subsequently by the 
United Nations Organization. The Autonomous Turkish Cypriot Admi
nistration has been restructured as the Turkish Federated State of 
Cyprus to constitute the Turkish wing of the future Republic of Cyp
rus. Accordingly, there is at present no central authority composed of 
both Turkish and Greek elements of the bi-national State which can 
represent and act for Cyprus as a whole. The only legitimate and ef
fective authority over the Turkish Cypriot community and the area 
under the Turkish Cypriot control is the Turkish Federated State of 
Cyprus.

In view of the foregoing and the fact tha t there is not, as yet, a 
central government in Cyprus representative of both communities, we 
tru s t tha t the honourable members of the Economic and Social Coun
cil will not be misled by the Greek Cypriot propaganda at the sixtieth 
session of the above Council.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«... Considering paragraph 9 of recommendation 737 (1974) of 
the assembly in which it states tha t «Any aid or assistance must above 
all be such as to benefit effectively all those in need irrespective of 
their community or ethnic group» and paragraph 10 (d) of the same 
recommendation in which it invites «The special representative of the 
Council of Europe to request the resettlement fund to grant long-term 
low interest loans to the Cypriot populations.»

Taking into account paragraph 9 (a) of recommendation 756 (1975) 
which recommends that the committee of ministers «appeal to the two 
ethnic communities to arrange for their representatives to submit to 
the Council of Europe’s special representative as soon as possible for
mal requests concerning their greatest needs in the m atter of medium 
and long-term aid, and their suggestions for its swift and direct trans
mission.»

Noting th a t the president of the Turkish Federated State of 
Cyprus, Mr. Rauf Denktas, has submitted, on the request of the special 
representative and the secretary general of the Council of Europe, three 
projects for financing.

Noting (Page 15 of the statutory report of the committee of mi
nisters, doc. 3596) that the resettlement fund of the Council of Europe 
has adopted resolution 258 (74) approving project 69 submitted by the 
Greek Cypriot Community, to ask the president of the Committee of 
ministers :

I. W hat action will be taken with regard to the projects submit
ted by Mr. Denktas to the Council of Europe,

II. If, in the light of the above, he is satisfied with the action 
so far taken on the subject of aid by the council of europe to the two 
communities on the island?»

Text of the Question by Mr. TOSYALÏ,
Member of Parliament, a t the Consultative Assembly, 
of the Council of Europe, on 23 April 197S.
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«1 wish to make only a  few remarks on the reply given by the 
distinguished minister on the question of aid to the populations in 
Cyprus. The assembly wants aid to be furnished to both of the com
munities in the island, and in all the recommendations it has adopted 
so far, this assembly has expressed the view tha t there should be no 
discrimination between the two communities. I expect and hope that 
the same will apply when it comes to the committee of ministers.

W hat are the realities of the situation in regard to aid so far 
provided to the two communities in the island? The Greek-Cypriot com
munity has received medium-term assistance from a branch of this or
ganisation, namely the resettlement fund, while the Turkish-Cypriot 
community has not. I do not believe tha t this is because the Turkish- 
Cypriot community is in a better position economically than the Greek- 
Cypriot community or that legally speaking the Greek Community has 
a more legitimate claim than the Turkish Community to such aid.

Mr. Forni, in his repoi*t submitted after visiting Cyprus said :

«The rapporteur was also struck by the poverty of the inhabitants 
in the Turkish-Cypriot zone which he visited... The rapporteur found 
that, in this part of the island, the human tragedy of Cyprus had mar
ked the local people particularly strongly. Lasting anxiety about enosis, 
the countless acts of violence and insecurity about the future in gene
ral have produced a state of mind among Turkish Cypriots which will 
scarcely make negotiations between the two ethnic communities easier.»

I hardly need elaborate on those points, of which this assembly 
will be well aware.

We observe tha t the resettlement fund of the Council of Europe 
has been more efficient in providing medium-term assistance than the 
committee of ministers. I do not believe th a t we should utilise the more 
efficient method for one community and reserve the other method for 
the other.

Text of the statement made by Mr. TOSYALI.
Member ol Parliament, a t the Consultative Assembly,
oi the Council of Europe, on 23 April 1975.

394



The pretension that the administration of one community can be 
the legal government of Cyprus is totally unfounded. There are two 
communities in need of aid on that island. If we do not want to discri
minate, we can always find ways and means to avoid doing so. Some 
may say tha t the resettlement fund deals with governments. Mr. 
Renschler in his report makes the following remarks which are directly 
relevant :

«Nevertheless, it should be pointed out that the resettlement fund 
has considerable flexibility in this respect. Its loans are not necessarily 
made only to member governments but may take the form of loans 
guaranteed by a member government of the fund and made directly 
available to those in need of assistance. It is clear, therefore, that any 
settlement based upon some system of autonomous administration in 
Cyprus may prove no obstacle to the granting of loans by the resettle
ment fund directly to the various committees.»

Once again, I thank the distinguished minister for his answer, and 
I hope tha t he will do his part to see to it tha t all appropriate steps are 
taken to extend the aid which the two communities so greatly need, 
without discrimination between them.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«I have the honour to inform you that, while efforts are being 
made, with your excellency’s good offices, for the reactivation of the 
intercommunal talks with a view to finding a permanent and peaceful 
solution to the Cyprus Problem, the Greek Cypriot side, their admi
nistration, leadership and people-military and civilian alike-are doing 
everything in their power to undermine these efforts for the resumption 
of the talks, and are creating an atmosphere tha t will weaken the pros
pects for an agreed solution in the event of the intercommunal talks 
starting as planned.

In this connection 1 would like to draw your excellency’s attenti
on to the following extracts from the Greek Cypriot press which are 
illuminating and self explanatory :

1 — The Greek Cypriot daily «Ta Nea» in an article published 
recently regarding the conditions prevailing in the Greek Cypriot nati
onal guard, states th a t the national guard has always been the breeding 
centre for unlawfulness and adds :

«The anomaly started from the army and reached its climax on 
the 15 -th July which marker the beginning of the destruction of Cyp
rus. The army instead of being the backbone of the state it has under
mined and thereby destroyed it. This is because the commanders of 
the army were serving the junta.

During the time th a t has since elapsed it has been proved tha t 
the people who led us to our desti-uction were Ioannides and his Cliaue 
In spite of all these, efforts are being made to continue the same acts 
which were being done before the «Coup d’Etat». The recruits are being 
trained in the same «National and moral» spirit.

On the 11 th  November a Cypriot 2 nd lieutenant stood up a t a 
recruiting centre and asked the recruits :

Text oi the letter by Mr. Nail ATALAY,
Dcpuiy Representative, Turkish Federated State of Cyprus.
To His Excellency Dr. Kurt W aldheim, Secretary - General, United Nations 
dated  April, 1975.

396



«What are you?»

«Soldiers.»

«Who are your enemies?»

«The Turks», shouted the recruits.

The 2 nd lieutenant asked again.

«Who are our enemies?»

«The communists and the Turks»

«1 did not hear anything»

The recruits shouted more loudly

«The communists and the Turks».

No one dared not to shout because the sergeants were watcihing 
them very carefully.

Then the 2 nd lieutenant explained th a t when they were asked 
what their object was, they should reply enosis and the expulsion of 
the Turks».

(Extracts from Ta Nea-newspaper 
of 5 th April, 1975.)

2 — Referring to an article in the Greek Cypriot paper «Alithia» 
regarding the intention of the Greek Cypriot terrorist organization EOKA 
B to continue its fight for enosis, the Greek Cypriot owned english lan
guage daily the «Cyprus mail» published the following :

«Mr. Sofoclis Potamidis (The Regional Leader Of EOKA B) is 
quoted as-saying».

«We are ready to fight on the side of Makarios».

«We, the pro-enosis group are distressed at the turn of events».

«We placed our faith in enosis and fought for enosis, but we now 
see Cyprus under the Turkish boot».

«We are ready to fight on the side of Makarios against the 
common foe.»

«EOKA’s 2,000-8,000 combat-ready men are retaining their arms 
for personal safety.»

(Extracts from the Cyprius mail - 
8 th April, 1975.)
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3 — Makarios and his supporters continue, even on the eve of the 
reactivation of the intercommunal talks, to speak of a «Long Struggle» 
for the Greek Cypriots and refuse to work for a lasting and workable 
solution to the Cyprus problem :

«Makarios repeats his call for a long struggle».

«President Makarios has again asserted. His warning about a 
«Long struggle».

Makarios quoted as saying : «There are no good prospects for 
a solution of the Cyprus problem in the near future*.

4 — Although it is evident from statements recently made by 
Mr. Clerides tha t he is opposed to a «Long Struggle» and has accepted 
in principle a bi-regional federal solution based on the realities of the 
Cyprus situation has come under strong attack from Makarios and his 
supporters for holding these realistic views :

«Clerides under fire for morbid realism».

«The (Greek Cypriot) weekly Eleftheros Laos, edited by a staunch 
Makarios supporter, end now an independent member of the house (of 
representatives) said Mr. Clerides views expressing opposition to a long 
struggle and accepting the idea of a bizonal state demanded by the 
Turks was a t variance with president Makarios’s decalared policy of 
multi begional federation and «Long Struggle».»

«A speech from the pulpit by bishop Chysostomos a t Pathos, the 
Archbishop’s (I. E. Makarios’s) right-hand man in the church, who 
without referring to Mr. Clerides by name, called on the people to turn 
a deaf ear to «Morbid Realism» and not to be misled by «Realistic 
Sermons».

«Eleftheros Laos says tha t statements made by Mr. Clerides amo
unt to national scandal, constituting open conflict with the declared 
policy of the leader (I. E. Makarios) of the people and of the agreed 
line.»

(Extracts from Cyprus 
Mail 6.4.1975.)

5 — The Makarios Administration, using the refugee problem as 
a political tool, instegated and materially and actively supported the 
Greek Cypriot Women in planning and carrying out a militant, so called, 
«Walk Home» propaganda campaign with a view to deceiving world 
public opinion and destorting the true nature of the refugee problem,
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which is common to both communities and has in fact existed in the 
case of the Turkish Cypriots-for the past 12 years. I t is unfortunate 
tha t the Greek Cypriots should still persist in carrying out such a mili
tant and provocative campaing at the present time. This campaign, 
which is fu rther evidence at Makarios’s irresponsible statements calling 
of the Greek Cypriot people for a «Long Struggle», has been given wide 
publicity for some time in the Greek Cypriot press.

It is regrettable tha t a t a time when every effort is being made, 
with your excellency’s good offices, to reactivate the intercommunal 
talks in order to find a permanent and peaceful settlement of the Cyprus 
problem, the Greek Cypriot side is frustrating these efforts and more
over is not helping to create a favorable atmosphere which would be 
conducti ve to the successeul conclusion of the talks. The attitude of 
the Greek Cypriot authorities, itself a t the present time, 
as indicated above unfortunately leaves no doubt as to their lack of 
sincerity and the faith they have in the intercommunal talks.

It would be very much appreciated, your excellency, if this letter 
could be circulated to all the members of the security council as an 
official document.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«On the eve of the resumption of the intercommunal talks on 
Cyprus in Vienna, I would like to draw your attention to a  statement 
of the representative of the Greek Cypriots before the committee on the 
elimination of racial discrimination.

As it can be seen from the press release h r /1235 of 8 April 1975, 
on the very day tha t the resumption of the talks between the two com
munities of Cyprus was formally announced by your office, the repre
sentative of the Greek Cypriot community took the opportunity to Launch 
a campaign of slanderous attacks against my country and the Turks of 
Cyprus, in a familiar practice, the Greek Cypriot representative not only 
exploited for political ends a  non-political forum where neither Turkey 
nor the Turks of Cyprus are represented but he also twisted events and 
facts and gave a completely false account of the realities of Cyprus.

As the representative of Turkey, I most categorically reject the 
slanders tha t were directed against my country. As for the Turkish 
Cypriots, 1 am sure tha t if requested they would be ready to provide 
a fully documented account of the racial, religious, administrative, soci
al and political discrimination the were subjected to by the Greek Cyp
riot administration during the last 11 years. Ambassador Rossides should 
realize tha t the situation as it exists today was created by the discrimi
natory policies of the administration he represents.

It should also be noted tha t the representatives of the Greek Cyp
riots had not referred to the situation in Cyprus during the deliberati
ons of the Committee of the 29th General Assembly as well as the 31th 
session of the Commission on Human Rights when these bodies were dis
cussing the question of racial discrimination. The sudden discovery of 
racial discrimination in Cyprus on the part of ambassador Rossides cle
arly proves the manifest hypocrity of the administration he represents.

While bringing this latest Greek Cypriot outburst to your know
ledge, I wish to expreess my hope that ambassador Rossides’s remarks 
do not go beyond being ther eflection of the views of some of the fa
natical leaders within the Greek Cypriot community.»

Text of the letter by Mr. Osman OLCAY,
Ambassador, Permanent Representative., to the Secretary General, April 1975.
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THE QUESTION OP CYPRUS

«With reference to the letter of Mr. Zenon Rossides of 1 May 
1975, document S/11681, I would like to remind him and to refresh his 
memory of the following facts :

(1) The Republic of Cyprus, a functional federation, was estab
lished in I960 on the basis of partnership between the co-founder Tur
kish and Greek communities of the island. The bi-national independence 
so created was, however, treated by Archbishop Makarios and the Greek 
leadership not as an end in itself but as a means to an end (namely 
ENOSIS).

In fact all efforts of the Greek Cypriot leadership during the period 
from 1960 to the end of 1963 were aimed a t deliberately impeding the 
smooth functioning of the State and thereby creating the impression 
tha t the Constitution was unworkable because of the excessive rights 
alleged to have been given to the Turkish community. Their ultimate 
object was to secure the amendment of those parts of the Constitution 
which gave the Turkish community a meaningful say in the functions 
of the State and safeguarded it against Enosis and discrimination. This 
intention of the Greek Cypriot side was corroborated by the 13-point 
proposal made by Archbishop Makarios in November 1963 which envi
saged the complete removal of those provisions of the Constitution 
which established the co-founder status of the Turkish community and 
blocked the way to Enosis.

(2) The Greek Cypriot Administration, which had usurped the 
Government machinery in December 1963, has for the last 11 years been 
posing as the «Government of Cyprus» and arbitrarily exercising this 
authority merely on the strength of the de facto superiority which it 
had acquired by the use of force.

(3) A fter the coup of 15 July 1974 and the Turkish peace opera
tion which followed it in order to save the bi-national State of Cyprus, 
whose independence was in imminent danger of being destroyed by the

Text of letter, doted 2 Miry 1975 from Mr. Nail ATALAY.
Acting Representative oi the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus addressed to the
Secretary • General« S/11683.

401



organizers of the coup, this «de facto superiority» of the Greek Cypriot 
Administration came to an end and two autonomous administrations, 
Turkish Cypriot and Greek Cypriot, each exei'cising control and autho
rity  over its respective geographical region, came into being.

(4) The existence of two separate administrations in Cyprus has 
been internationally recognized by the Geneva Declaration of 30 July 
1974 and by the United Nations Organization. Since 13 February 1975, 
the autonomous Turkish Cypriot Administration has been restructured 
as the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus to constitute the Turkish 
Federated State of the future Federal Republic of Cyprus.

(5) The future constitutional basis of the Republic of Cyprus is 
being discussed by the representatives of the two communities in Vien
na a t this very moment.»

(6) The areas of Kyrenia, Agyrta, Yerolakkos, the area north of 
Nicosia, Trachonas and the villages of Sykhari and Dhikomo which Mr. 
Rossides refers to in his letter are under the control of the Turkish Fe
derated State of Cyprus. Therefore, these areas are not under the ju
risdiction of the Greek Cypriot Administration which Mr. Rossides rep
resents and, furthermore, he has never been authorized to speak on 
behalf of the Turkish Cypriot side.

I should be grateful if this letter could be circulated as a document 
of the Security Council.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«■There are approximately 11,000 Turkish Cypriots in the south who 
are living as virtual prisoneres in the hands of Greek Cypriots in fear 
of their lives and in misery. These people who are mostly elderly are 
detained in the south as political pawns. They are unable to do so in 
the ordinary way owing to the restrictions imposed on their freedom of 
movement by the Greek Cypriot administration in flagrant violation of 
all principles of human rights.

In order to prevent these people from crossing to the north, the 
Greek Cypriot administration has taken all sorts of restrictive measu
res including the enactment of legislation making the transportation of 
Turkish Cypriots to the north a criminal offence punishable by heavy 
fines, imprisonment and/or the confiscation of the vehicles involved. 
There is no doubt tha t these measures as well as the legislation hi qu
estion are in themselves glaring examples of inhuman discrimination 
against Turkish Cypriots living in the south. Greek authoristies have 
also established check points on all roads leading to the north and man
ned them with armed personnel with orders to shoot a t any vehicle 
which fails to stop. I enclose extracts from the local Greek Press sho
wing evidence of such instances as well as punishments inflicted on 
Greek drivers by the Greek Cypriot courts for transporting Turkish 
Cypriots to the north.

These discriminatory, ultra vires and inhuman measures of the 
Greek Cypriot administration are forcing Turkish Cypriots to pay 
exorbitant sums of money to Greek Cypriot taxi drivers and to risk 
their lives in order to lie able to regain their liberty and join their fa
milies in the north.

During the last two or three months over six hundred Turkish 
Cypriots tried to cross to the north but were intercepted by the Greek 
Cypriot police or the national guard and returned to their villages after 
lengthy interrogation and torture at Greek Cypriot police stations. On

T o :*  of the letter by Dr. Necdet UNEL,
Acting President, Turkish Federated State of Cyprus,
To Dr. Kurt Waldheim, Secretary - GeneraL dated 3 May 1975.
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two occasions the Greek Cypriot sentries a t the check points firecl a t 
the vehicles causing in one instance the death of a four-mounth old 
baby and seriously wounding of her mother.

I need hardly stress that this attitude of the Greek Cypriot admi
nistration violates all norms of human decency and breeds hatred and 
enmity between the two communities leading to possible reprisals by 
the relatives of aggrieved persons against Greek Cypriots living in 
the north.

In the circumstances, I shall very much appreciate if your excel
lency will use your good offices for the removal of the discriminatory 
and inhuman restrictions imposed on the freedom of movement of Tur
kish Cypriots living in the south so as to enable these unfortunate 
people freely to join their families in the north.

I shall be grateful if your excellency will kindly have this com
munication circulated as a security council document.

Extracts From Local Greek Press :
Turks Robbed

A Greek Cypriot police bulletin, which appears in today’s Greek 
Cypriot press, says 14 Turkish Cypriots travelling to Lefka in a vehicle 
owned by Michail of Prodromos were intercepted by 3 masked and ar
med men near the village of Pomos and were robbed of their money, 
which totalled about 2500 pounds.

The Turkish Cypriots were ordered back to Paphos. 10 were re
turned to police the other 4 were left near the village of Natiou when 
a police checkpoint came into sight.

‘Greek Cypriot Press’ of 
24 December, 1974.

Greek Cypriot Fined

Andreas Paraskevas has been fined 30 pounds and his driving li
cence suspended for 3 months for attempting to transport 2 Turkish 
Cypriots from the south to the north.

‘Agon’ of 25 December, 1974.

Smuggling Of Turks

New arrests of those aiding to the Turks in crossing over to the 
north were made yeterday. One of those arrested is a national guards
man, named Panikos Demetriou, who connived at the crossing of Turks
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from  the roadblock in return for 1.20 bribery. Other persons arrested 
v.-ere Vassos Georhiou of Larnaca and Andreas and Hambos Gerghiou 
brothers of Oroklini village. These three men were caught as they were 
transporting 30 Turks with their belongings to the nortli for 1.400, 
1.20 of this amount would be paid to the soldier at the roadblock as 
bribery. PhUeleftheros reports tha t the smuggling of Turks to the north 
has become an organized job.

'Greek Cypriot Press’ of 
21 January, 1975.

A national Guardsman, Panikos Demitriou and two brothers from 
Oriklini village (Andrea sr.nd Charalambos Georghiou-as well as Vasos 
Georghiou of Larnaca) have been detained for transporting 30 Turkish 
Cypriots to the north. They had received 400 pounds, of which, 20 would 
be paid to the national guardsman, as a bribe, a t the check-point.

‘Greek Cypriot Press’ of 
28 February, 1975.

Turkish Child Killed

A Turkish baby was killed and his mother wounded when police 
opened fire on a Greek Cypriot car near Mazoto. They were being taken 
to the Turkish region. The driver of the car has escaped.

Police who set up roadblocks on the same road stopped 3 Greek 
owned cars and arrested their ownerdrivers for transporting 38 Tur
kish Cypriots from Mari village to the Turkish region.

Greek Cypriot Press’ of 
15 March, 1975.

Turkish Woman Dies
A Turkish Cypriot Woman who was travelling on foot, together 

with her husband and 2 Children, to the north, has fallen off a  cliff 
and died near Kykkodrodisa area.

Meanwhile, 2 bus loads of Turkish Cypriots were intercepted on 
the Palekhori-Klirou road by the police who had set up road-blocks. 
They were all travelling to the Turkish region from Limassol. They 
have been forced to return to Limassol.

Agon’ of 21 March. 1975.

Imprisoned
Christofis Nicolaou 48 of Limassol has been sentenced by the Lar

naca distict court to 6 months imprisonment for transporting Turks 
from the south to the north. He was cought on the Gidi-Larnaca road.
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Meanwhile 2 policemen have been arrested for questioning on a 
similar charge.

‘Fileleftheros’ of 21 March, 1975.

a) Andreas Konstantinou and ChrisLos Tuvas have been sentenced 
to 5 months jail for transporting Turks to the north.

Protremos Karvunyaris has been jailed for 3 months on a similar 
charge.

Fagos claims tha t these men are new national guardsmen.

b) Fagos reports that Andreas Costas of Larnaca has been imp
risoned for 6 months for transporting Turks to the north.

Asirmatos’ of 24 March, 1975.

A rrest For Smuggling Turkish Women

A 26 year old Limassol man has been ai*rested by the police at 
Limassol and will be brought before court today on charges of attem p
ting to smuggle Turks into the Turkish controlled region.

Police said they intercepted the man’s car a t the Yermasoya road
block and found two Turkish Women in a hiding place camouflaged un
der the Driver’s seat. The woman said they had paid the driver 1.275 
and another 1.177 would be paid by her son when they arrived in 
Nicosia.

The driver has been arrested and the Turkish women were sent 
back to their homes in Paphos.

Cyprus Mail’ of 2 April 1975.

Shots Fired A t Car In Nicosia

National guardsman near the Cyta round-about in Nicosia on the 
green line, fired two shots a t a car from which three Turkish Cypriot 
women alighted to walk into the Turkish controlled region of Nicosia. 
The car sped towards the Pedieos bridge and disappeared.

‘Cyprus Mail' of 2 April, 1975.

Jail For Carrying Turks
Christakis Spyrou, a plumber, 27, of Pretori, was sentenced to six 

month’s imprisonment by the Limassol district court for driving wihout 
third party insurance and for carrying on payment two Turkish Cypriots 
to Turkish-Occupied areas.

‘Cyprus Mail’ of 3 April, 1975.
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Driver Jailed In Larnaca

The driver involved in the attempted smuggling of Turkish Cyp
riots from the south to the Turkish-held north last March, when a 
Turkish Cypriot woman injured and her child killed, was sentenced to 
ten months imprisonment by the Larnaca district court. He was found 
guilty of illegal transport.

Cyprus Mail’ of 6 April 1975.

Turks Stoned

Turks trying to cross from the south to the north in a bus were 
stoned a t the Greek Cypriot village of Avlona and their way was bloc
ked by a tractor. However, they managed to escape.

Cxeorghios Eleftherion and Charalambos Charaiambo have been re
mained in custody for 8 days for attempting to transport Turks to the 
north.

‘Mahi’ of 15 April, 1975.

Greeks Jailed For Smuggling Turks To North

Three Greek Cypriots have been sent to jail by the Nicosia distrcict 
court for terms ranging from six to nine months and fined between 
them a total of L. 130 for acting in collusion among themselves for the 
smuggling of Turkish Cypriots from the south to the north.

The accused were : George Eleftherion (23), Charalambos Toannou 
(26) and Ioannis Tryfonos (29), all of Khandria Village in the Limas
sol District.

'Cyprus Mail’ of
24 April, 1975.
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THE QUESTION 0 ?  CYPRUS

«It has come to my knowledge tha t the Greek Cypriot Administ
ration has sent a Greek Cypriot delegation to attend the 28th World 
Health Assembly which is currently being held in Geneva.

In this connection I would like to bring to your knowledge the 
following facts :

1 — The Republic of Cyprus is a bi-national State composed of 
Turkish Cypriot and Greek Cypriot national communities who share 
the independence and sovereignty of Cyprus on the basis of internati
onal treaties, and the order established thereunder provides for equal 
rights, particularly in the field of foreign affairs. This fact is entrenc
hed in our Constitution and the existence of two autonomous administ
rations in Cyprus has also been internationally recognised by the Ge
neva Declaration of the 30th July, 1974 which was later endorsed by 
the United Nations Organisation.

2 — The decision to detail a delegation to attend the above As
sembly was taken by the Greek Cypriot Administration unilaterally 
without consulting the Vice-President of the Republic. Such decisions 
which come within the purview of «foreign affairs» are subject to the 
approval of the Vice-President of the Republic of Cyprus before they 
can be implemented (c. f. Articles 49 (d) and 57 of oui’ Constitution).

In the circumstances explained above and in view of the situation 
prevailing in the Island following the Coup of 15th July 1974 (the ob
ject of which was to destroy the independence sovereignty and territo
rial integrity of the Republic of Cyprus and after subjugating or comp
letely exterminating the Turkish Community, to bring about Enosis) 
the most tha t the said Greek Cypriot delegation can do, is to represent 
the Greek Cypriot Community. In no circumstances can it be regarded 
as representing or in any way binding the Republic of Cyprus as a 
whole and particularly the Turkish Cypriot Community.»

Text of the letter by Mr. Rauf R. DENKTAS,
President of the Turkish Federaled S t a t e  of Cyprus,
To Prof. S. Halter. President of the 28th World Health Assembly, 
Geneva, dcrted 20 May, 1975.
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TEE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«i am once again compelled to write to Your Excellency regarding 
the content of the letter of Mr. Rossides (S/11691 dated 15 May 1975).

(i) Mr. Rossides and the Greek Cypriot Administration which he 
represents chose to refer to the «1960 Constitution of the Republic of 
Cyprus» whenever they think they can mislead the world opinion as 
to the true situation on the Island.

(ii) One of the basic premises of the 1960 Constitution of Cyprus, 
an international agreement, was tha t of a bi-communal State. The con
cept, therefore, of a State administered by only one of these communi
ties runs counter to the constitutional basis of the Republic. Conse
quently, the unilateral action by the Greek Cypriots in December 1963 
which ousted the Turkish Cypriots fi’om the Administration of the 
Republic and usurped the constitutional rights of the Turkish Cypriot 
Community is a blatant violation of the basic structure of the Consti
tution of the Republic and as such void ab initio in international law. 
Therefore, the so-called Government of Cyprus cannot be considered as 
the true and lawful government of the Island. The most it  can ever 
be is to be the authority over the Greek faction of the population and 
its representative value is limited as such.

(iii) The judgement of Mr. Rossides on the existence of the Tur
kish Federated State of Cyprus is of no value for the Turkish C y p rio ts . 
The Turkish Federated State of Cyprus shall continue to exist. We 
shall patiently wait for the day when the Greek Cypriot side reorgani
zes itself so as to join us to form the Federal Republic of Cyprus. 
The rest is bound to remain semantics. Until tha t day, the representa
tives of the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus shall continue to speak 
on behalf of the Turkish Cypriot Community which has for so long 
been denied this right, using all the means, whenever and wherever 
appropriate.»

Text of letter, dated 21 May 1375 !rom Mr. Nail ATALAY,
Acting Representative of the Turkish Fedexaied State oi Cyprus
addressed to the Secretary - General, S/11695.
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«I would like to refer to the letter of 10 May 1975 written by Mr. 
Rossides, the representative of the Greek Cypriot Administration at 
the United Nations, which was circulated as Security Council document 
S/11686, and to inform you that the allegations contained therein arc 
totally unfounded and a gross mis-representation of the true facts.

As is weli known, the Republic of Cyprus is a bi-national State 
composed of Turkish and Greek Cypriot national communities who share 
in the independence and sovereignty of Cyprus on the basis of inter
national treaties. This fact is enti’enched in our constitution and the 
existence of two autonomous administrations, each exercising control 
and jurisdiction over its respective geographical region, has been inter
nationally recognized by the Geneva Declaration of 30 July 1974 and 
subsequently by the United Nations Organization. The Autonomous 
Turkish Cypriot Administration has now been restructured as the Tur
kish Federated State of Cyprus to constitute the Turkish wing of the 
future Federal Republic of Cyprus. Therefore, there is alt present no 
central authority composed of both 'the Turkish and Greek component 
elements of (the bi-national State which can represent and act for Cyprus 
as a whole.

In view of the above facts, the Turkish je t fighters, referred to by 
Mr. Rossides in the above letter, did not violate the air space of Cyprus 
as alleged, since the flights in question took place over the territory 
of the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus and with the full knowledge 
and consent of the Turkish Federated State. It should be noted, inciden
tally, th a t the flights of the Turkish je t fighters are related to the 
presence of (the Turkish Peace Force in Cyprus which was sent to the 
Island, following the coup d’état staged by the Greeks, in order to 
preserve the independence, sovereignty and territorial integrity of 
Cyprus as well as to protect the lives and property of the Turkish 
Community. I would also like to take this opportunity to place on record

Text of letier dated  22 May 1975 Jrotn Mr. Rau! R. DENKTAS,
President oi the Turkish Federaled State of Cyprus,
addressed to the Secretary - General, S/11714.
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that the presence of the Turkish Forces in Cyprus is not only legitimate 
under international treaties, but such presence is confined to the area 
of Cyprus in which the Turkish Federated State is ithe only legitimate 
and effective authority.

Your Excellency will appreciate tha t ait a time when every effort 
is being made, with Your Excellency’s good offices, to find a perma
n en t and peaceful solution to the Cyprus problem, the malicious aud 
unfounded allegations of Ithe Greek Cypriot Administration, the sole 
aim of which is to discredit the Turkish side, serve no other purpose 
than to create an atmosphere that will adversely affect the prospocls 
of an agreed solution through the medium of the intercommunal talks.»

411



THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«Further to my letter dated 3 April 1975 regarding the Conference 
of Commonwealth Heads of State held in Jamaica, I would like to inform 
you of the reaction of the Turkish Cypriot Community to the final com
muniqué adopted by this Conference.

We have noted with regret that the participants of the above con
ference have deemed it f it  to consider the Cyprus question without 
hearing the viewpoint of one of the parties to the dispute, namely the 
Turkish Cypriot Community, a t a forum in which the representatives 
of this community have been denied the opportunity to take part. lit 
is also noted tha t the participants have failed to approach the problem 
impartially and have expressed solidarity with one of the parities (to 
the dispute which still unlawfully continues to pose as the «govern
ment» of Cyprus. As pointed out in my earlier letter to you, there is 
a t present no central authority composed of both the Turkish and 
Greek elements of the binational Cyprus Republic which can represent 
and act for Cyprus as a whole. Nor is there a head of State represen
ting the whole of Cyprus. Accordingly, the fact remainst tha t Archbis
hop Makarios and his administration can only represent the Greek 
Cypriot Community. Furthermore, the Greek Cypriot Administration 
has in any case no authority or jurisdiction over the Turkish Cypriot 
controlled region of Cyprus. The existence of two separate administrati
ons in Cyprus, each exercising control and authority over its respec
tive geographical region, has been internationally recognized by the 
Geneva Declaration of 30 July 1974 and subsequently by the United 
Nations Organization and this fact will continue to remain so until an 
agreed solution is reached and a constitutional government formed.

I must, however, bring to your attention, and through you to the 
attention of all the participants of the above conference, the strong 
indignation felt by my community, and particularly a t the relevant 
paragraphs of the final communiqué relating to Cyprus. I must further 
inform you that, having pronounced solidarity with the unlawful and

Texl oS letter dated  22 May 1975 from Mr. Rauf E. DENKTA§,
addressed to the Secretary • General of the Commonwealth Secretariat. S/11706.
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unconstitutional «government» of Archbishop Makarios, any action ta
ken by the members of the Commonwealth on the Cyprus question will 
be most unacceptable to, and will not be binding on my community. It 
is indeed unfortunate tha t alt a time when efforts are being made 
through the good offices of the United Nations Secretary-General to 
find a peaceful and permanent solution to the Cyprus problem through 
intercommunal negotiations, this biased attitude has been adopted by 
the Commonwealth Conference which will undoubtedly undermine these 
efforts and will adversely affect the continuation of intercommunal 
talks recently started a t Vienna.

For our pant, I would like to state that we shall continue to sup
port the intercommunal talks which are taking place between the two 
Cypriot communities on the basis of equality and in accordance with 
resolution 3212 (XXIX) of the United Nations General Assembly. It 
should be noted, incidentally, ithait these talks are not taking place 
between the unconstitutional «government» of Archbishop Makarios 

with which the Commonwealth Conference deemed it fit to express 
solidarity, but between 'the two Cypriot communities on the basis of 
equality. It is regrettable tha t the Commonwealth Conference is en
couraging and supporting the unconstitutional «government» of Arch
bishop Makarios, whose policy of Enosis (union of Cyprus with Greece^ 
has been the cause of the unfortunate events and the bloodshed in 
Cyprus for the past two decades; and the Turkish Community which 
has defended and made possible the preservation of the independence, 
sovereignty and territorial integrity of Cyprus for .the past 11 years 
at great sacrifice, is not even given an opportunity to be heard ait 
the conference.

Regarding the insistence of the Commonwealth Conference that 
the British Bases should remain in (the non-aligned Cyprus Island and 
tha t the Turkish forces which were sent to the  Island in order to pre
serve the independence, sovereignty and territorial integrity of Cyprus 
as well as the life of the Turkish Community, should withdraw, I wish 
to reserve fully our position on these two subjects. At this stage I 
would only like to place on record tha t the presence of the Turkish 
forces in Cyprus is not only legitimate under international treaties to 
which one of the major commonwealth members is also a party, but 
such presence is confined to the area of Cyprus in which the Turkish 
Federated State is the only legitimate and effective au&ority.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«1 have the honour to inform you (that, while efforts are being 
made, wiifch Your Excellency’s good offices, for the continuation of 
intercommunal talks recently started a t Vienna with a view to finding 
a permanent, ju st and peaceful solution to the Cyprus problem, the 
Greek Cypriot side, their administration and leadership - military and 
civilian alike - are continuing' to follow a policy which will undoubtedly 
undermine these efforts, and create an atmosphere tha t will weaken 
the prospects of an agreed solution through the medium of the inter
communal talks.

In this connexion 1 would like to draw Your Excellency’s attention 
to the following activities of the Greek Cypriot leadership and the 
Greek military authorities in Cyprus.

(1) It is regrettable th a t Archbishop Makarios, posing as the 
lawful head of State of the Republic of Cyprus and purporting to rep
resent and act for Cyprus as a whole, has recently attended ithe Com
monwealth Conference in Jamaica, has deceived ithe Conference into 
supporting his unlawful and unconstitutional Government without an 
opportunity being given for the viewpoint of the Turkish Cypriot co
partners of the Republic to be heard. The biased approach adopted by 
the said Conference is encouraging the destructive activities of Arch
bishop Makarios and will not be conducive to the attainm ent of a peace
ful and permanent solution of the Cyprus problem.

(I enclose herewith for your information a copy of a letter which 
I have addressed on this subject (to the Secretary-General of 'the Com
monwealth Secretariat.)

(2) Whereas the refugee problem in Cyprus should be considered 
in the context of the United Nations resolutions on Cyprus as a whole, 
unfortunately the Greek Cypriot Administraition continues to use the 
refugee problem (which is in fact common to both communities) as a 
political tool against the Turkish side, and regards the return of the

Tex! of letter dated 22 May 1975 from Mr. Rauf R. DENKTASj,
addressed to the Secretary - General. S / 11706.
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refugees to their homes as a prerequisite to any solution of the Cyprus 
question. This attitude is manifested by a recent speech made by Mr. 
Tassos Papandopoulos, as the Acting: President of the Greek Cypriot 
Administration, in which it is stated that no political solution was pos
sible to ,the Cyprus problem before all the refugees returned to their 
homes. In view of the political and security implications involved in ihe 
return of the refugees to their homes a t the present time, such state
ments constitute an irresponsible and unrealistic approach to the settle
ment of the Cyprus problem.

(3) I t has come to my knowledge through local Greek Cypriot 
press reports, and in particular from «Apoyevmatinfo and «Mahi» thait 
the newly appointed Greek Commander of the Greek Cypriot National 
Guard General Kominos during an inspection of the Greek Cypriot 
National Guard Posts on the Nicosia green line, and while speaking to 
soldiers on duty, has pointed towards Kyrenia and said «You mus't never 
forget that the boundaries of (Creek) Cyprus do not end here but 
stretch right up to the sea (i.e., the Turkish controlled region of Cyprus). 
After this unprecedented and provocative statement it was observed 
that 'the said soldiers had written provocative slogans on the walls of 
their bunkers, such as «Boundaries of (Greek) Cyprus do not end here». 
Moreover, the influential newspaper «Mahi» which incidentally is edited 
by the notorious Sampson, referring to the above statement of General 
Kominos as very encouraging and most satisfactory, goes on ito make 
the following provocative observation:

«With our reorganized defences. Cyprus (i.e., Greek Cypriots) will 
be rid of the invaders and will stretch its boundaries to Kyrenia, Xeros 
adn Famagusta.»

I would like to lodge my most emphatic protest and express my 
deepest anxiety ait this kind of provocative statements and policy of 
the Greek Cypriot leadership and military authorities as indicated above, 
particularly since they are manifesting themselves at the eve of the 
forthcoming Vienna talks. It is regrettable thait a t a time when every 
effort is being made, with Your Excellency's good offices, to find a 
permanent and peaceful solution to the Cyprus problem, the Greek 
Cypriot authorities once more leaves one to doubt the sincerity of the 
Greek Cypriot side and the faith they have in the intercommunal talks.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«On the occasion of the meetings of the Committee 011 the Elimi
nation of Racial Discrimination which is currently being held in New 
York, and in view of the possibility of the Cyprus problem being consi
dered a t the Twelfth Session of the above Committee, I thought tha t 
it was incumbent upon me, as the President of the Turkish Federated 
State of Cyprus, to address to Your Excellency this communication and 
to acquaint you with the Turkish Cypriot views on the question of 
Cyprus which has been raised within the context of racial discrimination. 
A more comprehensive document will be submitted in due course.

In this connection I would like to invite Your Excellency's atten
tion to the following points:

(i) The Republic of Cyprus was co-founded in I960 by the Tur
kish and Greek Cypriot Communities as a bi-communal state in the 
form of a functional federation and on the basis of partnership. Howe
ver, whereas the Turkish Cypriot Community accepted the independent 
Republic as an end in itself and honestly and wholeheartedly strived 
to make it a success, the Greek Cypriot Community regarded it as merely 
a means to end, namely ENOSIS (Union of Cyprus with Greece). In 
pursuance of their ultimate goal of ENOSIS, the Greek Cypriot side, 
with ithe support of the Greek governments, did all in their power to 
undermine the newly established Republic and resorted to all forms of 
discrimination against the Turkish Cypriot Community. The aim of the 
Greek side was to eliminate all the provisions of the 1960 constitution 
which granted rights to Ithe Turkish Community, thereby removing the 
Turkish factor, in order to facilitate the union of Cyprus with Greece.

(ii) In accordance with this aim of the Greek Cypriot side, in 
1963 Makarios submitted the so called «13 point memorandum» to amend 
the 1960 Constitution which would have, in effect and exclusively so, 
stripped the Turkish Cypriot Community of all their basic rights ent-

Text of th e  le tte r  b y  Mr. R auf B. DENKTAij.
P residen t of the Turkish F edera ted  S ta te  of C yprus, ad d ressed  to the 
C hairm an  of the Com m ittee, on th e  E lim ination of R aciai D iscrim ination, d a ted  
2 June, 1975.
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reached in ¡the constitution. When the Turkish side reacted against 
this discriminatory plan, the Greek Cypriots resorted to armed violence 
against the Turks with the object of obliterating the Turkish resistan
ce and to impose these changes by force. Following the genocidal attacks 
against 'the Turkish Community in 1963, the machinery of Government 
was unilaterally usurped by the Greek Cypriots and the constitutional 
order established by the 1960 Constitution thus came to an end. The 
events of 1963 alone constitute sufficient evidence of the discriminatory 
policy followed by the Greek Cypriot side against the Turkish Commu
nity in Cyprus.

(iii) Moreover, since 1963, and until the Turkish Peace Operation 
of July 20th 1974, the Turkish Cypriot Community had been subjected 
to all kinds of political and economic pressures within the «de facto» 
situation created by the Greek Cypriots through the use of force, and 
the Greek Cypriot Administration would only restore the inalienable 
basic rights of the Turkish Community on condition ithat they accepted 
and recognized this «de facto» situation and the unconstitutional autho
rity of their Administration. The discrimination practised by ithe Greek 
Cypriot Administration against members of the Turkish Community 
for the past twelve years covers practically all aspects of human life, 
and instances of such discrimination, which includes political, admi
nistrative, judicial, economic, religious and educational matters are too 
numerous to include in this communication. Suffice it to mention here 
that the Turkish Cypriots who had to take refuge in small enclaves 
for their safety, not only had become destitute refugees in their own 
country, but also had been placed under economic and military blockade 
by the Greek Cypriot Administration on ethnic grounds. Many mate
rials, among which were building materials like cement, had been dec
lared «strategic materials» by the Greek Cypriot Administration and 
the sale of such materials to the Turks had been banned. Thus, 24.000 
Turkish Cypriots who were forced out of 103 villages in 1963 and were 
never permitted to return to their homes and lands, had also been dep
rived of the means of subsistence, development and prosperity in the 
areas where they took refuge. On the other hand the activities of the 
Greek Cypriots in international circles, and the reports which have been 
submitted by them to the above committee in this regard, have been 
aimed at covering up the unprecedented discrimination practised aga
inst the Turkish Cypriots by the Greek Cypriot Administration in 
Cyprus for the past twelve years.
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(iv) Furthermore, in addition to the above, the Greek Cypriot 
Administration has utilized .the facilities of the State, which it had 
usurped by force, to incite hatred against 'the Turks within 'the Greek 
Cypriot Community with the object of keeping alive their policy of 
ENOSIS. Led by Makarios, the authorities of the Greek Cypriot Admi
nistration continually and consistently declared publicly the notion tha t 
the presence of the Turkish Community in Cyprus prevented the reali
zation of ENOSIS for the time being, and thereby created a feeling of 
aversion for the Turkish Community among the Greek Cypriots. All 
kinds of organizations and associations formed with ithe object of ENO
SIS were encouraged and supported by the Greek Cypriot Administration 
and all the resources of the Slate, including arms, were made available 
to them. These organizations and associations were allowed to pursue 
their activities freely, to resort to and prepare for violence against 
the Turks, and those responsible for such discriminatory and terroristic 
activities were never punished in any way. Indeed, Nicos Sampson, the 
well known Greek Cypriot terrorist and murderer, who was made the 
so called «President» of Cyprus following the «coup d’ etat» of 15th 
July 1974 staged by the Greek Junta  in Cyprus, is today still freely 
pursuing his destructive activities in the Greek Cyprioit region of the 
Island establishing secret armies and inciting hatred against the Turks, 
and no legal action has been or is being taken against him by the Greek 
Cypriot Administration. The Greek Cypriot National Guard, unconsti
tutionally formed by Archbishop Makarios with the object of elimina
ting the Turkish Cypriot resistance to ENOSIS, is also still active and 
present in the Island under the command of 3000 officers from Greece 
which were invited into ithe Island by Makarios. This was admitted 
by Makarios himself in a statement made before the Security Council 
on 19th July 1974 in which he said: «... It was the Cyprus Government 
which invited the Greek officers to staff the National Guard. I regret 
to say tha t it was a mistake on my part to bestow upon ithem so much 
trust and confidence.» (S/PV 1780, page 17). The broadcasting services 
and facilities of the State have been used for the past twelve years, 
and are still being used, solely for the benefit of .the Greek Cypriots 
and also as a medium for disseminating anti-Turkish propaganda. Greek 
Cypriot children are being indoctrinated by the Greek Cypriot education 
authorities to believe tha t the Turks are enemies who should always 
be hated. An episode 'taken from the very recent past is illuminating 
and relevant. The former Greek Cypriot Minister of Education in Cyprus, 
Mr. Petrides, appearing on the Greek Cypriot controlled television in 
Nicosia, two years ago, as the organizer of a quiz programme for ele
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mentary school children put the following questi to the pupils: «Who 
crucified Christ?» The immediate reply by one of :he children was: 
The Turks». Petrides’ response was as prompt as it was surprising: 

«No», he said, «it was not the Turks who crucified Christ, but I shall 
give you full marks all the same, because you know who your national 
enemy is». (See Mr .Çelik’s statement before the Special Political Com
mittee on 29th October 1974. A/SPC/PV. 922.)

(v) Inspite of all the above facts, up to now, the Greek Cypriot 
Administration has refrained from raising the question of racial discri
mination in Cyprus in the international arena, and it is indeed very odd 
that it is only now that the question of racial discrimination has been 
brought up by the Greek Cypriots. It is obvious that the present situation 
is the direct result of the 12 year old intercommunal strife brought 
about by the Greeks themselves which culminated in the Coup d’éLat 
of 15th July, 1974 aimod a t the annexation of Cyprus to Greece and 
during which time hundreds of Turkish Cypriots were murdered and 
many thousands became refugees more .than once. It is quite ridiculous 
now to come up with the hypocritical allegation tha t the Greek Cypriots 
are being prevented from returning to their homes because of racial 
discrimination.

(vi) As is well known, the Republic of Cyprus is a bi-national 
State composed of Turkish Cypriot and Greek Cypriot national com
munities who share in the independence and sovereignty of Cyprus on 
the basis of 1 international Treaties. Since the events of last summer 
two separate geographical regions came into being, and the existence 
of two administrations in Cyprus, each exercising control and authority 
over its respective geographical region has been internationally recog
nized by the Geneva declaration of 30th July and subsequently by the 
United Nations Organization. The Autonomous Turkish Cypriot Admi
nistration has recently been restructured as the Turkish Federated 
State of Cyprus to constitute the Turkish wing of the future Republic 
of Cyprus. Accordingly thare is at present no central authority com
posed of both the Turkish and Greek elements of the bi-national State 
which can represent and act for Cyprus as a whole. The only legitimate 
and effective authority over the Turkish Cypriot Community and the 
area under the Turkish Cypriot control is the Turkish Federated State 
of Cyprus. Therefore, the Greek Cypriot Administration cannot exercise 
any authority over the Turkish region of Cyprus. Where it does exer
cise such authority (i.e. in its own region in the South) there are appro
ximately 10,000 Turkish Cypriots who are being held as virtual hostages
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and treated wholly in contravention of the convention on the Elimination 
of all Forms of Racial Discrimination. All sorts of travel restrictions 
have been imposed on these people and legislation enacted on this sub
ject makes it a criminal offence punishable by heavy fines and imprison
ment to assist a Turkish Cypriot to travel to the North. Can there be a 
more glaring example of discrimination and denial of most basic human 
rights than the existence of such an official policy and practice?

In view of the foregoing and the fact th a t there is not, as yet, a 
General Government in Cyprus representative of both communities, I 
tru s t tha t the members of the Committee on the Elimination of Racial 
Discrimination will not be misled by the Greek Cypriot propaganda and 
will do all in their power to ensure tha t the Turkish Cypriot Community 
is also represented a t the Twelfth Session of the above Committee if 
the Cyprus question is scheduled to be considered.

As mentioned above, a more detailed and comprehensive document 
relating to the question of racial discrimination in Cyprus will be pre
pared and submitted to the Committee by the Turkish Federated State 
of Cyprus in due course.»
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THE QUESTION 03? CYPRUS

;Further to my letter dated 16 May 1975, I would like to refer to
the letters of 25 April and 10 May 1975 written by Mr. Rossides, the
representative of the Greek Cypriot Administration a t the United 
Nations, which were circulated as Security Council documents S/11G78 
and S/11692, respectively, and to inform you that the allegations con
tained therein are totally unfounded and are a  gross misrepresentation 
of the true situation.

As Your Excellency is no doubt aware, following the coup d’etat 
staged by the Greek junta on 15 July 1974, Turkey intervened in Cyprus 
in exercise of her rights and obligations under the Treaty of Guarantee. 
The Turkish Peace Force as sent to the island not as an invasion force, 
as alleged by Mr. Rossides, but solely with the object of preserving the 
independence, sovereignty and territorial integrity of Cyprus, which 
was in imminent danger of being destroyed by the organizers of the 
coup in pursuance of their policy of enosis, and also to save the Turkish 
community from annihilation. The allegation that there was a deliberate 
expulsion of Greek Cypriots from the north of Cyprus is totally unfoun
ded and a misrepresentation of the true facts. It is common knowledge 
that intercommunal strife has been present in Cyprus for the past two 
decades, and, as a result of the events of last summer, members of 
both communities left their homes in order ¡to seek refuge in areas 
which they respectively considered to be safer. It is a fact, which 
Mr. Rossides does not care to mention, tha t thousands of Turkish 
Cypriots in the south were also forced to abandon their homes by Greek
and Greek Cypriot armed elements and to become refugees in their
own country. Moreover, the Turkish Cypriots were forced to abandon 
their homes and property not only in 1974 but also on no less than three 
other occasions in the past two decades. The 24,000 Turkish Cypriot 
inhabitants of 103 villages who were expelled from their homes and 
lands with the Greek Cypriot onslaught in 1963 and whose properties, 
as well as constitutional rights, were usurped by the Greek Cypriots

Tex! of letter deled 2 June 1975 Irom Mr. Raul R. DENKTAS,
President of ihe Turkish Federated State of Cyprus,
addressed !o the Secretary - General, S/11718.
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through the force of arms have never been allowed to return to their 
homes and thus have been made destitute refugees in their own country 
for 11 years. It must be pointed out that the Greek Cypriots who 
remain in the north are perfectly content, unlike their counterparts 
in the south, and are free to go to the south if they wish to do so. As to 
the return of the refugees, »this is a m atter to be settled within the 
framework of a final solution to the Cyprus problem in view of the 
security and political implications involved and also the threat of ihe 
Greek Cypriots to carry out guerrilla activities. As for Greek Cypriots 
arrested for such activities and for espionage, they seem to be regarded 
by Mr. Rossides as innocent shepherds. I am obliged to draw your atten
tion to the hypocricy involved in the ridiculous allegation that the Greek 
Cypriots are being prevented from returning to their homes because 
of racial discrimination.

As to Mr. Rossides’ allegations that there is massive emigration 
from Turkey to Cyprus and a deliberate policy to change the demog
raphic character of the island, these are not only completely contrary 
to the truph but also a distortion of the true facts. All that has occured 
is th a t skilled technicians and workers have been imported from Turkey 
on a temporary basis as «guest workers», and Turkish Cypriots who 
had previously been denied the right to live in their own country by 
the Greek Cypriot Administration are now being given the opportunity 
to return. Surely Mr. Rossides does not suggest that Turkish Cypriots 
living abroad have no right to return to their country? At the same 
time, Turkish Cypriots who were forced to abandon their homes in the 
south by Greek Cypriot armed elements are being rehabilitated in the 
north for their security. It is a very sad fact tha t in the past Turkish 
Cypriots living in the Greek-controlled areas have never had security 
of life and property and many have become refugees twice, or even three 
times, during the last two decades as a result of the Greek policy to 
unite Cyprus with Greece by eliminating the Turkish element. I am 
sure Your Excellency will agree that there can be nothing more sacred 
than a human being’s right to security of life.

Regarding the allegation of Mr. Rossides that Cyprus citizenship 
has been given to 40,000 Turkish soldiers and their families, this is not 
true. I would like to draw Your Excellency’s attention to the statement 
made by Mr*. Vedat Çelik, the representative of the Turkish Federated 
State of Cyprus, before the Security Council, in which he expained that 
Cyprus citizenship was given ,to the families of soldiers who had died 
while fighting for the independence of Cyprus as a token appreciation 
of their bereavement. I t is an honorary title for those concerned, and 
what is given is more psychological than real (Reference: S/PV. 1813).
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I would like to take this opportunity to remind Your Excellency 
tha t discrimination in Cyprus has been systematically practised by the 
Greek Cypriot Administration against the indigenous Turkish Cypriot 
population of the island for the past 12 years. There is ample evidence 
of this in Your Excellency’s reports to the Security Council.»
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THE QUESTION O? CYPBUS

«I have asked to speak in order to make a brief statement regarding 
the resolution ju st adopted by the Council and .to express the views of 
the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus on the question of the extension 
of the mandate of the United Nations Force in Cyprus (Unficyp) for 
another six months, until 15 December 1975.

The fifth paragraph of the preamble to the resolution ju st adopted 
makes a reference to the so-called Govenement of Cyprus. That referen
ce immedately makes the resolution unacceptable to us. The members 
of the Council are well aware of our position vis a vis the so-called 
Government of Cyprus. There are two national communities on the 
island, there are two distinct administrations, but there is no govern
ment representing both sides. Therefore, since that reference has been 
made in the  resolution to this non existing entity, we cannot accept the 
resolutions as a whole.

Nevertheless, since Mr. Denk taş, the President of the Turkish Fe
derated State of Cyprus, has been consulted on the m atter by the Sec- 
retary-General, through his Special Represntative in Cyprus, Ambassa
dor Wekmann Munoz, and has given his consent to the extension of 
Unficyp’s mandate. We shall continue to co-operate with the United 
Nations Force in Cyprus and help to make its operation a success.

I take this opportunity to express the thanks and appreciation of 
my side to the Secretary-General for his tireless efforts and invaluable 
contribution the search for a negotiatied settlement of the Cyprus prob
lem. Our thanks go also to Ambassador Wekman-Munoz, his Special 
Representative in Cyprus, to the commander, officers and men of Un
ficyp and to the Secretariat for their contributions.

We are convinced that the continuing intercommunal talks are 
the best, in fact the only way to solve the Cyprus problem. We shall 
continue our efforts in search of a peaceful settlement and shall contri
bute in every way possible to an early settlement.

Text ol the statement m ade by Mr. Vedat £ELtK.
Representative ot the Turkish Federated Sictfe of Cyprus,
at the Security Council on 3 June 1975.
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1 shall not make any statement tonight regarding the political 
situation on the island. I may have t,o ask to be allowed to speak again, 
should there be a debate later on.

We have examined the report of the Secretary-General (S/11717) 
in detail, although we may not agree with each and every element in 
the report, we are grateful to him and his dedicated staff for their 
untiring efforts.

I have a few comments to make a t this stage of the debate con
cerning the resolution the Council has just adopted.

I would first like to express, if 1 may, my surpirse at the last 
minute changes it was found necessary to introduce into the text, espe
cially on a point on which 1 thought agreement had been reached among 
the members of the Council in another sense.

I was informed that as a  result of an oversight on the part of 
the Secretariat this agreement was not properly reflected in the publis
hed draft.

It is always regerettable to have to take into consideration the pos
sibility of such material errors especially when they may conveniently 
be used to alter a given situation at the last moment. But having said 
that, I of course have absolutely no objection to the new wording, it 
having been long understood tha t the Secretary-General could and can 
and certainly will whenever he feels it necessary, present a report to 
ihe Secui'ity Council.

The resolution that has just been adopted contains not one, as is 
usual, but two operative elements: First, it gives the United Nations 
Peace Keeping Force in Cyprus a mandate to carry out its duties for a 
further period of six months, to which my Government agreed on the 
nnder standing that the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus was con
sulted and gave its consent.

We believe that under the prevailing circumstances the presence 
of Unficyp retains it’s usefulness. Secondly the resolution refers to the 
good-offices of the Secretary-General and the talks between the repre
sentatives of the two communities of Cyprus and requests their continu
ance, fully aware that the only sensible way of solving the problem 
concerning Cyprus lies in negotiations. We welcome this reference.

1 would have been very happy to conclude my remarks on »the re
solution a t this point, but the unfortunate reference in the fifth pream
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bular paragraph to a «Government of Cyprus» compels me to refer 
briefly to my Government’s by now wellknown position regarding the 
so called Government of Cyprus.

We have in the past, as we will in the future, continued to disso
ciate ourselves from any document, any text containing any reference 
to it in any form.

We shall do so until the true representative character of the Cyprus 
Government which, incidentaly it held for a very short time in its his
tory is restored.

Therefore we cannot accept this resolution in toto, but we shall of 
course in good faith implement it's provisions concerning Unficyp and 
the intercommunal talks.

With regard to this last point, I should like to draw' the Council’s 
attention to the fact that, in the view of my delegation no representa
tive in these chambers should take it upon himself to express what he 
considers to be the feeling on other members regarding the reservations 
that some of the interested parties including my Government, may have 
on the .text just adopted.

Significant developments have taken place, in the view of my 
Government, since the Security Council last met to consider the ques
tion of Cyprus. The inter Communal talks envisaged in the resolutions 
of the General Assembly and the Security Council are under way in 
Vienna under the auspices of the Secratary-Geueral. In facat, their 
second phase was completed only recently and the third round, which 
is to take place in late July, in under preparation.

I believe, 1 do not think detailed comment on the talks is approp
riate a t this stage, nor do I think 1 should be the first to make such 
comment. But it is a fact tha t serious and very frank talks are taking 
place under the guidance of the Secretary-General.

I am referring to the suggestion made by Mr. Denkta§ to Mr. 
Clerides to form a tronsitional government in which both communities 
would be represented.

This, if accepted and properly inplemented, could, we hope, be a 
milestone in the history of the Cyprus conflict.

It may at the same time eliminate the abnormal situation in which 
one community alone speaks for the state of Cyprus, as we have witnes-
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sed and will no doubt be witnessing in the course of this debate, while 
the other partner community must go to great lengths 4 0  make ithself 
heard.

Another important development is the reactivation of highlevel 
contacts between Turkey and Greece, the two countries most directly 
concerned, after the communities in the island, with Cyprus, we hope 
that improvement in the relations between the two mother counties, 
as they are somtimes called, will influence positively the efforts that 
are being undertaken to solve the problem of Cyprus.

We know there is no easy answer to the question of Cyprus. Li' 
there were, we would not have been meeting here for the past 10, 11 
or 12 years. But however difficult the answer is, it can only emerge 
around the negotiating table. The greatest danger to any negotiating 
process is the adoption of what I would call by tactics by one of the 
parties. By this I mean a situation in which the negotiations go 0 1 1 but 
one of the parties goes ahead and makes use of every opportunity inter
national or otherwise, to discredit, slander and downgrade or even sup
press the other party.

Unfortunately, from time to time we have been faced with such 
situations and sometimes there frequency has been seriously augmented.

1 could name at least a dozen such attempts where the existing or 
self appointed international forum was utilized for such tactics. I will 
refrain from doing so, but 1 wonder if the members of the Council are 
aware, for instance, of Archbishop Makarios message, to an internati
onal conference, calling for the implementation of United Nations reso
lutions on Cyprus, in which it was suggested that the Republic of 
Cyprus could only be a unitary State. That statement was made not 
two years ago but 0 11 10 may last, when the Archbishop's chief nagoti- 
ator was discussing a federal system for Cyprus with his Turkish coun- 
terpart.

I will not dwell on this subject if need be I can come back to it 
later. But find it singificant.

Now, some momentary achievements may give certain quarters a 
sense of support, and confidence, but in the long run it is precisely 
those who adopt such tactics who are bound to suffer most. I am not 
making any accusations 1 am merely trying to put on record clearly 
and, 1 hope, solely what the Turkish side understands by negotiations. 
I just wish to convey to those who are interested in a settlement in 
Cyprus that my Government does not consider serious negotiations and 
slanderous propaganda as compatible.
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I took a few notes while my colleague from Greece was speaking 
and would like now to read them. This will not constitute a reply to 
everything he has said.

I should like first to draw his attention to the fact tha t it is a bit 
too easy to lay all the blame for what thas happened on the last days 
of a Government which can now very easily be disposed of as the 
«hateful dictatorship», Without taking into consideration tha t the suf
fering of the Turks in the island goes back not only to the seven long 
years of that dictatorship now branded by the Greeks but to more than 
a decade after the creation of the Republic and even bofore the creation 
of that Republic.

Therefore we believe that no solution of the problem of Cyprus 
can ever be achieved if the beginning of the history of the crisis is 
put a t July 1974.

If evil has to be extirpated from the body politic of Cyprus we 
should all be careful how we pass our judgement as to what or who 
tha t evil is.

Our bitter experience shows us that evil is rooted in the belief 
tha t Cyprus was, is and shall remain Greek so much so that my colle
ague from Greece considers, for instance, th a t foreign occupation is 
the Turkish occupation in an island w-here Turkish troops were and 
are welcomed as saviours by the Turks of Cyprus.

Yet a mention is made of the permanent occupation, on the basis 
of tha t mistaken belief tha t Cyprus is Greek, by Greek troops under 
var ous regimes and practically up to the present day.

Therefore we do belive that if we have to have serious negotiations 
in Cyprus, the root of the evil should be well defined, and the period 
to which we want to return also has to be well defined. Because, as 
far as I can see it, a return to the status quo ante in Cyprus for the 
Turks would be like all the «Antes» tha t I remember in Cyprus, which 
have all been very detrimental to the Turks. Hence a new status has 
to be found, a new status has to be devised and then I hope I am cor
rect tha t this as the aim beingpursued by both Mr. Denktag and Mr. 
Clerides.

There was also a reference to the situation of the Turks in the 
south of Cyprus, as opposed to the situation of the Greeks in the north 
of Cyprus.
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Now, I should just like to say that it is probably becuse of the pa
ternal care: of the Greek Cypriot authorities that the Turks in the South 
emigrate by the thousands, abandoning everything blit their hope to 
find a decent life a first class citizens among their own people in the 
north.

Now, I should not like to make a longer statement a t this late 
hour. I understand that one of the interested parties intends to make 
further statements on the issue therefore, with your permission and 
with the permission and tolerance of the members of the Security 
Council, I reserve my right, if and when necessay, to present my co
untry’s views on the basis of the comments made around this table, 
or to be made around this table at a future meeing of the Council.»
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«I apoligize to the members of the Council for speaking- again.
I shall take only a few minutes.
But I feel obliged to make a few points on the last two statements.
In reply to the representative of Greece, 1 shall not speak again 

this evening.
In reply to the representative of Greece, I should like to say, for 

future reference, tha t it has never been and could never have been 
the purpose of Turkey's action to restore to his Archiépiscopal See, 
combined with the Presidential Palace, a man long regarded by us as a 
usuper of legitimacy in Cyprus.

In reply to Mr. Clerides I would make the following points :
The main fait accompli in Cyprus is, I submit, the very presence

in this Chamber of Mr. Clerides as representative of Cyprus as whole, 
against the wishes no longer hidden from anyone of the Turkish Cypriot 
community. The main fait acompli that preeceded the one which I have 
just drawn attention was the occupation of power in defiance of to 
the only existing Constitution, that of 1960, by the Greek Cypriots, 
under the leadership of the Ethnarch.

If one is to talk of abuse of power, 1 belive tha t only a moment 
ago Mr. Clerides very ably provided us with another example is the
representative of one of the communities negotiating the status of this
country, or is he the representative of tha t counry as whole? Personally 
I am amazed at but not surprised by Mr. Clerides strange gift of ubi- 
qiuty.

I have not attended the Vienna talks. I am therefore not in a posi
tion to divulge any secrets about them. The representative of the 
Turkish side who has attended the Vienna talks is present and. when the 
time comes, he will be able to answer Mr. Clerides with regard -to the 
various developments he mentioned as having occurred in the Federated 
State of Cyprus.

I would again say tha t I do not regard my self being in a position 
to answer the allegations made bu Mr. Clerides. I repeat that the Tur
kish Federated State of Cyprus is represented here. I am sure, Mr. 
President, tha t you will be kind enough to call on Mr. Çelik when he 
asks to be able to speak. I suppose that will have to be after Mr. 
Clerides has made his statement.»

THE QUESTION Ql? CYPRUS

Excerpt from (he statement of by Mr. Osman OLCAY,
Ambassador, Permanent Representative of Turkey,
a t the Security Council, on 13 June 1975.
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

-I would like to  inform you that on 25 June 1975 forty-eight 
Turkish Cypriots, including women and children, who were trying to 
cross to the Turkish Cypriot region in the north over the Troodos moun
tains, were ambushed and severely beaten up by armed Greek Cypriots. 
Seventeen of them, including four women, received severe bruises, broken 
bones and multiple fractures all over their bodies as a result of the 
beating. The condition of one of the victims, who had two broken ribs, 
a smashed nose and head injuries continues to be serious. The victims 
were transported back to Raphos and left in the streets without having 
been given any medical assistance. Another Turkish Cypriot was inter
cepted today near Xeros river (Paphos district) while he was travelling 
to Limassol, and severely beaten up by the Greek Cypriot police. He 
was later removed to the Paphos Greek Hospital for treatment of the 
injuries he had sustained. These brutal actions by the Greek Cypriot 
police and the Greek National Guard are the direct result of the discri
minatory, ultra vires and inhuman restrictions imposed by the Greek 
Cypriot Administration in order to prevent the 11,000 Turkish Cypriots, 
who are being forcibly detained in the south as political pawns, from 
regaining their liberty or joining their relatives in the north.

During the last six months hundreds of Turkish Cypriots who tried 
to cross to the north in this way were intercepted by the Greek Cypriot 
police or the Greek National Guard and returned to their villages after 
lengthy interrogation and torture at Greek Cypriot police stations. 
On two occasions the Greek Cypriot sentries a t the check points fired 
at the vehicles, causing in one instance the death of a four-month old 
baby and seriously wounding her mother.

I need hardly stress that these outrageous acts, committed by the 
Greek Cypriot police and the Greek National Guard, in flagrant violation 
of all norms of human decency, serve no other purpose than to breed 
hatred and enmity between the two communities and to jeopardize the

Text of letter dated 27 June 197S from Mr. Rauf R. DENXTAS,
President of the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus
addressed to the Secretary - General. S / 11740.
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efforts which are being made through Your Excellency’s good offices 
for finding a peaceful solution to the Cyprus problem through the 
medium of the intercommunal talks.

In registering my strongest protest against these violent acts by 
the Greek Cypriot side, 1 wish to request Your Excellency to use your 
good offices for the removal of the restrictions imposed on the freedom 
of movement of Turkish Cypriots in the south and the immediate ces
sation of such acts of violence by the Greek Cypriot police and the 
Greek National Guard.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«Many Turkish Cypriot women still being forced to stay in the 
south by the Greek administration have written to ask me to help them 
in crossing to the Turkish-conti-olled north of the island. Also, numerous 
women in the north have pleaded with me ,to help them in their desire 
to reunite in the north with their relatives who are in the south.

As someone who has long been associated with the intercommunal 
talks, Sir, you are well aware that the divisions between the two com
munities in Cyprus are real and deep-rooted. Whatever the eventual 
settlement of the Cyprus problem, it is inconceivable that it will involve 
break-up of families like forced separation of husbands from wives and 
parents from children. Yet, there exist 8-10,000 Turkish Cypriots in 
the Greek-controlled south, who wish to reunite with their families.

It is impossible to escape the conclusion that the break-up of fa
milies is being used by the Greek administration as a bargaining leve
rage. Not only is this ethically wrong but also counter-productive since 
it only serves to exacerbate the existing bitterness and does not faci
litate the solution of the problem.

In any case, to allow the Turkish families to reunite will in no 
way be to the detriment of the Greek cause.

I do hope therefore, Sir, that common sense will prevail and that 
you will mediate in bringing immediate relief to the sufferings of 
thousands of Turkish Cypriots in the south, who are yearning to go 
to the north.»

Text of letter dated 27 June 197S from Dr. LatHe BtRGEN,
President ol the Committee ol Turkish Cypriot Women
addressed to Mr. Glafkos Clerides, S /1 1746.
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«I would like to refer to Mr. Rossides’ letter of 16 June 1975, 
which was circulated as Security Council document S/11725 of 18 June 
1975, and to state th a t the artillery reconnaissance aircraft complained 
of in Mr. Rossides’ above letter did not violate the air space of Cyprus 
as alleged by Mr. Rossides. The flight is related to  the presence in 
Cyprus of the Turkish Peace Force, which was sent to the island under 
the 1960 Treaty of Guarantee in order to preserve the indepence, sovere
ignty and territorial integrity of Cyprus, which was in imminent dan
ger of being destroyed by the organizers of 'the coup d'état of 15 July
1974, and took place over the territory  of the Turkish Federated State 
of Cyprus with full consent and approval of the authorities of the Tur
kish Feedrated State.

In this connexion, I would like to place on record th a t the continued 
infiltration of Greek army personnel, as well as heavy aim s and ammu
nition, through the Greek Cypriot-controlled ports in the South, coupled 
with the war cries of the Greek Cypriot leadership, the threatening 
language used in the local Greek press, the malicious anti-Turkish pro
paganda embarked upon by the Greek Cypriot administration and their 
talk of preparing for a long struggle and a guerrilla warfare, render it 
imperative tha t we should be vigilant in order to prevent Greek Cypriots 
from endangering once again the independence, sovereignty and terri
torial integrity of Cyprus and from repeating their acts of genocide 
of the past 11 years against Turkish Cypriots.»

Text of letter do led  30 June 1975 from Mr. Bcral B. DENKTAS,
President ol the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus
addressed to the Secretary - General, S/11772.
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

*1 would like to refer to the note verbale written by Mr. Rossides, 
the representative of the Greek Cypriot administration at the United 
Nations, which was circulated as Security Council document S/11730 
of 19 June 1.975, concerning the referendum on the new Constitution 
of the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus which was held on 8 June
1975.

The holding of a referendum on the new Constitution was the 
natural and programmer! legal consequence of the proclamation of the 
Turkish Federated Slate of Cyprus on 13 February 1975 and the subse
quent acceptance of its new Constitution by the Constituent Assembly 
on 25 April 1975. Once the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus was 
proclaimed, the holding of a public referendum on its Constitution was 
the most democratic way of submitting the Constitution for approval 
by the Turkish Cypriot community which had established the Federated 
State. As is well known, the Constitution was approved by an overwhel
ming majority of 99.4 per cent of those who participated in the refe
rendum.

It is regrettable that Mr. Rossides should use this democratic 
process of a public referendum as a pretext for repeating his well-known 
propaganda against Turkey and the Turkish Cypriot community, which 
have been striving for so long to preserve the independence, sovereignty 
and territorial integrity of the Republic of Cyprus which was threatened 
by Greek Cypriot attempts to unite it with Greece. Had it not been for 
the timely intervention of Turkey in exercise of her rights and obligati
ons under the Treaty of Guarantee, then Greece and the Greek Cypriots 
would have succeeded in bringing about enosis, and thus Cyprus would 
then have truly become colonized by Greece in an era when, as pointed 
Out by Mr. Rossides himself, «the last remnants of colonialism are ra
pidly disappearing».

Text of letter dated  30 June 1975 from Mr. Raul R. D2NKTA!}.
President ot the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus
addressed to the Secretary - General. S/11773. 24 July 1975.
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In complaining against the referendum, Mr. Rossides is, in effect, 
repeating his complaints against the establishment of the Turkish Fe
derated State of Cyprus, in the first place. The reasons why it had 
become necessary for the Turkish community to establish a Federated 
State are too well known to require detailed repetition here. As stated 
in the preamble to the joint resolution of 13 February 1975 proclaiming 
the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus, these reasons may briefly be 
summarized as being the persistence, particularly since December 1903, 
of Greece and Greek Cypriots to bring about, a t all costs, by violent 
and other means, the union of Cyprus with Greece, the usurpation by 
Greek Cypriots of the State machinery since December 1963 and the 
deprivation of the Turkish Cypriot community, through the use of 
brute force, of its rights under the 1960 Constitution, including its 
share in the State budget and its right to participate in the State mac
hinery and to benefit from State services.

Mr. Rossides has tried to present the establishment of a Turkish 
Federated State by the Turkish Cypriot community and the adoption 
and subsequent approval by public referendum of its Constitution as a 
sinister attem pt by Turkey to annex pai't of Cyprus and thus to endan
ger the independence, sovereignty and territorial integrity of the Re
public of Cyprus. The lie to this malicious allegation may be found in 
two express provisions of the very Constitution itself. The first provi
sion is article 2, which provides that «the Turkish Federated State of 
Cyprus shall only exercise those powers and functions which fall outside 
the powers and functions expressly given to the Federal Republic of 
Cyprus*. The other provision is the transitional article 2 contained in 
part VII of the Constitution, which provides th a t necessary amendments 
shall be made to the Constitution of the Turkish Federated State of 
Cyprus when the Constitution of the proposed Federal Republic of 
Cyprus comes into force. I t will thus be seen tha t not only does the 
Turkish community wish to protect the independence, sovereignty and 
territorial integrity of the Republic of Cyprus on a bi-regional federal 
basis, but this wish is expressly entrenched in two articles of the new 
Constitution, the democratic approval of which, by public referendum, 
Mr. Rossides has now' thought fit to criticize.

Mr. Rossides has alleged tha t the holding of the referendum has 
jeopardized the intercommunal talks. On the contrary, as will be seen 
from what has been stated above, the Constitution complained of leaves 
the doors wide open for an agreed political settlement, talcing into ac
count the realities of the situation, and based on a bi-regional federation, 
which experience has shown is the only practical and workable solu-
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Mon of the Cyprus problem. Mr. Rossides, in putting the blame for 
jeopardizing the intercommunal italics on the Turkish side, is overlooking 
the fact that it is the continued malicious Greek Cypriot propaganda 
in international forums against Turkey aud the Turkish Cypriots (of 
which his note verbale under reference is a classic example), the con
tinued infiltration of Greek army personnel, as well as heavy arms 
and ammunition, through the Greek Cypriot controlled ports in the 
south, the war cries of the Greek Cypriot leadership, the threatening 
language used in the local Greek press and their talk of a guerrilla 
warfare tha t constitute a real threat to the efforts which are being 
made through Your Excellency’s good offices for finding a ju s t and 
peaceful solution to the Cyprus problem through the medium of inter
communal talks.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

La tension qui régnai: dans le Sud-Est méditerranéen vient de 
s'aggraver brusquement; par une noie en date du 17 juin — en fait, 
un ultimatum — la Turquie a fait savoir aux Etats-Unis qu'elle leur 
donnai: un délai d’un mois pour changer d ’attitude à son égard, faute 
de quoi le sort des bases eméricaines établies su r le territoire turc serait 
rremis en question*. Cette note répliquait à une décision d’embargo sur 
les armes que Washington avait prise au début de cette année contre 
la Turquie, croyant l’amener ainsi à infléchir sa position dans le conflit 
qui l’oppose à la Grèce sur le problème de C h y p re . Huit jours plus tard, 
une première riposte était déjà donnée aux Américains par la minorité 
turque de Chypre, qui décidait de se constituer en état autonome, faisait 
surgir un nouvel obstacle de taille au règlement du conflit. E t depuis 
lors, les choses se sont encore envenimées avec le refus turc de recon
naître la souveraineté de la Grèce sur les eaux territoriales de ses îles 
de la mer Egée, où viennent d’être découverts des indices de pétrole.

L’escalade arrive aujourd’hui à son point culminant. Ajouté aux 
divisions internes des chypriotes et au conflit gréco-turc qui s’en est 
suivi, le différend qui oppose maintenant Washington à Ankara appa
raît d’autant plus dangereux que la Turquie, par sa position sur la carte 
comme par les installations qu’elle abrite, joue un rôle de premier plan 
dans le système de défanse occidentale. E t qu'il survient à un moment 
où la Russie utilise, de pius en plus fréquemment, les détroits du Bosp
hore et des Dardanelles pour envoyer ses bateaux de guerre vers l’océan 
Indien, devenu le haut lieu de la géopolitique contemporaine.

Quels ressorts, au fond, animent la Turquie? Quelles sont ses 
intentions réelles? E t jusqu'où ira-t-elle pour réaliser? Torse puissant, 
crâr.e de bronze, mains velues et voix tonnante, le Premier ministre 
Süleyman Demirel n’est pa3 un homme facile. Au cours d'une interview 
de près de six heures — la plus longue qu'il a it jamais accordée — le 
maître de la politique turque a répondu à l’envoyé de «Paris-Match».

Text of a n  In terview  w ith  Mr. Soleynum  DEMtBEL,
Prim e M in iv e r of Turkey, P aris  - M atch, No. 1362, da ted  S July 197S.
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;L a Turquie, Monsieur le Premie:' ministre, a toujours souffert 
d’une certaine * image de marque*. C’était vrai depuis 1453, date de la 
prise de Contantinopie.„ Mais c’est encore plus vrai depuis l'intervention 
torque à Chypre au cours de l ’été dernier. Depuis lors, en effet, votre 
pays a paru baser toute sa politique sur le principe du fa it accompli, 
et s’en tenir à une position de force. A utranent, comment expliquer 
que vos troupes occupent aujourd'hui une «zone turque» qui représente 
40 % du territoire de Chypre et 70 % de ses ressources, alors que la 
minorité turque de l’île ne représente que 19 % de sa population?

— Par une erreur de votre part, qui est d'ailleurs l'erreur com
mune : vous prenez le problème par la fin, alors que la situation d’aujo
urd'hui n'est qu’une conséquence. Le malheur de Chypre est d 'ê tre  une 
île. E t les Grecs, c est bien connu, ont un faible pour les lies. Ils en 
possèdent environ trois mille et, pourtant, cela ne semble pas leur suf
fire. Or, ces îles, ils ne les ont jamais conquises: elies leurs ont été 
données par le tra ité  de Lausanne en 1924 et par le traité  de Paris en 
1947. Chypre leur avait échappé. Avec raison, car Chypre — qui se 
trouve à 650 milles de la Grèce, et à -40 milles seulement de la Turquie— 
n’a jamais été grecque. En revanche, elle a appartenu pendant trois 
siècles à l’empire ottoman, qui l'avait ensuite louée à l’Angleterre, et 
jusqu’à ce que la Seconde Guerre mondiale lui donne un nouveau statut.

Il n’empéche qu'aujourd’hui la population de l'île est grecque dans 
son immense majorité...

— Majorité, minorité, voilà les mots qui font le mai! H n’y a pas 
de nation chypriote, pas de majorité ni de minorité. Il y a deux com
munautés, l ’une grecque et l’autre turque, qui ne sont que le prolon
gement de deux nations. Comment la Turquie aurait-elle pu rester indif
férente quand, le 15 juillet dernier, un coup de force a proclamé l'E tat 
chypriote «hellénique», et que nos frères turcs se sont trouvés menacés 
d’un véritable génocide?

— Votre première intervention, celle du 20 juillet, pouvait se comp
rendre. Mais elle avait presque tout de suite atteint ses buts, puisque 
le coup d 'E tat avait échoué, que les colonels grecs étaient renversés et 
qu’une négociation s’était ouverte à Genève. Comment expliquer, dès 
lors, que vous ayez repris les hostilités trois semaines plus tard et fa it 
de la moitié de l’Ile une czone turque»?

— Trois semaines, en effet, se sont écoulées entre nos deux inter
ventions. C’était suffisant pour que les Grecs prennent conscience de 
la situation, et pour que l’Angleterre, pussiance garante, joue son rôle.
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Il n’en a rien été. Or, pendant ce temps, notre corps expéditionnaire, 
qui comptait 30 000 hommes, se trouvait cantonné sur une tête de pont 
de 240 km2, soit 2,5 % du territoire chypriote, ce qui était stratégique
ment intenable. E t sur le reste de l ’île, les Chypriotes turcs continuaient 
de se faire massacrer par les Grecs, ce qui était inacceptable. C’est 
pourquoi nous avons repris l’offensive. Que nous ayons occupé 40 % 
de l ’île en quatre jours montre bien que nous n’avions aucun but expan
sionniste: trois jours de plus, et nous pouvions l’occuper en totalité.
Voilà ce que vous appelez une «politique de force»!

— En tout cas, c’est ce que disent les Grecs...

— E t vous les croyez. Parce que les Grecs sont les «enfants chéris
de la démocratie», n’est-ce pas? E t que la culture greco-latine est à 
l'origine de la civilisation occidentale. Mais enfin, ouvrez les yeux!
Qu’est-ce qu’il peut bien y avoir de commun entre les Grecs d’hier, 
entre Socrate ou Platon, et les Grecs aujourd’hui? Et d’ailleurs, en 
quoi les trésors de la culture grecque pourraient-ils plaider contre le 
bon droit des Turcs? Forts de votre préjugé en leur faveur, les Grecs 
se refusent à voir les faits tels qu’ils sont. E t c’est un mauvais service 
que vous leur rendez parce que c’est une entrave à la recherche d’une 
solution.

E t maintenant, un autre problème se pose entre les Grecs et 
vous: celui des recherches pétrolières en mer Egée. Les Grecs disent 
qu’autour de leurs îles, le domaine sous-marin leur appartient jusqu’à 
la limite des eaux territoriales, soit 12 milles — ce qui est la règle 
générale. Mais pour vous, c’est une injustice...

— Regardez la carte! Est-ce que la mer Egée a l’air d’un «lac grec»? 
D’ailleurs, renseignement de l’histoire renforce celui de la géographie: 
jusqu’à ces derniers temps, les îles de la mer Egée ont toujours appar
tenu à celui qui possédait I’Anatolie. E t puis, il y a le bon sens. E t là 
encore, il suffit de regarder la carte: beaucoup d’îles grecques sont à 
moins de 12 milles de la cote turque. En appliquant le droit internati
onal, la souveraineté grecque s ’étendrait donc jusqu’aux côtes de la Tur
quie. E t les Turcs devraient prendre un passeport pour aller se baigner!

— Peut-être la solution de tout est-elle là, ainsi qu’on le pense 
souvent dans les chancelleries occidentales: dans une exploitation en 
commun, par la Turquie et la Grèce, des ressources de la mer Egée.

— C’est ce que nous souhaitons, et que nous espérons. A condition, 
bien sûr, qu’on nous laisse en discuter entre nous.
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— Or, l’Amérique s'en mêle... Pour vous punir d’avoir pris les 
armes contre un allié de l’O.t.a.n., elle décide de vous priver d’armes. 
Et vous répliquez à cet embargo par un ultimatum sur les bases améri
caines de Turquie. Une épreuve de force extrêmement grave vient de 
s ’engager là. pour la sécurité du monde occidental et pour la paix du 
monde tout court. Jusqu'où comptez-vous aller?

— D'abord, il faut distinguer deux choses: les accords multilatéraux 
que nous avons avec nos alliés dans le cadre de l’O.t.a.n. E t les accords 
bilatéraux que nous avons avec les Américains, qui entretiennent sur 
notre territoire des bases de missiles et des stations de radar très im
portantes, mais qui leur sont propres. Nous disons donc ceci aux Amé
ricains: par votre embargo, vous avez rendu caducs nos accords bilaté
raux. Il fau t donc que nous leur donnions une nouvelle forme. Nous 
vous laissons un mois pour y réfléchir et venir en discuter avec nous. 
Ce n’est pas un ultimatum, c’est, disons, une invitation...

— E t si, dans un mois, l’embargo n’est pas levé, irez-vous jusqu’à 
fermer les bases américaines?

— Pour le moment, je  ne souhaite pas entrer dans le jeu des 
hypothèses.

— On dit, en tout cas, que vous souhaitez diversifier désormais 
vos fournisseurs d’armes. Et même créer votre propre industrie mili
taire.

— Certainement. L’expérience récente nous a contraints à cette 
conclusion...

— A qui achèterez-vous?

— A tous ceux qui voudront bien nous vendre. Sans distinction.

— Un autre de vos différends avec l'Amérique porte sur la drogue. 
La Turquie est un des principaux producteurs d’opium du monde, et le 
premier pour la qualité médicinale. Un de ceux, aussi, qu’on accusait 
d’être parmi les grands responsables du trafic. A la suite de pressions 
américaines, vous aviez accepté d’interdire la culture du pavot. Or, vous 
venez de l’autoriser de nouveau...

— D’abord, nous nous sommes aperçus que le pavot était irremp
laçable. Non seulement pour l’équilibre de notre trésorerie, mais aussi 
pour la prospérité de nos campagnes. C’est une culture facile, et qui 
donne une quantité de sous-produits, depuis l’huile de cuisine jusqu’aux 
fagots pour le chauffage.
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Nous l’avons donc rétablie. Mais un nouveau sjrstème rend désor
mais la fraude impossible.

L’incision de la fleur sera interdite sur place, toute la morphine- 
base sera produite dans des usines d’Etat, la livraison des têtes sera 
contrôlée par le comptage des tiges.

D’ailleurs, l’Amérique elle-même a dû rétablir la culture du pavot 
chez elle simplement parce que ses pharmacies manquaient de morp
hine...

— On dit aussi que vous envisagez d’établir d’importantes relations 
économiques avec la Libye du colonel Khadafi, en lui fournissant des 
ingénieurs et des ouvriers en échange de pétrole. Or, la Turquie avait 
toujours observé une stricte neutralité dans le conflit arabo-israélien. 
Ne peut-on craindre que cela ne vous entraîne du côté d’un certain 
extrémisme musulman?

— Premièrement, la Turquie n’a jamais été neutre. Elle a toujours 
été favorable à la cause palestinienne, et soutenu chaleureusement la 
résolution «242», qui demande le retrait israélien des territoires occupés. 
Ensuite, c’est la Libye qui nous a choisi comme fournisseurs, non le 
contraire. Pourquoi ne pas nous en féliciter?

— Et la Russie? Votre pays a toujours fait profession d’anticom
munisme, et le P.c. y est illégal. E tant donné la crise que traversent vos 
relations avec l’Amérique, ne craignez-vous pas que cette attitude ne 
devienne plus difficile?

— En Russie, c’est la démocratie qui est illégale. Je ne vais pas 
légaliser le communisme en Turquie pour améliorer nos rapports avec 
Moscou. La Turquie n’était pas sous la protection des Américains, elle 
ne se placera pas sous celle des Russes. E t d’ailleurs, cette histoire 
finira bien par s’arranger.

— Un proverbe anatolien dit qu’ «il ne faut pas brûler sa couverture 
pour une puce»...

— Il dit vrai. Et moi, je  suis le premier Premier ministre des 
paysans anatoliens.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«Upon instructions from ray Government, I wish to draw your 
attention to a series of allegations by the Greek Cypriot Administration 
claiming tha t the Turkish Forces in Cyprus are in the midst of prepa
rations for a further military action.

It is evident that these false rumors are aimed at inciting the in
ternational public opinion against Turkey and the Turkish Federated 
State of Cyprus. They also serve as a  cover-up for the recent large-scale 
arms importations by the Greek Cypriots and the further reinforce
ment of the illegal Greek Cypriot National Guard, which is commanded 
by a foreign general aided by officers and men from a foreign country.

The Turkish Forces in Cyprus which carry 110 aggressive intentions 
will continue to act in restraint in fulfilling their task of maintaining 
the independence of Cyprus and safeguarding the security of the Tur
kish Cypriot Community against any hostile action initiated by the 
Greek Cypriots.»

Text of letter dated 8 July 1975 from the Permanent Representative o! Turkey
Mr. Osman OLCAY, Ambassador, a t the United Nations addressed to the
Secretary - General, of S/11759.
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«With reference to Mr. Rossides’ letter S/11741, dated 2 July 
1975, T would like to bring the following to your attention.

The spokesman of the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus has 
described as u tter nonsense the string of baseless allegations issued by 
the Greek Cypriot Public Information Office on Monday and Tuesday, 
30 June and I July 1975, to the effect that Turkey and the Turkish 
Federated State of Cyprus were trying to change the demographic 
character of the island and also, of making warlike preparations.

The spokesman was commenting on official press releases issued 
by the Greek Cypriot P.I.O. on the dates mentioned, claiming that 1,500 
mainland Turks were being brought to Cyprus and settled in the Fama
gusta district and that, on the military side, the numbers of the Turkish 
Peace Force and of the Turkish Cypriot fighters were being increased 
by bringing in fresh Turkish troops from Turkey and calling up all 
Turkish Cypriot reservists in Cyprus.

The spokesman reiterated tha t all these unfounded allegations were 
being deliberately fabricated and put out as part of a wider propaganda 
campaign to raise suspicion and concern in and outside Cyprus about 
the intentions of the Turkish side and the object of the Turkish Peace 
Operation in Cyprus.»

«By putting out these malicious lies, by distorting and misrepre
senting simple facts, the Greek Cypriot leadership is hoping to create 
pressure against the Turks in international fields and force them into 
a political quarantine and retreat. But the Greek propaganda cannot fool 
the whole world and, therefore, it cannot achieve its object. This ill- 
conceived campaign is only undermining the current efforts to find a 
peaceful solution for the Cyprus problem and also doing irreparable 
damage to the prospect of normalizing the relations of the Greek and 
Turkish Cypriot sides.»

Text of letter dated  9 July 1975 from Mr, Nail ATALAY,
Acting Representative of the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus
addressed to the Secretary - Genercfl, S /11752.
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«I wish to inform you that at a meeting of the Constituent As
sembly of the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus held on 3 July 1975, 
the policy of the Greek Cypriot administration vis-à-vis the Turkish 
Cypriots living in the south was strongly criticized.

Speakers deplored the atrocities committed against Turkish Cypriots 
living in the south and the inhuman restrictions imposed on their free
dom of movement. A comparison was made between the Turkish Cypriots 
living in the south and Greek Cypriots living in the north, and it was 
pointed out that while the Greek Cypriots in the north enjoy full free
dom of movement and are free to work and live as they please (this 
was personally confirmed by Mr. Glafcos Clerides during a visit he 
paid to the area), the Turkish Cypriots in the south are suffering all 
sorts of atrocities, discrimination and inhuman restrictions imposed on 
their freedom of movement. Separated families, children, bedridden 

elderly and sick people are being prevented from joining their relatives 
in the north. Turkish Cypriot students whose transfer to the north had 
already been agreed to are not being allowed to cross to the Turkish 
Cypriot region to continue their studies. Those who attem pt to cross 
to the north secretly are intercepted by the Greek Cypriot police and 
the Greek National Guard soldiers and are subjected to lengthy interro
gation and torture.

The speakers have requested me in my capacity as the Acting 
President of the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus and the Deputy 
President of the Constituent Assembly to bring to Your Excellency’s 
knowledge the above-mentioned facts and to lodge a strong protest 
against these inhuman acts of the Greek Cypriot administration.

It is earnestly hoped that Your Excellency will use your good 
offices so that an early end is put to the sufferings of the Turkish 
Cypriots in the south by ensuring the exercise of their freedom of 
movement.»

Text o ! letter dated  16  July 1 9 7 S  lio m  Mr. Necdel ÜNEL,
Acting President ol the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus and
Deputy President of the Constituent Assembly addressed to the Secretary • General, 
S/11769.
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«Whereas the present situation in Cyprus, resulting1 from the bitter 
experience through which the Turkish Cypriots and Greek Cypriots 
have gone in the past, and its continuation indefinitely as such, will lead 
inevitably to the further alienation and separation of the Turkish Cypriot 
and Greek Cypriot communities, it should serve the common interests 
of both communities to inaugurate, without fu rther delay, a degree 
of co-operation between the two national communities and to maintain 
the independence and territorial integrity of Cyprus and the internati
onal status of the island within the framework of a bi-regional federal 
State.

The peaceful co-existence of the two national communities, who 
shall have equal rights and powers in every respect, living side by side 
in close co-operation within one federal State, necessarily requires, 
as a first step, the creation of an atmosphere of confidence and mutual 
trust, which would serve not only the well-being and prosperity of the 
Turkish Cypriot and Greek Cypriot communities but also the enhance
ment of peace in the region. With these objectives in mind, and without 
prejudice to the final political settlement, the establishment of a tran
sitional joint federal Government, and to this effect, a joint declara
tion by the leaders of the two national communities, incorporating their 
formal agreement on the following basic principles, will pave the way, 
as early as possible, for a just and lasting political settlement.

The transitional joint federal Government shall undertake to comply 
with the following basic principles:

1. The Republic of Cyprus, which was originally founded on the 
basis of the partnership of the two national communities, shall be an 
independent, territorially integral and bi-regional federal State. The two 
national communities shall have equal rights and powers in all spheres 
and in every respect

Text of the letter dated  22 July 1975 by Mr. NaU ATALAY,
Acting Representative of the Turkish Federated S tale of Cyprus,
addressed to the Secretary - General, S/11770.
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2. Under no circumstances shall Cyprus, in whole or in part, be 
united with any other State in any form whatsoever.

3. The Federal Republic of Cyprus, following a policy of non- 
alignment, shall take its place along with the non-aligned States.

4. All necessary measures shall be taken to prevent the island 
of Cyprus from becoming involved, directly or indirectly, in any activity 
endangering the peace and security of the  region.

5. The two national communities shall be fully free to observe 
and promote their respective religions, cultures and traditions in a 
democratic manner. Religion shall be kept strictly outside the sphere 
of the federal State.

fi. All kinds of hostile activities of the two communities against 
each other in the international arena shall be strictly prohibited, while 
internally every effort shall be made to enhance the climate of peace, 
reconciliation and co-operation between the two communities.

The structure and functions of Ihe transitional 
joint federal Government

The transitional joint federal Government, shall subject to the 
basic principles outlined above, carry out the following functions under 
the joint direction, guidance and supervision of the leaders of the two 
national communities:

The transitional joint Government shall regulate and carry out the 
international affairs and relations of the Republic of Cyprus in such 
a way as to fully safeguard the fundamental rights and interests of 
both national communities.

There shall be established a Ministry of Foreign Affairs for the 
purpose of administering for the international relations and represen
tation abroad of the Republic of Cyprus.

There shall also be established ministries of finance, communica
tions and health for the purpose of dealing in their respective regions 
with agreed matters of common interest to both communities. As a 
general rule, officials of the transitional joint Government exercising 
functions within the Turkish Cypriot or the Greek Cypriot regions shall 
be members of the same national community as the region concerned.

The ministries shall be distributed equally between the two com
munities. A minister and his deputy shall not belong to the same com
munity. A minister and his deputy, in carrying out their functions,
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shall remain in close consultation and co-operation with each other, 
and decisions taken shall be signed by them jointly. M atters in dispute 
shall be decided jointly by the leaders of the two communities. All resi
dual powers and functions not expressly given to the transitional joint 
federal Government shall continue to be exercised by Turkish Cypriot 
and Greek Cypriot authorities in their respective regions, with the 
exception of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.

All the ministries of the respective Turkish Cypriot and Greek 
Cypriot Administrations shall continue to function within their regions. 
The m atters relating to the powers and functions of the Presidency 
shall be decided by agreement between the leaders of the two commu
nities, taking fully into account the objectives pursued in establishing 
a transitional joint Government and the necessary implications resul
ting therefrom.

A joint secretariat, under the joint direction of the leaders of the 
two communities, shall be established for the purpose of obtaining 
speedy results on the future constitution of the Federal Republic of 
Cyprus and on the various outstanding social and humanitarian issues 
existing between the two national communities, as well as questions 
relating to the boundaries between the two regions. The joint secretariat 
shall also be instrumental in following up agreements reached between 
the leaders of the two communities on the above matters.

The joint secretariat and the ministries established under these 
principles shall be located in a neutral area easily accessible to the fede
ral officials of the two communities.

The powers and functions of the federal joint Government shall be 
reviewed and revised in accordance with the provisions of the constitu
tion of the Federal Republic of Cyprus when such constitution comes 
into being.

All the expenses of the transitional joint fedei'al Government shall 
be shared on basis of equality by the two national communities.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

I would like to refer to the undermentioned letters written by 
Mr. Andreas Jacovides, the Acting Representative of the Greek Cypriot 
administration to the United Nations Organization, which were circu
lated as Security Council documents and to inform you that the allega
tions contained in these letters are totally unfounded and have been 
deliberately fabricated by the Greek Cypriot administration as part of 
a wider propaganda campaign to raise suspicion and concern in inter
national circles about the Turkish peace operation in Cyprus:

1. Letter circulated as Security Council document S/11753:

It is true tha t Mr. Kotak, the Minister of Labour, Rehabilitation 
and Social Services of the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus* in a 
statement published in the 7 July 1975 issue of the Turkish Cypriot 
newspaper Zaman, stated that approximately 46,000 persons have been 
rehabilitated in the north ; however, these persons consist of Turkish 
Cypriots who were forced to abandon their homes in the south by Greek 
Cypriot armed elements and of Turkish Cypriots living in the north 
who were displaced during the Greek Cypriot onslaught of December 
1963 and were not allowed to return to their places of abode for 11 long 
years (e.g., 5,000 inhabitants of Omorphita), by the Greek Cypriot ad
ministration. The allegation that the number of 46,000 includes main
land Turks is entirely false and has been deliberately put out in order 
to discredit Turkey and the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus and to 
create pressure against them in the international fields.

Guided by the same ill-conceived policy, Mr. Jacovides has descri
bed measures taken by the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus in order 
to preserve and maintain the abandoned properties in the Turkish region 
in the north as an attempt «to confer the mantle of legality to the 
wholesale looting of all movable property belonging to displaced Greek 
Cypriots».

Text of letter dated 30 July 1975 from Mr. Raul R. DENKTAS, President,
Turkish Fere rated State of Cyprus.
addressed to the Secretary - General, S/11787.
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The temporary allocation of the abandoned properties (arable land, 
orchards and business premises) to Turkish Cypriots is being made 
solely for preserving and maintaining these properties and preventing 
their destruction through disuse and for having them operated in the 
interest of the island’s economy as a whole. The allocations do not in 
any way transfer ownership of the properties allocated and the concern 
expressed by Mr. Jacovides in this respect is therefore entirely base
less.

2. Letters S/11754, S/11765, S/11767 and S/11779 which were 
subsequently circulated as Security Council documents:

In these letters Mr. Jacovides refers to a number of Greek Cypriots 
who were sent south upon their own written request and accuses Turkey 
and the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus of a planned expulsion of 
Greek Cypriots living in the north in order to facilitate the colonization 
of these areas by mainland Turks. As I have stated in my earlier com
munications to Your Excellency, the only mainland Turks in the north 
are a limited number of skilled technicians and workers who have been 
imported from Turkey on a temporary basis as guest workers. Turkish 
Cypriots who had previously been denied the right to live in their owrn 
country by the Greek Cypriot Administration are also being given the 
opportunity to return. It will be seen from the above tha t this accu
sation is, like the rest of the allegations made by the Greek Cypriot 
Representative, unfounded and forms part of the malicious and ill- 
conceived campaign launched by the Greek Cypriot administration to 
discredit Turkey and the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus in the 
eyes of international circles. As Your Excellency is already aware, the 
limited number of Greek Cypriots who were sent south are those who 
had applied to the Turkish Cypriot authorities in writing, requesting 
permission to move to the  Greek Cypriot region in the south, but because 
of an existing gentlemen’s agreement with the Greek Cypriot side not 
to send any Greek Cypriots to the south without prior consultations, 
the request of these Greek Cypriots had been referred to the Greek 
Cypriot authorities for approval which never came. In view of the con
tinued suppression and maltreatment of Turkish Cypriots attempting 
to cross over to the Turkish region, which had taken a very alarming 
turn with the vicious beating up of a group of 48 Turks ambushed by 
the Greek Cypriot police and the National Guard as a result of which 
17 of them had received broken ribs, multiple fractures and severe 
bruises all over their bodies, the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus did 
not feel bound anymore with the prior notice condition of the agree
ment and provided the necessary facilities for the Greek Cypriots in
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question to cross over to the Greek Cypriot region. This is what has 
happened and there is no truth whatsoever in Mr. Jacovides’ allegation 
that Turkey and the Turkish Cypriot authorities intend to apply a plan 
to expel all Greek Cypriots living in the north in order to facilitate the 
colonization of these areas by mainland Turks.

I would like to take this opportunity to reiterate once again that 
the ill-conceived and malicious campaign of the Greek Cypriot side 
which is evident from Mr. Jacovides’ above letters and which has been 
going on for some time, is serving no other purpose than to undermine 
the current efforts which are being made through Your Excellency's 
good offices for finding a peaceful solution to the Cyprus problem.
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«1 take this opportunity to confirm once again the goodwill and 
the determination of the Turkish Cypriot side to reach freely and mu
tually acceptable political settlement of the Cyprus problem based upon 
the fundamental and legitimate rights of the communities through the 
intercommunai talks.

May I commend, Mr. Secretary-General, the most useful and const
ructive role being played by yourself in accordance with your new mis
sion of good offices in pursuance with paragraph 6 of resolution 367 
(1975) dated 12 March 1975.

May I further particularly stress the important progress achieved 
in the third round of the intercommunai talks which resulted in the 
decision .to liberate the remaining Turkish Cypriots being held as poli
tical hostages in the Greek Cypriot sector of Cyprus and to allow the 
Greek Cypriots living in the Turkish Cypriot sector to stay 
in the north if they want to, thus, ending the human misery of thousands 
of people.

As you know so well, Mi*. Secretary-General, we are discussing and 
finding solutions in the intercommunai talks to all problems relating to 
Cyprus, be they political, humanitarian, social, legal or economic. I am 
happy to note that major progress was recorded in humanitarian prob
lems, and I look forward to the very important fourth round of our 
talks to be held in New York on 8-9 September 1975.

Unfortunately, it has come to my knowledge that the European 
Commission of Human Rights of the Council of Europe shall hold 
hearings in the Greek Cypriot sector of Nicosia from 2 to 9 September 
1975 upon the application of the Greek Cypriot community in the ab
sence and strong opposition registered formally by the Turkish Cypriots.

I. The Greek Cypriot community, by its application to the Euro
pean Commission of Human Rights of the Council of Europe, has 
violated paragraph 8 of resolution 867 (1975) which calls upon all par
ties concerned to refrain from any action which might jeopardize the 
negotiations between the representatives of the two communities and

Text of letter dated 23 Äugust 1975 from Mr. Rcral R. DENKTÄS, 
President of the Federated State ol Cypres 
addressed to the Secretary - General, S/11815.
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to take steps which will facilitate the creation of a climate necessary 
for the success of those negotiations.

II. The Greek Cypriot community, by its application to the Euro
pean Commission of Human Rights of the Council of Europe, has viola
ted paragraph 4 of General Assembly resolution 3213 (XXIX) dated 
1 November 1974, endorsed by Security Council x*esolutions 365 (1974) 
and 367 (1975) by referring subjects on the agenda of the intercom
munal talks to another organization, even matters already settled, such 
as the Greek Cypriots living in the Karpas region of the Turkish Cypriot 
sector.

III. The Greek Cypriot community has violated paragraph 3 of 
General Assembly resolution 3212 (XXIX) which states that the consti
tutional system of the Republic of Cyprus concerns the Greek Cypriot 
and the Turkish Cypriot communities, by presenting itself to the Euro
pean Commission of Human Rights of the Council of Europe as the 
representative of both communities in accordance with a  constitutional 
system not agreed by both communities.

IV. The Greek Cypriot community has violated paragraph 4 of 
General Assembly resolution 3212 (XXIX), endorsed by Security Coun
cil resolutions 365 (1974) and 367 (1975) by attempting to upset the 
principle of equal footing of the two communities by bringing the 
Cyprus problem within an organization in which the Turkish community 
is not represented.

The Greek Cypriot community, if it wishes to reach a just settle
ment based upon the fundamental and legitimate rights of the two 
communities through the intercommunal talks within the framework 
of the United Nations resolutions, should abide by the terms of refe
rence of the intercommunal talks.

Turkish Cypriots do not agree to and strongly oppose the unaut
horized interference of organizations such as the European Commission 
of I-Iuman Rights of the Council of Europe and others in the Cyprus 
problem.

I trust, Mr. Secretary-General, that you will use your good offices 
to persuade the Greek Cypriot community to refrain from violating the 
terms of references of the intercommunal talks, draw their attention 
to the probable consequences if violation continues and direct them to 
withdraw their application to the European Commission of Human 
Rights of the Council of Europe, an application which was submitted 
purely for propaganda purposes.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«You must have probably heard by now tha t another mass grave 
like the one in Athlar (Aloa) village has been discovered a t the village 
of Murataga (M aratha). Scores of bodies so far unearthed include bo
dies of babies, children, women and old men, which indicate that who
lesale massacre of the inhabitants of the villages was resorted to. It is 
believed tha t this mass grave contains the bodies of all the Turks from 
Murataga (Maz-atha) and 18 Turks from Sandallar (Sandallaris). A 
villager who escaped by hiding is an eyewitness of the mass murder 
of unarmed civilians. I t is feared tha t similar massacres have taken 
place in other Turkish villages which have been overrun by Greek 
and Greek Cypriot forces. Information was passed on to Mr. Luis 
Wecknuinn-Mun.o7., your special representative in Cyprus regarding the 
massacre of about 50 to 90 Turks of Taskent (Tokhni) village. The 
eyewitness has now indicated the mass grave to the United Nations 
but Greek Cypriot authorities deny the right to open the grave and 
investigation of the massacre of these people by a special team of 
United Nations police.

While placing on record our most vehement protestation against 
these hideous crimes committed by Greek and Greek Cypriot gunmen 
against unarmed Turkish civilians of all ages, I appeal to you for imme
diate instructions to be given to UNFICYP patrols to visit all Turkish 
villages in Greek areas and to let us have news about the Turkish inha
bitants living there as a m atter of routine pending their removal to 
the Turkish region. These people live in daily terror of their lives and 
news of the discovery of such mass murders only increase their agony.

Your Excellency will appreciate tha t it is absolutely necessary that 
UNFICYP should accept and take full responsibility for the lives of 
all Turks living in Greek areas as otherwise it will be incumbent upon 
us to take such steps as we deem necessary to ensure their protection.»

Text of letter dated 4 September 1974 from Mr. Rauf R. DENKTA§,
Vice - President of the Republic of Cyprus
addressed to the Secretary - General, S / 11493.
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«1 have been instructed by the Pi-esident of the Turkish Federated 
State of Cyprus to refer to the letter of request by Mr. Zenon Rossides 
(A/10242) for the inscription of the question of Cyprus on the agenda 
of the General Assembly and to place on record once again tha t Mr. 
Rossides has no legitimate authority to make such a request for and 
on behalf of the Republic of Cyprus; nor does he have any legal or 
moral right to pretend to represent the Turkish Cypriot community 
which is one of the co-founder partner communities in the independence 
and sovereignty of Cyprus.

The Turkish Cypriot community still considers the intercommunal 
talks to be the best and only method for solving the Cyprus problem and 
does not believe in the usefulness of heated acrimonious discussions 
in international forums which can only complicate m atters and render 
a  peaceful negotiated settlement more difficult.

With this reservation, 1 present here below the views and reactions 
of the Turkish Cypriot community to Mr. Rossides’ application and 
the explanatory memorandum attached thereto, which is not only void 
of any moral or legal value and as such not binding on the Turkish 
Cypriot side, but also constitutes a most flagrant distortion of true 
facts and is therefore most misleading.

1. The Turkish side stands for an independent, sovereign, terri
torially integral, non-aligned Cyprus; but an independence based on 
realities and not on the false concept that Cyprus is Greek and that 
Turkey came and occupied a part of it.

As it has been repeatedly officially stated, Turkey has no territorial 
ambitions in Cyprus.

The purpose of the legitimate and justified Turkish intervention 
in Cyprus is two-fold :

Text of the letter dated 18 September 1975 Irom Mr. Vedat ÇELİK
Representative of the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus*
addressed to the Secretary - General, S/11825.
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(a) To prevent the destruction of the independence of the island,

(b) To ensure the security of life and propei'ty of the Turkish 
Cypriot community.

The Turkish action, therefore, cannot in any way be interpreted 
as «annexation» or «partition» as alleged. It was meant to and has 
succeeded in preventing the consolidation of an aggression that had 
been put in motion in 1963 and had culminated in the coup d’état of 
July 1974, the sole aim of which was to unite the island to Greece.

2. The withdrawal of Turkish troops from Cyprus depends on 
peace and security on the island and is therefore directly linked with 
the final settlement of the political problem.

The prolongation of the peace talks, therefore, for political propa
ganda purposes, can only prolong the withdrawal of Turkish troops 
which are in Cyprus for the maintenance of peace, and for the preven
tion of enosis.

The fact that there has been no intercommunal fighting in Cyprus 
during the last 13 months and public statements by the notorious Nicos 
Sampson, to the effect th a t he would have declared enosis, had he been 
allowed to carry on as «President» of Cyprus for one more day, are 
proofs in themselves for the necessity of Turkish military presence on 
the island until a final settlement is reached.

Needless to say tha t both Sampson and his men, and other Greek 
Cypriot terrorist organizations which were directly responsible for the 
bloody events of the last 12 years and the coup d’état of 15 July 1974, 
are still a t large, armed to the teeth, and roaming around unprosecuted.

3. Another issue which is grossly exaggerated and harshly exploited 
by the Greek side is the question of refugees.

The Turkish Cypriot authorities are in the process of rehabilitating 
84,000 displaced Turkish Cypriots. Of these, 60,000 are Turkish Cypriots 
who fled from the south and sought safety in the north, and 24,000 
are those w'ho had been displaced during 1963 - 1964 and had been 
committed to live as refugees by the Greek Cypriot administration 
ever since.

The number of Greek Cypriot displaced persons is wilfully and 
grossly exaggerated. Most of them have already been properly housed 
and those who are still being kept in tents are being kept so for political 
propaganda purposes, a fact which has been abundantly confirmed by 
the Greek Cypriot press itself.
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In Vienna, the two communities have agreed on a biregional fede
ration to the extent that in order to prepare the ground for this agree
ment a voluntary exchange of populations has actually taken place in 
Cyprus. This constitutes an approach to the problem different from 
that called for by General Assembly resolution «321.2 (XXIX) of 1 
November 1974, and the Greek Cypriot leadership has accepted and 
implemented the provisions of this agreement.

The Greek Cypriot leaders should be praised for their realism in 
this matter. But Mr. Rossides, in his memorandum under reference, 
in complete disregard of this arrangement, calls dramatically for the 
immediate implementation of the relevant paragraph of resolution 3212 
(XXIX).

Is this inconsistency or bad faith?

This insincerity of the Greek Cypriot side is the main reason for 
the prolongation and interruption of the intercommunal talks. Despite 
the fact tha t during the intercommunal talks «freely» held under Your 
Excellency’s auspices in Vienna, agreement in principle has been reached 
on :

(a) A bi-zonal federation;

(b) A loose central government; and

(c) Participation of the two communities in the central govern
ment on the basis of equality.

The Greek Cypriot leadership denied this through official public 
statements and resorted to various international conferences where they 
secured the adoption of resolutions contrary to principles agreed upon 
in Vienna.

This confirms our firm belief that the Greek side is not in favour 
of a peaceful political settlement within the framework of present 
realities on the island, and tha t their whole objective is to exploit the 
situation through political propaganda and try  to increase outside pres
sure on Turkey and the Turkish Cypriot community in order to secure 
a solution based solely on Greek interests.

This policy of the Greek Cypriot side is not new. Makarios has 
always eloquently advocated a «long struggle*.

That the Greek Cypriot side is responsible for the prolongation of 
the Cyprus crisis is obvious from the statement by Archbishop Makarios 
to Lawrence Stern of The Washington Post, published in the summer
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1975 edition of Foreign Policy, when he openly confessed that he did not 
reach an agreement with the Turks in the intercommunal talks in order 
to prolong his life politically.

Mr. Rossides’ allegations th a t the Turkish side has not submitted 
any proposals during the first three rounds of the Vienna talks is 
totally untrue and most misleading. As Your Excellency is well aware, 
concrete and comprehensive proposals on :

(a) a transitional joint federal government (appendix I), and

(b) the structure and powers and functions of the federal Govern
ment of the Federal Republic of Cyprus (appendix II)

have been submitted to the Greek side in writing through your 
Special Representative in Nicosia, Mr. Weckmann-Munoz on 18 July 1975 
and 21 July 1975 i*espectively, and it was only because of lack of res
ponse by the Greek side to these proposals tha t no headway could be 
made in the talks.

It is because the Greek side did not intend to honour the agreements 
reached in Vienna and because they could not come up with convincing 
arguments against our written proposals that they boycotted the fourth 
round of intercommunal talks held in New' York from 8 to 10 September 
1975.

Mr. Rauf Denkta§ had constructive proposals to make on various 
aspects of the Cyprus problem and if only Mr. Clerides had agreed to 
sit down and talk further progress would most probably have been 
achieved in New York.

As regards the accusation tha t the Turkish side has failed to 
respond to Your Excellency’s note verbale of 24 January 1975, Mr. 
Rossides should know better.

The reasons for the Turkish side not replying are well known 
both to the Secretariat and to Mr. Rossides and it would be wiser for 
Mr. Rossides not to dwell on this matter.

Through his unfounded allegations Mr. Rossides has tried to create 
the erroneous impression tha t the Cyprus problem was created by the 
Turkish intervention of 20 July 1974, forgetting th a t the Cyprus crisis 
started in December 1963 with the united Greek Cypriot and Greek 
mainland armed onslaught against the unarmed Turkish Cypriot com
munity with the purpose of uniting the island to Greece and that the 
situation thus created was continuously aggravated by the chain of
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fails accomplis by the Greek side which culminated in the coup d’état 
of 15 July 1974- th e  last step towards physical enosis.

hi an effort to draw a parallel between the Turkish Cypriot and 
Greek Cypriot communities, Mr. Rossides in his memorandum refers to 
the Turkish Cypriot leadership as «the instrument» of Turkey.

I must emphatically state th a t the byzantine relationship which 
exists between the Greek Cypriot leadership and the Greek mainland 
Government is not reflected in our relations with Turkey.

The Turkish Cypriot leadership in its efforts to safeguard the 
legitimate rights and insterests of the Turkish Cypriot community 
relies on help and support of their motherland Turkey for reasons 
which are well known to Mr. Rossides. But both the Turkish Cypriot 
leadership and the Turkish mainland Governments are democratically 
elected, and all decisions in both countries are taken by concensus. 
There is, therefore, no cause for and definitely there exists no instru
mentality.

I repeat, we are for an independent, non-aligned Cyprus. The 
Turkish Cypriot community will continue to -defend not only its own 
independence, but the independence of the whole of Cyprus.»
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APPENDIX I

Turkish Cypriot proposals of 18 July 1975 for 
a transitional joint Government

Whereas the present situation in Cyprus, resulting from the bitter 
experience through which the Turkish Cypriots and Greek Cypriots 
have gone in the past, and its continuation indefinitely as such, will 
lead inevitably to the further alienation and separation of the Turkish 
Cypriot and Greek Cypriot communities, i t  should serve the common 
interests of both communities to inaugurate, without fu rther delay, a 
degree of co-operation between the two national communities and to 
maintain the independence and territorial integrity of Cyprus and the 
international status of the island within the framework of a biregional 
federal State.

The peaceful co-existence of the two national communities, who 
shall have equal rights and powers in every respect, living side by side 
in close co-operation within one federal State, necessarily requh'es, as 
a first step, the creation of an atmosphere of confidence and mutual 
trust, which would serve not only the well-being and prosperity of the 
Turkish Cypriot and Greek Cypriot communities but also the enhance
ment of peace in the region. With these objectives in mind, and without 
prejudice to the final political settlement, the establishment of a tran
sitional joint federal government, and to this effect, a joint declaration 
by the leaders of the two national communities, incorporating their 
formal agreement on the following basic principles, will pave the way, 
as early as possible, for a ju st and lasting political settlement.

The transitional joint federal Government shall undertake to comply 
with the following basic principles :

1. The Republic of Cyprus, which was originally founded on the 
basis of the partnership of the two national communities, shall be an 
independent, territorially integral and biregional federal State. The two 
national communities shall have equal rights and powers in all spheres 
and in every respect.

2. Under no circumstances shall Cyprus, in whole or in part, be 
united with any other State in any form whatsoever.
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3. The Federal Republic of Cyprus, following' a policy of non- 
alignment, shall take its place along with the non-aligned States.

4. All necessary measures shall be taken to prevent the island of 
Cyprus from becoming involved, directly or indirectly, in any activity 
endangering the peace and security of the region.

5. The two national communities shall be fully free to observe 
and promote their respective religions, cultures and traditions in a 
democratic manner. Religion shall be kept strictly outside the sphere of 
the federal State.

6. All kinds of hostile activities of the two communities against 
each other in the international arena shall be strictly prohibited, while 
internally every effort shall be made to enhance the climate of peace, 
reconciliation and co-operation between the two communities.

The structure and functions of the transitional 
joint federal Government

The transitional joint federal Government shall, subject to the 
basic principles outlined above, carry out the following functions under 
the joint direction, guidance and supervision of the leaders of the two 
national communities :

The transitional joint Government shall regulate and carry out 
the international affairs and relations of the Republic of Cyprus in 
such a way as to fully safeguard the fundamental rights and interests 
of both national communities.

There shall be established a Ministry of Foreign Affairs for the 
purpose of administering the international relations and representation 
abroad of the Republic of Cyprus.

There shall also be established ministries of finance, communicati
ons and health for the purpose of dealing in their respective regions 
with agreed m atters of common interest to both communities. As a 
general rule, officials of the transitional joint Government exercising 
functions within the Turkish Cypriot or the Greek Cypriot regions 
shall be members of the same national community as the region con
cerned.

The ministries shall be distributed equally between the two com
munities. A minister and his deputy shall not belong to the same com
munity. A minister and his deputy, in carrying out their functions, 
shall remain in close consultation and co-operation with each other.
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and decisions taken shall be signed by them jointly. Matters in dispute 
shall be decided jointly by the leaders of the two communities. All 
residual powers and functions not expressly given to the transitional 
joint federal Government shall continue to be exercised by Turkish 
Cypriot and Greek Cypriot authorities in their respective regions, with 
the exception of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.

All the ministries of the respective Turkish Cypriot and Greek 
Cypriot Administrations shall continue to function within their regions. 
The m atters relating to the powers and functions of the Presidency 
shall be decided by agreement between the leaders of the two com
munities, taking fully into account the objectives pursued in establis
hing a transitional joint Government and the necessary implications 
resulting therefrom.

A joint secretariat, under the joint direction of the leaders of the 
two communities, shall be established for the purpose of obtaining speedy 
results on the future constitution of the Federal Republic of Cyprus 
and on the various outstanding social and humanitarian issues existing 
between the two national communities, as well as questions relating 
to the boundaries between the two regions. The joint secretariat shall 
also be instrumental in following up agreements reached between the 
leaders of the two communities on the above matters.

The joint secretariat and the ministries established under these 
principles shall be located in a neutral area easily accessible to the 
federal officials of the two communities.

The powers and functions of the federal joint Government shall 
be reviewed and revised in accordance with the provisions of the cons
titution of the Federal Republic of Cyprus when such constitution 
comes into being.

All the expenses of the transitional joint federal Government shall 
be shared on basis of equality by the two national communities.
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APPENDIX II

Proposals on the powers and functions of the Federal 
Government of the Federal Republic of Cyprus made by 

the Turkish Cypriot members of the Expert Committee 
set up by the first Vienna Conference on 28 April 1975

1. The Turkish Cypriot members of the Expert Committee, having 
examined this important subject in consultation with their legal expert, 
Professor Orhan Aldikaçti, are of the opinion that the limited and 
specified powers and functions (enumerated in para. 2  below), which 
it is proposed should be given to the federal Government of the Federal 
Republic of Cyprus (hereinafter referred to as «the Federal Govern
ment»), should be determined by, and should ba exercised in the light 
of, and subject to, the following principles and conditions :

(1) There exist a t present two separate and distinct Turkish 
Cypriot and Greek Cypriot Administrations, irrespective of what name 
they may be known by, with effective control over two separate and 
distinct regions of the Republic of Cyprus. These two separate, distinct 
and equal Administrations exercise in Cyprus today, in their respective 
regions, the full authorities of the Republic. This fact must be the 
starting point in considering what powers and functions should be yielded 
by the existing Administrations to the Federal Government. That is 
to say, we are not starting off with one Central Government exercising 
full powers and functions and considering which of these powers and 
functions should be given to the States, but, on the contrary, we are 
starting off with two separate and distinct Administrations exercising 
full powers and functions in their respective regions. We must, there
fore, consider what powers and functions the already existing separate 
and distinct Administrations, i.e., the States of the proposed Federal 
Republic, should to the Federal Government.

The Turkish Cypriot members of the Committee, therefore, pro
pose the establishment of a Federation composed of two Federated Sta
tes (hereinafter referred to as «the States») with all residual powers 
and functions being left to the States and only such limited powers and 
functions being yielded to the Federal Government whihc are absolutely 
necessary for the carrying out of common services of a Federal Stale
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without detriment to the security of life and property in the respective 
l'egions.

(2) In view of the fact th a t the proposed Federal Republic will 
be composed of two equal units, namely, the two member States which 
will make up the Federation, it is essential that, as is the case in most 
federations, the member States of the Federation, irrespective of the 
size of its geographical area and irx-espective of the size of its popu
lation, should in all respects be equal members of the Federation. This 
principle of equality of member units is not only observed in most 
federations but is also a fundamental and democratic principle observed 
by the Charter of the United Nations itself. This principle of equality 
between the two member units of the Federation may be referred to as 
the principle of «Condominium».

(3) In view of past experience, it is considered imperative that 
the officials of the Federal Government exercising federal powers and 
functions in a member State should belong to the same community as 
the State concerned. For example, a Federal Officer exercising federal 
powers in the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus, must be a member 
of the Turkish community and vice versa. (In this connexion, please see 
the principle embodied in article 132 of the 1960 Cyprus Constitution.)

2. The Federal Government shall, subject to the above principles 
and conditions, exercise powers and functions only with regard to the 
following m atters :

(1) Foreign Affairs :

(a) The field of foreign affairs, which should be clearly defined 
to embrace the normal and accepted sense of the term, is one which 
may properly be given to the Federal Government.

(b) Each State shall be entitled to enter into any agreement with 
its respective mother country, Turkey or Greece

(c) The Federal Republic of Cyprus shall accord most-favoured
nation treatm ent to Turkey and Greece.

(d) In the light of past experience, the principle of equality or 
«¡Condominium» referred to above assumes an even greater degree of 
importance in the field of foreign affail's. It is for this reason that it is 
proposed th a t the more important posts in the Foreign Service, such 
as Heads and Deputy Heads of Missions, should be equally allocated 
between the two cmomunities.
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(2) External defence (excluding internal security of State) :

(a) In the opinion of the Turkish Cypriot side only external de
fence is a subject which may properly be given to the Federal Govern
ment. In the light of past experience, it is considered that internal secu
rity should be the responsibility of the respective member States.

(b) The defence force of the Federal Republic could be composed 
of separate and equal Turkish Cypriot and Greek Cypriot units, the 
Turkish Cypriot unit being based within the territory of the Turkish 
Cypriot State and the Greek Cypriot unit within the territory of the 
Greek Cypriot State. The Tripartite Headguarters established under 
the Treaty of Alliance shall resume its functions.

(c) In view of the existence of the Treaty of Guarantee and the 
Treaty of Alliance, which will effectively guarantee the independence, 
sovereignty and territorial integrity of the Federal Republic, it would 
not be necessary for the Federal Government to employ a large force 
for the purpose of external defence.

(3) Federal Banking, stock exchanges and monetary affairs :
It is considered that the subjects of Federal Banking, stock exchan

ges and monetary affairs are matters which could well be given to the 
Federal Government.

(4) Federal Budget :

(a) The Federal Government shall have its own Federal Budget 
for the purpose of meeting the expenditure necessary for carrying out 
the powers and functions of the Federal Government.

(b) The Federal Budget shall be financed from the charges and 
fees derived from services rendered by organs of the Fedei-al Govern
ment or from any aid or grant given to the Federal Government from 
outside.

(c) Any deficit in the Federal Budget in any particular year may 
be met by such Federal taxation or by such other means as may be 
agreed between the States.

(d) Each State shall also have its own Budget and will be respon
sible for its own financial arrangements, with the right to receive aid 
or grants from outside, and shall be responsible for the general econo
mic development of its State.

(e) Financial and economic matters are, of course, spheres in which 
the two States could co-operate with each other for their mutual 
benefit.
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(5) Federal Courts :

It is proposed tha t Federal Courts should be established for the 
purpose of dealing with matters arising; under the Federal Constitution 
and violations of, or m atters falling under, Federal laws. The establish
ment of a Federal Constitutional Court to interpret the Federal Consti
tution is envisaged.

(6) Federal Communications (including Federal Postal and Tele
communication Services) :

(a) Federal Communications, such as external postal and telecom
munication services and such services between the two States, the opera
tion and maintenance of the Nicosia International Airport subject to 
mutually agreed arrangements, are m atters which could properly and 
conveniently be given to the Federal Government.

(b) This should not preclude each State from having its own air 
and sea communications with its respective mother country or internal 
postal and telecommunication services.

(7) Federal Medical Services :
(a) Policy m atters relating to medical and health services would 

come within the sphere of the Federal Government.
(b) Each State shall have, and be responsible for, its own medical 

and health services.
(8) Standards of weights and measures (as well as computation 

of time) :
The subjects of standardization of weights and measures and com

putation of time are m atters which could well be given to the Federal 
Government.

(9) Patents, trade marks and copyrights :
Regulation of m atters relating to patents, trade marks and copy

rights would also come within the sphere of the Federal Government.

(10) Federal Meteorological Services :
Subject to the rights of each State to have its own meteorological 

services, the Federal Government would be responsible for meteorolo
gical services at Federal level.

3. In the light of the observations made in subparagraph (1) of 
paragraph 1  above, it is proposed tha t all residual powers and functions 
of the Federal Republic, which are not included in those expressly given 
to, and vested in, the Federal Government, as enumerated in paragraph
2  above, shall be vested in, and exercised by, the States.
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4. Although it is proposed that the powers and functions to be
given to the Federal Government shall be confined to the 10  specific
heads enumerated in paragraph 2 above, this would not mean that
the two member States of the Federation would not be able to co
operate, in a spirit of reciprocity, very closely in those fields which, 
though coming within the powers and functions of the States are such
(e.g., town planning, etc., of border towns like Nicosia, antiquities,
trade and industry, labour and social welfare) that co-operation in those 
fields would be to the mutual benefit of the two States of the Federation 
and of their respective communities.

5. It will be seen from what has been stated that the above propo
sals with regard to the powers and functions of the Federal Government 
have been made in the light of the existing realities and of the lessons 
learnt as the result of past experience and it is, therefore, proposed 
tha t the two existing separate Administrations should give up to the 
Federal Government only those limited powers anil functions which are 
considered necessary and feasible for the purpose of maintaining com
mon services and without security risks to the life and property of 
the inhabitants of the member States. If, in the course of time, it 
is proved, by the conduct of all concerned, that mutual trust and con
fidence can be built upon the limited links existing between the Fede
ral Government and the two member States, then it is to be hop«] 
that, with the growth of such confidence and with the elimination of 
mistrust and suspicion, it will be possible to strengthen such links by 
building upon them by the gradual giving up by member States of 
additional powers and functions to the Federal Government. It is the 
sincere belief of the Turkish Cypriot members of the Committee that 
the proposed Federation can only work and hope to survive, in the 
present circumstances, by starting cautiously from the bottom and 
then to build upon, and strengthen, the existing links with the growth 
of mutual confidence.»

Prof. Orhan Aldikaçti,
Legal Expert of the Turkish 
Members of the Committee.

(M. Necati Mttnir)
(Umit Süleyman)
(Zaim M. Necati)

21 July 1975
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

Raffim iing our position as regards to the representation of the 
Republic of Cyprus, I would like to make the following statement :

Last year the General Assembly has discussed a t length the 
Question of Cyprus and unanimously adopted Resolution 3212 (XXIX) 
In this Resolution, the General Assembly called for the continuation 
of the negotiations between the representatives of the two communities 
with a viewr to reaching a mutually acceptable political settlement.

As the members of this committee are aware, the pi-ocess of inter
communal talks with the good-off ices of our secretary-general is con
tinuing, in accordence with security council resolution 3(57 of 12 March 
1975, which in this respect is complementing the general assembly 
resolution 3212.

It cannot be said, th a t there was no progress a t the communal 
talks. On the contrary these talks proved to be very useful and for that 
m atter the only viable means for not only achieving a certain amount of 
progress in the search for a solution but also in preserving an atmosp
here of dialogue and relative tranquility on the Island.

As the Secretary-General puts it in his latest report dated 13 Sep
tember, document (S/11789) «The negotiations held in pursuance of 
Security Council Resolutions 367 (1975) and 370 (1975) still provide 
the best method by w'hicb progress can be made towards a  settlement».

We wholeheartedly agree with this statement. If a peaceful settlement 
of the Cyprus Question is to be reached, there is no alternative to the 
intercommunal talks.

It is therefore difficult for us to understand the motives and the 
logic behind the request to include the discussion of the problem once 
again in the agenda of the United Nations General Assembly.

Text of the statement made by Mr. h te r TURKMEN,
Ambassador, Permanent Representative, a t the General Committee,
of the XXX Session of the General Assembly, on 18 September 1975.
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A repetition of the debate we had last year will inveitably inter
rupt the negotiating process. The past is only witness to the fact tha t 
it will affect adversely the atmosphere of dialogue between the two 
communities and will exacerbate the public opinions in the countries 
concerned. At the end of such a debate, we shall again be looking for 
ways of a resumption of talks between the two communities in way of 
returning to the basics, but then, we might find that the conditions have 
only worsened if not rendered utterly unsuitable for negotiation. This 
Mr. President, is in general our reaction to the request tha t the Cyprus 
Question be again discussed by the General Assembly. But Turkey is 
not in this instance the directly concerned party. The General Assembly 
itself recognized by its resolution 3212 that the two communities are 
the directly concerned parties and this has been confirmed by the 
decisions of the security council. Therefore the Turkish Delegation 
does not consider itself entitled to speak on behalf of the Turkish 
Cypriot Community. The Turkish Cypriot community should have the 
right to be present and to participate on an equal footing a t all levels 
to the discussion of the Cyprus issue. And we hope tha t the general 
committee will make a recommandation in this respect. We believe tha t 
the General Committee also should give to the representative of the 
Turkish Cypriot Community who is here the opportunity to express his 
sides views on the request forwarded by the Greek Cypriot administra
tion. It is only after hearing both sides that the members of this com
mittee can arrive a t a judgement whether or not a new debate on 
Cyprus will be appropriate.*
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«In reference to the reply of the Government of Greece, as it 
appears in the report of the Secretary-General to the General Assembly 
on the implementation of the Declaration on the Strengthening of 
International Security (A/10205), I have the honour to make the follo
wing observations.

I t is regrettable th a t the Government of Greece saw fit to distort 
the facts regarding the question of Cyprus.

Setting 20 July 1974 as the beginning of the Cyprus crisis can 
only be defined as a futile attem pt to rewrite current history. Through 
such revisionism, the 11-year-old Greek occupation of Cyprus, several 
Greek onslaughts on Turkish Cypriots, citizens of the Republic of 
Cyprus, total Greek disregard for international agreements solemnly sig
ned and the naked invasion of 15 July 1974 are all cast aside and 
erased from the annals. Overlooking the policies of the past and their 
disastrous consequences may serve to ease the Greek conscience, but it 
does not suffice to alter, in any way, well-established facts. Instead, a 
gracious awareness of the mistakes committed, however painful, may 
serve as a lesson tha t would enchance the prevention of their repetition.

Turkey’s intervention in Cyprus on 20 July 1974 was not an illegal 
invasion, as alleged, but a fully legitimate action, in conformity with 
international treaties, to counter the Greek attem pt to destroy the 
independence of Cyprus and to annex the island. The Greek Government 
is, of course, entitled to spare no effort to cleanse itself of the notorious 
recent past, but this cannot be done through slandering Turkey and 
others.

As regards the dispute over the respective rights of the two 
countries in the Aegean Sea, it was Turkey that first advanced the idea 
of negotiations. The Greek government maintains th a t the only way

Text oi letter dated  6 Ortober 197S irom the Permanent Representative of Turkey
liter TURKMEN, Ambassador, to the United Nations addressed to the Secretary - General,
S/11847.
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is to refer the Aegean problems to the International Court of Justice, 
without any prior talks on the matter. Turkey, nevertheless, stands 
ready to refer to the International Court of Justice those aspects of 
the Aegean question that would prove to be impossible to agree upon 
in bilateral negotiations, recognized in the Declaration on the Streng
thening of International Security as the primary resort among penceful 
means.

W ith these considerations in mind, I submit that paragraphs 4, 5 
and 6 of the reply of the Government of Greece are misleading and 
totally unfounded.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«I would like to make a few points in connection with the state
ment made by ambassador Rossides.

Ambassador Rossides in his vehement speech full of distortions, 
unfounded allegations and sterile diatribes, has omitted two important 
dates in the history of Cyprus : which have a direct bearing on what 
we said about not recognizing Archbishop Makarios as the head of 
S tate of Cyprus.

December 2 1 , 1963 marks the beginning of the tragedy of Cyprus. 
On th a t date an order was given for a general onslaught on the Turkish 
Community as a result of which countless Turks were murdered and the 
entire community was condemned to live under oppression, humiliation 
and fear for more than a decade. On tha t date, the Constitution of Cyprus 
which was based on the equal participation of the two communities 
was grossly violated and cast aside, and the state  apparatus was con
verted into an instrument of greek tyranny against the Turkish Com
munity.

The second important date is July 15, 1974. And yet, this is how 
the head of Greek Cypriot administration himself described the events 
which unfolded in July of last year when he addressed the Security 
Council on July 19, 1974. I am going to quote from his statem ent :

«The military regime of greece has callously violated the indepen
dence of Cyprus. Without a trace of respect for the independence and 
sovereignity of the Republic of Cyprus, the Greek Junta  has extended 
its illegality to Cyprus. I t was an invasion which violated the indepen
dence and sovereignity of the Republic. And the invasion is continuing 
so long as there are Greek Officers in Cyprus .... the events in 
Cyprus do not constitute an internal m atter of the Greeks of Cyprus. 
The Turks of Cyprus are also affected. The coup of the Greek Junta 
is an invasion, and from its consequences the whole People of Cyprus 
suffer, both Greeks and the Turks.»

Text oi the statement m ade by Mr. liter Tt)BKMEN,
Ambassador, a t the Security Council on 8 October 1975.
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This is indeed a vivid explanation of what happened in July 1974. 
It was the Greek invasion which violated the independence and the 
sovereignity of Cyprus and threatened the very survival of the Turkish 
Community. And what Turkey has undertaken was nothing else but 
an action in conformity with international treaties to forestall the 
iminent th reat to the independence and sovereignity of Cyprus and the 
danger directed against the two communitiee. The intervention of Tur
key was legal, legitimate and rightful. If Turkey had failed to intervene, 
Cyprus would have lost its independence forever and condemned to live 
under a dictarorship which is rightfully so abhorred today.

We would therefore be better advised to avoid unnecessary polemics 
and flamboyant theatricals and concentrate instead our energy and 
attention on the realistic ways of resolving the conflict. Speaking in that 
sprit, the Foreign Minister of Turkey has pointed out recently in his 
statem ent in the General Debate :

«The Turkish Government considers that any solution should be 
based on the following principles and considrations.

First, the two communities are now negotiating on an equal footing 
on the basis of resolutions of the United Nations, any attempt to damage 
tha t equality, any manoeuvre aimed at sowing distrust, could only make 
continuation of the negotiations impossible.

Secondly, the last phase of the Cyprus conflict originated in a 
military coup from the outside, aimed at ending the independence of 
the island. Any future solutions should be based on respect for the 
independence, territorial integrity and follow a policy of non alignment, 
which would best respond to the interests of the two communities and 
contribute to peace and stability in the eastern m editerranean.

Thirdly, the constitution of the island should provide for the estab
lishment of a bi-zonal federation, with modalities and arragements ta 
king into account the economic situation of the island and the structure 
and needs of the two communitiees, as well as the need to ensure coo
peration based on security and mutual trust.

Fourthly, the two communities should participate in the federal 
government on an equal footing. Federal institutions should be given the 
means necessary to safeguard respect for the constitution and the po
litical and economic equality of both communites.» (End of Quotation)

The General Assembly in its wisdom and the Security Council 
have also constantly advocated negotiations between the two com
munities. An overwhelming majority of the distinguished delegates who
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participated in the general debate have expressed the same desire. The 
Turkish Community has made known its willingness to engage in me
aningful negotiations.

However, after what lie said today it is difficult not to doubt seri
ously the ability of the head of the Greek Cypriot administration to 
contribute to such a negotiation.

Compelled by fate to live side by side and, for the last decade, 
under cruel oppression, the Turkish Cypriots have reached long ago the 
unavoidable conclusion tha t archbishop Makarios can ofter no positive 
contribution to the solution of the Problems of Cyprus. That here can 
be no settlement as long as his mentality prevails. That he is unable 
to rid himself from his obsessions which was made eloquently clear 
recently in an interview with Mi*. Lawrence Stern which appeared in 
the Summer 1975 issue of the Foreign Policy Journal.

«The fact tha t 1 never seem to come to agreement with the Turks 
in the intercommunal talks probably accounts for the prolongation of 
my life politically.»

Shall we, Mr. President, for the sake of prolonging a political life, 
forego forever a settlement of the Problem of Cyprus and the return 
of peace and tranquility in the eastern mediterranean?

Ambassador Rossides talked about aggression, while it was his 
administration which initiated aggression in 1963 against their Tur
kish Compatriots. As early as 1962, the then head of state of the young 
Republic of Cyprus was provoking one part of its people against the 
other in unbelievable public statements from one of which I quote :

«Unless this small Turkish Community forming a p a rt of the 
Turkish race which has been the rettrible enemy of hellenism is expel
led, the duty of the Heroes of EOKA can never be considered as te r
minated.»

He talked about occupation. It was Archbishop Makarios who invi
ted the occupying Forces of Greece to Cyprus. He headed a Foreign - 
Occupied Cyprus for more than a decade, eventually to be overthrown 
by the very forces he invited.

He talked about refugees. It is ironic that a man who through 
his systematic policies has compelled the Turkish Cypriotes to become 
and to remain refugees in their homeland three times over the last 
decade, could speak about the plight of the refugees.
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lie  talks about Turkish designs of partitioning the island while 
he himself took an oath to deliver the island undivided to Greece.

The Turkish and the Greek Communitiee of Cyprus have suffered 
too much, too long. An end must be brought to this tragedy. Such 
an end will only come with a  settlement that would preserve the mutual 
right of the two communitiees and secure and assure a geunine partner
ship between them.

Let us then, for once and all give up propaganda and slander and 
work towards this goal.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«1 have been instructed by the President of the Turkish Federated 
State of Cyprus to refer to the letter of Ambassador Rossides, the 
representative of the Greek Cypriot Administration, which was circula
ted as a document of the General Assembly and the Security Council 
(A/10305-S/11954) on 20 October 1975 and to inform you that the 
allegations contained therein are totally unfounded and have been deli
berately fabricated by the Greek Cypriot Administration as a part of a 
wider political campaign.

I should like to point out that the Turkish Cypriot authorities have 
already given their consent to accept more Greek Cypriot teachers and 
priests into the North with their families as a part of their efforts to 
normalize life for the Greek Cypriots residing within the area of the 
Turkish Federated State. This offer, however, has been turned down 
by the Greek Cypriots because the Greek side wants these people to 
travel to the North on a daily basis without taking up residence there. 
It will be appreciated that this method of circulation is not feasible for 
the time being due to security reasons.

I should further like to point out that Greek motives on the 
subject are political and not humanitarian. Greek Cypriots in the North 
already enjoy communal rights and are living a normal life and are 
enjoying full freedom of movement within the region. The unfounded 
allegations are only aimed at misleading world public opinion.

As regards unrestricted freedom of movement between North and 
South Cypi'us, it would be appreciated that the matter involves serious 
security risks and can only be solved within the framework of the final 
political settlement.

Needless to say, the sooner the Greek Cypriot leadership return 
to the negotiation table and resumes serious negotiations with us, the 
sooner the problem will be solved and full freedom of movement within 
the island for both communities restored.

Text of letter 23 October 1975 from Mr. Vedat CELlK, 
Representative of the Turkish Federated Stated of Cyprus 
adressed to the Secretary • General, S /11859.
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The allegation that there is a massive immigration of Turkish 
nationals from Turkey to Cyprus with the purpose of changing the 
demographic character of the island within a pre-planned partition 
project, is not only completely contrary to the truth but also a distortion 
of the actual facts. All tha t is taking place is that skilled technicians 
and workers are being imported from Turkey on a temporary basis as 
«guest workers» to meet the immediate needs of the economy and 
improve the economic lot of the Turkish Cypriots who had suffered 
untold discrimination and exploitation for the last 1 2  years a t the 
hands of the Greek Administration. It will be recalled that all Turkish 
villages in the North as well as in the South had been overrun and 
devastated by Greek armed elements between the first and second 
Turkish Peace Operation last year and all economic activity in the 
North halted.

In order to meet the labour shortage that exists in industry, agri
culture and tourism and reactivate the economy, therefore, skilled labour 
is being imported from Turkey on a seasonal basis, but there is no 
question of these people acquiring Cypriot citizenship or taking up 
permanent residence in the island.

By far the biggest number of people who have come to Cyprus 
since August 1974 are Turkish Cypriots who had emigrated to Turkey, 
Great Britan and other Commonwealth countries in past years under 
political, administrative, social and economic pressures by the Greek 
Cypriot Administration and are now being given the opportunity to 
return to their homeland and lead a normal life under conditions of 
security, in accordance with the Constitution and the relevant citizenship 
laws of the Republic of Cyprus.

I t would be useful to note that there are more than 300,000 Turks 
of Cypriot origin in Turkey alone who are entitled to come and settle in 
Cyprus under Annex cD» of the Treaty of Establishment (1960) not 
to mention the thousands of Turkish Cypriots in other countries. There 
are more Turkish Cypriots presently living abroad who are willing 
and ready to return to Cyprus, now that conditions of security have 
been restored, than we can possibly house on the island.

There is therefore no need for the Turkish Cypriot authorities to 
draw on Turkish nationals in order to change the population ratio on 
the island as alleged by the Greek side.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

« 1 should like to make some brief comments in connexion with the 
statements of the Turkish and Greek Cypriot representatives. I shall 
not take up the points raised by the representative of the Greek Cypriot 
community. The other representative of the same community who spoke 
yesterday in the plenary meeting made, of course, the same points. 
I shall therefore give an answer to both of them in the plenary meeting. 
With the proliferation of Greek delegations, each wearing a different 
hat, this will help to shorten the debate.

I notice, however, tha t the Greek Cypriot representative - the one 
who spoke here today - objected to the proposal requesting that His 
Excellency Rauf Denktasj should be given the right to make a state
ment at the plenary meeting. H I understood him correctly, he expres
sed some doubts about the title of Mr. Denktag as Vice-President of 
Cyprus. He should know that over the ruins of the Constitution destro
yed by the leaders of his community 12 years ago, Mr. Denkta? is as 
much Vice-President of Cyprus as Archbishop Makarios is President.

The Greek Cypriot representative made some comments regarding 
the internal structure of the Turkish Community. I would think it 
is none of his business. The Turkish Community is and will remain 
as free as the Greek Community to regulate its domestic affairs.

1 also noticed th a t the Greek Cypriot representative, not satisfied 
with encroachments upon the internal affairs of the Turkish Commu
nity, presumed to pass judgement on Turkish internal affairs. He spoke 
of «military rulers in Turkey». He must be confusing Turkey with anot
her country whose military rulers directly caused the recent tragedy 
of Cyprus about which he lamented so bitterly.

The Greek Cypriot representative also seemed very surprised that 
the Turkish Community preferred what he called «the Turkish aggres
sion» to Greek embrace. But it is not for me to give an answer to th a t; 
the Turkish Community will, I am sure, take care of that point.

Text of the statement by Mr. ilter TORKMSN,
Ambassador, Permanent Representative a t the Special Political Committee
of the XXX Session of the G eneral Assembly in 12 November 197S. A/SPC/PV. 976.
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The Turkish. Cypriot representative, Mr. Çelik, has once again 
presented the true nature of the problem we are called to discuss in 
this debate. The problem is basically a conflict between the two com
munities which encompasses not only constitutional matters but also the 
very future of Cyprus.

The source of the sufferings of Cypriots since 1963 is nothing 
else but a. double attempt by the Greek Cypriot Community to destroy 
the Constitution and to relegate the Turkish Community to a status of 
defenceless and powerless minority and for Greece to annex the island 
in connivance with the Greek Cypriot leadership.

The Greek Cypriot leadership has successfully carried out its a t
tempt to crush the state structure and the fundamental rights of the 
Turkish Cypriots. Greece almost succeeded in its attempt to take hold 
of the island, preferring a protracted veiled enosis, through creating a 
second Greek State over the shambles of the bicommunal State of 
Cyprus. Until enosis could be safely proclaimed, it was convenient for 
Greece to allow for the continuation of a dual Greek political existence. 
The fiction of an independent Cyprus was therefore maintained, the 
more so since the Turks had been totally eliminated from the Govern
ment and administration of Cyprus and were no longer in a position 
to influence the policies of the so-called independent Republic of Cyprus.

Within that game, there was also a contest for power, a dark and 
sinister struggle, a network of intrigues and conspiracies among 
Greeks, so complex and complicated that only those who are versed in 
the subtleties of Byzantine reasoning can understand all its ramificati
ons. Basically, this intra-Greek struggle evolved around the ambitions 
of Archbishop Makarios to extend his power beyond reach and to mani
pulate the enosis aim accordingly; but it involved also the intricacies 
of the domestic politics of Greece. That was not a struggle about enosis: 
the participants in that game were all agreed about it. It was a struggle 
about how and when enosis would be achieved, to the benefit of whose 
passion it would be carried out.

That was the situation until the military junta came to power in 
Greece. The junta, representing the more reactionary and chauvinistic 
elements among Greeks, immediately embarked upon a policy of ins
tan t enosis.

When Turkey rebuffed the Greek Government and refused to ne
gotiate on any other basis than the independence of the island, the 
Greek Government attempted to intimidate Turkey and the Turkish
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Community by having: its armed forces occupying Cyprus launch direct 
military attacks upon Turkish Cypriot settlements all over the island. 
This recourse to the use of force in 1967 provoked a crisis which even
tually compelled the Greek Government to accept, for the first time, 
direct negotiations between the two communities of Cyprus.

Turkey then hoped tha t this willingness on the part of Greece to 
transpose the problem into the intercommunal framework signified that 
Greece had a t last renounced the aim of enosis and accepted to uphold 
the independence and sovereignty of the island. The Turkish Community 
for its part vainly nurtured the hope th a t Archbishop Makarios would 
seriously negotiate a s ta te  structure which would safeguard the legiti
mate rights and interests of both communities.

The intercommunal negotiations lasted for six years, in vain. Du
ring all that time it never occurred to the Greek Cypriot Community 
negotiating from a position of strength th a t time was passing. It is 
because they face a relatively equal negotiating party today - the Tur
kish Community- th a t they shout «time is the essence». During all 
these years, the Greek Government under the guise of supporting the 
intercommunal talks continued to strengthen consistently its military 
colonization of Cyprus, culminating in the well-known coup of July 1974.

I have made this brief historical outline with a view to showing 
how consistent the policy of enosis has been throughout the years and 
how justified are the misgivings of Turkey and the Turkish Community 
in this respect. We cannot close our eyes to the b itter lessons of the 
past. We know only too well tha t the passion of enosis is bound to be 
resurrected whenever the chances are perceived to be real.

It is therefore with a  feeling of incredulity that we have heard 
t o  mention by Mr. Christophides of this fundamental issue. Today Mr. 
Papadopolous mentioned this fundamental issue by saying tha t all the 
pronouncements about enosis were just talks. He said th a t those were, 
of course, innocent talks; but whenever Turkey spoke of partition that 
represented a militant policy.

In support of their allegations, the Greek Cypriot representatives 
yesterday and today cited certain statem ents of politicians and govern
mental figures in Turkey. In all those statem ents to which they refer
red. the idea of partition is taken up as a defensive argument. Partition 
has never been a  political objective of Turkey vis-a-vis the Republic 
of Cyprus. It has always been used to counter the idea of enosis. The
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best proof of this is that, despite the situation created last year, des
pite all its consequences and despite the de facto situation in the island 
today, Turkey has never considered implementing a policy of partition.

\\ e are dedicated to the independence and sovereignty of Cyprus 
because we believe that destruction of the independence of any country 
in the world would create a most serious precedent which would only 
be detrimental to peace and security throughout the world. We are 
dedicated to the ideal of independence because it represents an impor
tan t factor for the stability and tranquillity of the eastern Mediter
ranean. We stand for an independent Cyprus where there would be no 
strategic weapons and no forces capable of carrying out strategic ope
rations. We stand for a real non-alignment of Cyprus, not a parody of 
it as has always been the case.

Those are the reasons why, despite the discouragement and the 
pessimism that the Turkish Community has accumulated over the years 
in its unyielding attempts to live side by side as equal citizens with the 
Greek Community, we have urged and still urge them to negotiate a 
peaceful settlement on the basis of the independence, sovereignty and 
non-alignment of the Republic of C yp ru s.

My intention is not to make a long statement at this stage. I just 
wanted to elucidate who has stood and still stands for the independence 
of Cyprus and who has consistently been against it. We want the mem
bers of this Committee who unanimously support the independence of 
Cyprus not to be misled on this crucial point.

The Turkish delegation will reply in due time in the plenary 
Assembly to the slanders uttered yesterday to the extent tha t they 
call for a reply from Turkey. As for the other allegations of Mr. 
Christophides and Mr. Papadopoulos, Mr. Çelik is taking care of them.

What is discouraging is not tha t these slanderous accusations are 
levelled against Turkey - for we were expecting exactly that, since we 
have long come to the conclusion that aggressive and abusive rhetoric 
is second nature to Greek Cypriot representatives. But we had expec
ted, as I am sure all the members here did, to read between the lines a 
readiness to work for a peaceful settlement and a willingness to res
pond to the Turkish Community’s desire for continued negotiations. 
Now it is not clear to us what the Greek objectives are. I can only 
hope tha t this Greek tragedy has not gone so far as to prevent them 
from conceiving their own best interests.
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

Mr. Chairman, thank you for calling on me a second time so that 
I may elaborate on a couple of issues raised by the Greek Cypriot rep
resentative this afternoon.

Mr. Papadopoulos has argued tha t Mr. Denkta§, the Turkish Cypriot 
leader and the negotiator in the talks, should address the Special Poli
tical Committee and not the plenary Assembly, lie asked me what views 
I represented here. Well, I do not think he should have any doubt about 
whose views I represent. I clearly represent the views of the Turkish 
Cypriot Community.

But I am not surprised to see the Greek Cypriot representative 
unhesitatingly continuing to attem pt to prevent us from being heard 
and to present us as second class citizens. To the Greeks it is justified 
tha t they should speak in the plenary Assembly, th a t they should 
speak here, tha t they should speak anywhere, in any international fo
rum tha t they can possibly have access too. But when it comes to us, 
we should be barred from speaking; we should be prevented from spea
king. Why are they so afraid for the world to hear the Turkish views? 
I think the answer is obvious to everyone in this room.

I do not want to go into details on this subject. I stated my views 
011 it this morning. But we feel tha t in the name of justice we should 
be given an equal say. There are serious, legitimate, justified reasons 
for Mr. Denkta§ to be heard in the plenary Assembly. The draft reso
lution submitted by the Greek side will be debated there. The substance 
of the m atter will be debated there. Therefore, we feel it appropriate, 
indeed essential, tha t both sides should be heard before a draft reso
lution is adopted which, it is expected, will be binding on both sides and 
which will be designed to bring us together around the negotiating table. 
I think th a t the very opposition sounded here furnishes yet another 
moral reason for Member States to support our application for a hearing 
in the plenary Assembly.

Text of the Statement made in the Special Political Committee by Mr. Vedat ÇELİK.
Representative ol the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus,
on 12 November 1975. A/SPC/PV. 976.
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Once again we have witnessed an attempt here by the Greek side 
to present the legitimate and justified Turkish intervention in Cyprus 
as aggression. There was no aggression, there could be no aggression 
on the part of Turkey. This intervention - a justified intervention • was 
not aggression but an attempt to prevent the consolidation of aggres
sion that had been set in motion back in 1963 by joint Greek mainland 
and Greek Cypriot forces in order to destroy the independence of 
Cyprus. W hat the Turkish invasion was designed to prevent was the 
attem pt which had culminated in June 1974 in the well-known coup 
that caused so much bloodshed to both Greeks and Turks alike. That 
cannot be presented here as aggression; the world body cannot be 
asked to issue a condemnation of it.

We are asking the world totally to reject the contention tha t there 
is a Turkish occupation of Cyprus. But for the presence of Turkish 
soldiers in Cyprus I would not be here to defend my Community’s 
rights. Total massacre was programmed for us. Even Archbishop Ma- 
karios had to testify to the existence of such plans when he spoke in 
the Security Council on 19 July last year.

The very men who planned all this, who caused the death of 2,000 
Greek Cypriots and forced Turkey to laud in Cyprus are all free in 
Cypms, quite free, fully armed, roaming about with their gunmen and 
publishing papers advocating union with Greece.

This allegation of unjustified occupation has come from an EOKA 
leader, a pro-enosis Greek Cypriot leader: my colleague here. That very 
circumstance shows how flagrantly the facts can be distorted and mis
represented. No mention is made here of secret Greek armies in Cyprus - 
Sampson’s army, Lyssarides's army. Lyssarides is another Greek Cyp
riot leader, and he is probably in this very room today. And there are 
other secret armies; I do not know how many - but they know.

Mr. Papodopoulos has tried to claim that the process of the aboli
tion of the Cyprus State started last year. By doing that, is he trying 
to reassert the legitimacy of the enosis movement, from which Greeks 
have suffered as much as Turks? Mr. Papadopoulos has not stated 
here whether he is still faithful to his enosis oath. His leader, Archbis
hop Makarios, says tha t he himself still is. We do not know whether 
the other Greek leaders are still faithful to the oath or not. We never 
hear anything about it.

Incidentally, we have not asked the Greek Cypriots for their un
conditional surrer.Jer. We have asked only for the establishment of 
equality in Cyprus.
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Another m atter which is constantly and harshly exploited is the 
question of refugees in Cyprus. The question of refugees is not new- 
and it is not new especially to us. We have suffered from a refugee 
problem for the past two decades. We have had to maintain 26,000 
refugees for the past 1 2  years, in very difficult conditions, including 
very extreme measures taken by the  Greek side, to the point of asking 
tha t import duties be paid on subsidies, on food aid coming to us from 
Turkey. When we applied to international bodies for help in rehabilita
ting our refugees, in rehousing them, we were rejected because, it  was 
claimed at the time, refugees could not exist in Cyprus since persons 
could not be refugees in their own country.

In saying that, I do not intend at all to underestimate the question 
of refugees. There is a question of refugees, and I think we have to 
examine it here.

In 1963. 26,000 Turkish Cypriots were uprooted - some of them for 
the second time, because they had been uprooted back in 1957. In 1974, 
more than one half of the Turkish Cypriot Community. 60,000 persons, 
were uprooted from the south and had to flee to the north for safety. 
About an equal number of Greeks, afraid of the Turkish military inter
vention, chose to go to the south - some 80,000 to 90,000 persons. The 
number given for Greek Cypriot refugees has been constantly incre
asing. To s ta r t with, it was 60,000. I t became 80,000. Then it became 
100.000, and then 160,«>00. Very recently we have heard a figure as high 
as 2 20 ,000.

But it is not difficult to ascertain the number of these persons. 
We know the villages that they evacuated. There is an official Greek 
census which gives the figure for these refugees. By even the most 
exaggerated estimate, the number of these persons cannot possibly 
exceed 100.000. Why put forward these figures here when we have 
Greek authorities themselves to cite? I have with me an extract from 
¿The Legal Aspects of the Problem of Refugees in Cyprus», prepared 
by the Greek Cypriot Attorney-General himself, Mr. Criton Tonnaritis- 
K-- claims tha t there cannot p o s s i b l y  be more than 120.000 Greek refu
gees in Cyprus. .And tha t is the figure given by a Greek who was trying 
to present his case. His claim is included in an official record.

The refugee problem is naturally a very important problem, a very 
human problem, a problem which must be resolved. How is this prob
lem going to be resolved? We have had 84.000 refugees, some of them 
have already been accepted, some of them are in the process of being 
rehabilitated. An eqtial number of Greek Cypriots have been resettled
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in Turkish houses and on Turkish properties in the south. There are 
still 5,000 to 8,000 Greek refugees who are being kept in tents as a  
showpiece for propaganda purposes. They are being kept there for po
litical exploitation. Even the Greek papers are constantly criticizing 
the Greek-Cypriot administration for not rehabilitating these people, 
since they have the opportunity to do so and the means to do so. They 
have kept these refugees in order to ask for foreign aid; incidentally, 
they have gone on record again, they are writing in their own press, 
th a t there is today a two-year stock of food received as foreign aid for 
these so-called refugees which is being sold on the open market a t half 
price in Nicosia. This is another proof tha t the number of refugees, as 
presented by the Greek side, is grossly exaggerated

The allegations here th a t the Turkish side did not come forward 
with any constructive proposals during the intercommunal talks is 
untrue; it is unfounded; it is political propaganda. During the talks we 
suggested a joint Federal Centra! Government to the other side. We 
have also put forward concrete proposals for the structure of the cent
ral Government and for the powers and functions of the central Federal 
Government which we hoped would be set up. These proposals are 
contained in an official document of 19 September 1975 issued for 
both the General Assembly and Security Council, under the two symbols 
A/10256 and S/11825.

It is claimed here - as it has always been claimed by the Greek 
side - that the reason the negotiations were interrupted was that we 
did not come forward with concrete proposals on the question of terri
tory. This again is untrue.

A t the third round of the talks in Vienna, Mr. CJerides had agreed 
in principle to abide by a federation, a loose central Government, and 
participation of the two communities in the central Government on the 
basis of equality. In return, reciprocal marks on geographical boun
daries would be exchanged from 1 September to 6 September. These 
marks would be compared, attempts would have been make to bridge 
the gap of the differences between the two sides and then the two nego
tiators would have come to New York with their maps ready on both 
sides.

But as soon as he returns': to Cyprus, Mr. Cierides was attacked 
so much th a t he had to default. He made public statements saying 
th a t he would not prepare his map. As 2  result of that, Mr. Denkta§ 
also had his difficulties in preparing his own map. Nevertheless, Mr. 
Denkta§ came to New York and brought with him an agenda - known to
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the Secretary - General - of 8 to 9 items, including concessions on cal
culations of approximately 240 square miles of land, readjustment of 
roads so that freedom of movement could be afforded to thousands of 
Cypriots, and other relevant m atters. But Mr. Clerides would not nego
tiate on this, claiming tha t his directives from Cyprus were such tha t 
he could not negotiate unless Mr. Denktag submitted concrete proposals.

Mr. Denkta§' plea to Mr. Clerides that he could not know whether 
Mr. Denktag had brought any concrete proposals with him until they 
started talking, was of no avail; he had his instructions. Not even for 
the sake of preserving the atmosphex-e of optimism which prevailed 
among the two communities, would he sit down and negotiate. I do not 
think I need elabox*ate on this any further.

As regards the allegation th a t the Turkish side is for partition, 
this, again, is wrong. Partition, or double enosis, as it is called, has 
always been the antidote to enosis. We have always spoken of partition 
when the Greeks pressed and fought not only us but also each other 
for enosis. We said if enosis comes, it must be on the basis of self-detei-- 
mination, applied to both communities equally, and if both communities 
opt for double enosis, then double enosis we shall have. We have never 
come forward with a partition policy in the past except when the Greeks 
have pi’essed for enosis themselves.

We ax*e quoted as having asked Mr. Galo Plaza for partition. I 
believe tha t our feeling of insecux*ity, our worries about our lives and 
property in Cyprus, has been fully justified by recent events in Cyprus. 
If we had wanted partition, we could have proclaimed it last year. If 
we wanted partition, we could proclaim it today. We do not, because 
we do not want it. If we wanted partition, we would agree with Makarios 
and negotiate territory, and nothing else. But because we do not want 
partition, we do not give priority to the negotiation of the territorial 
aspect of Cyprus. We insist on, and we want to settle, the constitutional 
problem, the federal set-up, the structure, the pax*ticipation of the com
munities, and then, naturally, the aspect of territory will also be taken 
up, and naturally it will be negotiated. If we wanted partition, we would 
not have proposed to the Greek side a joint centx*al Fedex*al Government 
which would unite, not divide, the island.

I want to put on record once again tha t we are against partition, 
we are against double partition, we are against enosis, and the Tui'kish 
Cypriot Community will try, with all its means, to prevent any unila
teral annexation of any part of the island.
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1 meant no disrespect for the United Nations when I siad this 
morning tha t the present discussions, the present debate on Cyprus, 
would create another resolution, but not a solution. What does resolu
tion 3212 (XXIX) say? It says in the clearest of terms tha t the cons
titutional problem of Cyprus is primarily the concern of the two nati
onal communities on the island. And it calls upon the two sides to come 
together at the negotiating table and negotiate a peaceful settlement on 
an equal footing. I cannot understand, therefore, why the Greek-Cypriot 
representative here was so angry with me when I said tha t after this 
resolution he would still have to go back to the negotiating table and 
try  to negotiate a settlement - a peaceful solution.

The allegation that Cyprus is being colonized by Turkey is again 
most unjust, most unfair and most unfounded. Turkish mainland labour, 
skilled or unskilled, and for that matter Greek mainland labour, skilled 
or unskilled, is exported - we know it - to Belgium, to France, to Ger
many and to many other European countries, and no one raises a voice 
about it. I t  is quite normal. South Cyprus, the Greek part of Cyprus, 
is exporting labour to other countries today. That is no problem. But 
when a few hundred skilled or unskilled labourers come from Turkey, 
then suddenly the political mechanism starts working, the Greek lobby 
starts  working and this is presented as if Turkey were colonizing 
Cyprus.

I assure all the members of this august body tha t there is no 
colonization of Cyprus. In my official letter to the Secretary-General, 
which has been circulated as an official document of the General As
sembly and the Security Council, document A/10310 and document 
S/11859 respectively of 24 October 1975, contains our official reply to 
these unfounded allegations.

With reference to the statistics which we have heard from the 
Greek Cypriot representative here, all I can say is that they are Greek 
statistics and they are Greek to us.

Even at this late hour we see an unceasing attempt on the part 
of the Greek Cypriot leadership to present the Cyprus problem here in 
this august body as a question of minorities and majorities. As we 
have stated clearly on many occasions before in the United Nations, 
the question of Cyprus is not a question of minorities and majorities. 
Minorities can only exist within a nation, and since there is no Cypriot 
nation - and the Greeks themselves, their very leaders, accept that - 
there can exist no minority community in Cyprus. There are two nati
onal communities, two equal co-founder partners of the Republic of
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Cyprus. And that equality we mean to maintain and we shall insist on 
our equal rights.

We have been most unduly and most unjustifiably branded both 
here this afternoon and in the plenary meeting yesterday as being the 
instruments of Turkey. Why? Because being fewer in number and 
having suffered so much a t the hands of the Greeks, we always rely 
on our motherland - Turkey - for financial support, moral support and 
military support.

Is th a t being an instrument, Iiow much we need tha t support is 
evident from the very events of the last years. We cannot understand 
all this efforts to try  to draw parallels between the Greek Cypriot rela
tionship with motherland Greece and the relations of the Turkish 
Cypriot community with motherland Turkey. 1 should like to quote 
from the Greek Cypriot Bulletin concerning what Archbishop Makarios 
said when he was asked to comment on a recent statement made by 
the Greek Premier that Greece should have a role as leader and not as 
follower in Cyprus. The date of this is 7 November 1973. Makarios rep
lied that the Greek Government had always had an important say in 
the handling of the Cyprus problem, taking all general national interests 
into consideration, and in no case had its position been limited to the 
role of mere follower.

Again asked about a meeting th a t he had with the Greek Ambas
sador in Nicosia, Makarios said th a t during the meeting they had revi
ewed developments in the Cyprus problem and added tha t he regarded 
the Greek Ambassador to Cyprus as an adviser of his and tha t he 
exchanged views with him on many matters. «Naturally», he said, «we 
discussed the internal situation». Ambassadors may be advisers on 
foreign relations, but not on internal m atters. From this I think it is 
obvious which side is an instrument and which side is not.

The Greek Cypriot representative, Mr. Papadopoulos, has very ge
nerously offered to issue us, the members of the Turkish Cypriot com
munity, with passports if only, he said, we would bother to cross the 
line and apply to the Greek Cypriot Government for such passports. 
I believe tha t Mr. Papadopoulos came to New York from Cyprus and 
th a t he knows what the actual situation there is. He was not on the 
moon. He knows th a t politically tha t is not possible - but th a t is not 
important. He knows tha t physically tha t is not possible either. We 
know how the 60,000 Turks lost their lives - they were beaten, they 
were harassed, they were deprived and robbed of their money and so 
forth while trying to save their skins by going to the north. I wonder
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whether Mr. Papadopoulos can assure me or any other Turkish Cypriot 
tha t I can return safely to the north if I ever dared to cross the Green
Line into the Greek - controlled area of Nicosia. I do not think that
needs any fu rther clarification.

One final m atter which I should like to touch upon is the question 
of missing' persons. This is a humanitarian problem which should be 
treated in a most humane way. The Greek side, however, is constantly 
exploiting this very humanitarian issue for strictly political exploitation 
purposes. In Nicosia, Mr. Denktag had informed Mr. derides tha t there 
were no Greek Cypriots or mainland Greek detainees in the hands of 
the Turkish side. We do not have them. They do not exist. Mr. Clerides 
was asked to make declarations to that effect, but he said that to do
so would harm him politically and he did not come up with any decla
ration concerning the reply that he received from us.

The same matter was discussed in Vienna. They were told that 
no detainees were held by the Turkihs side. And yet, as if nothing had 
happened, the question of political detainees always comes up, to the 
great suffering of those who have lost their beloved ones one way or 
another. We have made official statements to this effect also in the 
deliberations of the Security Council here in New York.

The Greek side claims to have 2,000 missing persons - in other 
words, they have 2,000 dead for whom they cannot account. We know 
that in last year’s bloody coup the whole world international press 
estimated the number of Greeks that were killed by Greeks to be appro
ximately 2,000 men. That statement was confirmed by Archbishop Ma- 
karios himself when he went to the Security Council on 19 July and 
addressed the Council.

He said tha t the military regime, through its coup in Nicosia, 
had caused much bloodshed and the toll of human life was very high.

In the same way, may I quote yet another religious leader in 
Cyprus, Papatsesto, a priest, speaking to Makarios after his return to 
Nicosia after his exile :

«During the coup we buried several people who were still alive.»

«There were five big graves, 7 by 20, a t the Nicosia new cemetery. 
Beside lay 22 bodies. An EOKA man came along and ordered the dig
ging up of another bigger grave. It was completed within 3 hours. Bo
dies of 54 National Guards, police officers and others were buried.
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There then came in truckloads of other bodies: 75 people later, inclu
ding a baby, a  young girl, soldiers and policemen. They were all buried.»

«At Lakatamia 17 more bodies were buried in a similar grave. 
They were brought in nylon sacks in a truck.»

This is an account Papatsesto gave to Archbishop Makarios when 
he visited the Nicosia Greek cemetery, and this was published in the 
Greek Cypriot press itself on 18 December 1974. This very quotation 
comes from Ta Nea, a Greek Cypriot newspaper.

I have no other comments to make.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

I wonder whether they have finished or whether there is a fourth 
Greek representative in the room?

Mr. Papadopoulos has said that I should not complain about proli
feration of Greeks in the Committee, but I am rather embarrassed 
because I do not know to which one of them I should give an answer at 
the moment.

1 think I should start with Ambassador Rossides, who extolled 
the virtues of resolution 3212 (XXIX) and accused me of not going 
into the essence of the problem and not indicating how this resolution 
was going to be implemented by Turkey. He spoke not only as the 
representative of the Greek Cypriots but, as usual, he postured as the 
conscience of the United Nations and presumed to teach me how I should 
write my speeches and with which subjects I should deal.

Turkey has nothing to fear from resolution 3212 (XXIX). The 
main recommendation in that resolution is that the two communities
should discuss the problem between them, that the two communities
were the main parties to the conflict and, indeed, with the active par
ticipation of the Secretary-General of the United Nations, the two 
communities held four rounds of talks. There is no other way to imple
ment resolution 3212 (XXiX) than through intercommunal talks. We 
all know that, and everybody is accepting that. The Security Council
has also expressed the same view in its resolutions on the Cyprus
problem.

The really worrying part of today’s speeches is tha t Mr. Papado
poulos said that the Cyprus conflict is not a conflict between the two 
communities, tha t it is not a constitutional conflict between the Turkish 
and Greek Cypriot communities, tha t the problem is a different one 
and tha t it would fade away immediately the Turkish forces are with
drawn from the island. I wonder what would happen then?

Text of the Right of Reply Used in the Special Political Committee by Mr. liter TÜRKMEN,
Ambassador. Permanent Representative, on 12 November 197S, A/SPC/PV. 876.
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He constantly said tha t the Greek Cypriots represented 82 per cent 
of the population and th a t the Turkish Cypriots represented only 18 
per cent. Eut we also know something of the recent history of Cyprus 
and of the use of force by one Community against the other.

If they say th a t they do not want any intercommunal talks and 
tha t the Turkish forces should withdraw from the island, this means 
only tha t they would like to solve the Cyprus problem then, in the 
absence of the Turkish army, in the way they have done in the past.

Mr. Papadopoulos has said tha t there are no private Greek Cypriot 
armies on the island and that there never were. I shall now quote from 
the statem ent of a Greek representative in the Security Council. Am
bassador Panayotakos said the following in the Council, on 19 July 1974, 
when speaking about Archbishop Makarios :

«In February 1972 he turned a deaf ear to Athens’ last advice for 
the formation of a Government of national unity. In reply, he created 
and armed his own paramilitary units of Praetorians instead - namely, 
a bunch of SS zealots. He persecuted his political opponents and torture 
was used systematically against them as a means of extorting con
fessions, according to a recent official survey. They were also excluded 
from political life and all public offices.» (S/PV. 1780, page 28 - 30)

That is what Archbishop Makarios has done to Greece. I wonder 
what he is pi-eparing for Turks when the Turkish arm y leaves, accor
ding to their request?

The representative of Greece has said - if I correctly understood 
him, because there was a profusion of speeches - tha t Greece has never 
attempted to achieve enosis. I think tha t Archbishop Makarios is not 
in agreement with him. I shall quote Archbishop Makarios, who, on 
19 July 1974, said the following when he addressed the Security Council:

«The military régime of Greece has callously violated the inde
pendence of Cyprus. W ithout trace of respect for the democratic lights 
of the Cypriot people, without trace of respect for the independence and 
sovereignty of the Republic of Cyprus, the Greek junta has extended 
its dictatorship to Cyprus.» (Ibid., page 7)

He said also :
«The coup did not come about under such circumstances as to be 

considered an internal m atter of the Greek Cypriots. It is clearly an 
invasion from outside, in flagrant violation of the independence and 
sovereignty of the Republic of Cyprus.» (Ibid., p. 13 -15)
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I do not have to qualify this action described by Archbishop Ma- 
lcarios. The Greek representative says, apparently, tha t this is not an 
attem pt a t enosis.

I also wonder why suddenly he decides to take upon himself the 
defence of what the Greek junta has done? In doing so the Greek rep
resentative also referred to some Turkish internal difficulties because 
I mentioned the intricacies of Greek politics. He said that he was spre
ading the word around that because of our internal difficulties, because 
of our elections, we cannot negotiate a settlement of the Cyprus prob
lem. That is not true at all. First of all, it is not Turkey which is nego
tiating this issue but the Turkish Cypriot Community with the Greek 
Cypriot Community, and Turkey has always said that it would be ready 
to accept any settlement agreed upon between the two communities. 
So Turkish political developments, the difficulties we may encounter in 
Turkey within our democratic, framework, have nothing a t all to do 
with the solution of the Cyprus problem.

I wish to say something more about the question of partition. 
Mr. Papadopoulos has referred to this question and said tha t we were 
indeed following a policy of partition. I do not know what the Turkish 
Government has to do to convince them that wc are not at all following 
¿1 policy of partition. We are dedicated to the independence of Cyprus. 
We solemnly declared, each time we spoke in the United Nations, that 
we want a solution of the problem based on the independence of Cyprus, 
on the sovereignty of Cyprus, on the territorial integrity of Cyprus, 
and also that we wish to see Cyprus follow a policy of non-alignment.

So far as the other questions are concerned, we have time and 
again stressed that once a settlement has been agreed upon between 
the two communities Turkey will do what is expected of it.
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

The United Nations and this Committee have been hearing the 
Greek stories for the last 12 years. Therefore, I do not intend to reply 
to each and every allegation raised in these chambers this afternoon. 
I should like to put on record only tha t we have a joint committee in 
Cyprus - consisting of Turkish Cypriot representatives, Greek Cypriot 
representatives, United Nations representatives and Red Cross repre
sentatives - which deals with humanitarian problems, including missing 
persons. All files which have been referred to us by the Greek side have 
been answered, and we are always willing and ready to help on this 
humanitarian issue.

I should also like to put on record that we, the Turkish Cypriot 
side, have more than 800 missing persons, lists of whom have been gi
ven to international bodies. They have been given to the Greek side, 
we have asked them to come forward with official statements concer
ning the whereabouts or fate  of those persons, but they have not bot
hered even to reply. And, incidentally, Mr. Papadopoulos is a member 
of that committee.

Mr. Papadopoulos says that there are no secret armies in Cyprus; 
they have never heard of them. But, if there are no secret armies, why 
are the so-called Greek Cypriot administrators, with their President 
and all that, afraid to go to Sampson and question him regarding the 
whereabouts of their 2,000 missing persons?

Why are they afraid to go to Sampson and question him about the 
coup tha t he carried out last year and that caused so much bloodshed? 
jWhy are they so afraid, if there are no secret armies, if there are no 
terrorist organizations in Cyprus, even to purge their very civil ser
vants who actually participated in the coup last year? The question 
is before their Parliament. It has been debated for the past 12 months. 
But no one dares to come forward with a resolution - let alone imple-

Text ol the Right oi Reply Used In the Special Politico! Committee by Mr. Vedat CELlK.
Representative oi the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus,
on 15 November 1S75. A/SPC/PV. 976.
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ment a i*esolution - calling for purging these people or taking them to 
court, or a t least for measures to ensure that such a calamity does not 
befall Cyprus again.

Some of the points that have been raised here can be solved only 
within the framework of the intercommunal negotiations, which we 
hope will resume. I would not wish, therefore, to go into any details on 
those points here.

But 1 should like to put it on record once more that as a commu
nity th a t has been deprived of all governmental funds, facilities and 
services for the past 1 2  years, we are determined to defend our rights 
in Cyprus. In an independent and sovereign Cyprus our rights are equal 
and cannot be apportioned. We sit here as a community which resisted 
the Greek Cypriot leaders tha t were struggling for enosis and which 
therefore saved the independence of the country. We shall continue to 
be an insurmountable obstacle to the enosis movement of the Greek 
Cypriot leadership and the Greek mainland Government.

I do not agree with - and I should like to have the record straight 
on this - the statement made by Ambassador Rossides this afternoon 
tha t the enosis movement was something that concerned only the junta 
end tha t since the junta is no longer in power the Turkish Cypriots 
need have no worries about enosis. Well, it is obvious how untrue tha t 
statement is. The enosis movement did not start with the junta. It 
started back in the fifties when Caramanlis’s democratic Government 
was in power in Greece. We thought we had solved the problem with 
the Zurich and London Agreements, with our new Constitution in 1960. 
But the crisis started again during Papandreou’s democratic rule in 
Greece. So it is no use blaming the junta for something that had been 
going on for decades before the junta came to power in Greece in 1967. 
And Makarios is still on record as speaking of the «feasible», the «atta
inable», which, as I tried to explain this morning, does not exclude 
enosis.
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

First of all, I should like to put on record, or rather correct the 
record, in view of the allegations ju s t made by Mr. Rossides.

Mr. Denktaç has never said tha t he was going to declare indepen
dence tomorrow. We only complained that we are being rendered state
less by the so-called Greek Cypriot administration. We claimed - and 
we still claim - tha t we are being deprived of many essential services 
in Cyprus, that we are being treated as seocnd-class citizens, tha t we 
are being cut off from the outside world, that we are being pushed 
towards separation - which we do not want - and if these continue we 
are afraid that we may have to take measures to rectify this anomalous 
situation which will be considered, we are afraid, as a move towards 
separation or full independence. But, as all the representatives here 
have witnessed, Mr. Denkta§ is being constantly criticized, he is being 
constantly attacked, allegations are being directed against him, and I 
think it is moi'ally all the more important and essential that he should 
be allowed to speak, to reply in person, in the plenary tomorrow.

Text of the Bight of Esply Used in the Special Political Committee by Mr. Nail ATALAY,
Representative of the Turkish Federated Slate of Cyprus,
cn Nov. 15, 1975, A SPC/PV. 978
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS
«Referring to a letter addressed to you by Mr. Rossides, the Rep

resentative of the Greek Cypriot Administration, which was circulated 
as a document of the General Assembly (A/10365), I have the honour 
to bring to your attention a statement by H.E. Mr. Rauf Denkta§, the 
leader of the Turkish Cypriot Community, in response to the statement 
of Mr. Clerides which appeared in the above-mentioned Greek Cypriot 
letter :

»•In a working paper for a draft resolution on the problem of Cyprus, 
I circulated the following :

1. Agreement in principle has been reached on the ultimate struc
ture of the binational independence of Cyprus, viz. bizonal federation;

2 . Agreement in principle has been reached on the Central Go
vernment to be of limited functions;

3. Agreement in principle has been reached for the participation 
of the two communities in the Central Government on basis of equality;

4. Agreement was reached for an exchange of populations so that 
Turkish Cypriots in the South were given their freedom to move North 
under the auspices of UNFICYP and for the Greek Cypriots in the 
North, who wished to move South to be so allowed to move by the 
Greek Cypriot leaders.

«I stand by the above presentation of the negotiations, which 
were held at Vienna in three rounds under the auspices of the Secre
tary - General. Indeed, it is because such a foundation for the future 
continuation of the talks was laid that we agreed to hold a fourth round 
in New York.

Consequently, I was disappointed to read in document A/10365, 
of 17 November 1975, a statement purported to have been made by the 
Greek Cypriot negotiator, Mr. Glafcos Clerides, totally denying my 
presentation and alleging that no agreement has been reached on any 
point or issue either in principle or otherwise.

I am not aware under what pressure Mr. Clerides was made to 
make such a declaration, but our belief that his realistic handling of 
the problem has landed him in difficulties vis-à-vis the extremist Greek 
Cypriot leaders has thus been confirmed and the true reasons for brin
ging the problem back to the General Assembly by wrecking the nego
tiations have become even more obvious.»

Text ol letter dated 19 November 1975 from Mr. liter TURKMEN,
Ambassador, the Permanent Representative of Turkey to the United Nations
addressed to the Secretary - General, A /10371.
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«With reference to your letter dated 15 November 1975, in which 
you request information relevant to the implementation of paragraph 
I of resolution (XXXI) adopted by the commission on human rights 
on 13 February 1975, I would like to inform you th a t although the Tur
kish community had no participation in the adoption of this resolution 
and has been officially informed of it only through your letter. We 
deemed pertinent to answer the request as a gesture of goodwill only 
as we do not deem ourselves bound by any decision taken in our absence.

1 . As your excellency is aware, agreement between the represen
tatives of the Turkish Cypriot and Greek Cypriot Communities was 
reached a t the third round of the inter-communal talks held in Vienna 
from 31 July to 2 August, concerning a ti-ansfer of populations between 
the north and the south. I t is indicated by the Secretary General’s inte
rim report of 13 September 1975, tha t a voluntary exchange of popu
lations took Place in Cyprus. Enabling the transfer of 6033 Turkish 
Cypriots and 296 Greek Cypriots to the North. Under the same agree
ment a  Number of Greek Cypriots moved to the south on their own 
free will. Thus the main reason which created grave security risks for 
both of the communities -that of living intermingled within each other- 
has been eliminated. The Turkish and Greek Communities now live in 
their own respective regions in safety.

2. The Greek Cypriot administration has been giving inconsistent 
figures on the Greek Cypriot displaced persons ranging from 56,300 (as 
it appeared in the Greek Cypriot press on 14 October 1975) to the grossly 
exaggerated figure of 200,000. This latter is clearly impossible since the 
entire greek population of the north did not exceed 128,563 prior to 
July 1974, as confirmed by the Attorney - General of the Greek Cypriot 
administration, Mr. Criton Tonaritis, in his Pamphlet titled i Legal 
Aspects of the problem of regugees in Cyprus.» Although it is difficult

Text of the  le tte r  by M i. O sm an ÖREK,
Vice • P residen t and  M inister of Defence of the Turkish F edera ted  S tate  of C yprus, 
To Mr. I. Perez De CUELLAR,
S pecia l R epresen tative of the S ecretary  - G eneral, N icosia, d a ted  27 N ovem ber 197S.
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to determine the exact number of the Greek Cypriot displaced persons, 
we do know th a t about 85,000 Greek Cypriots in fact left the north 
<<fter the events of July 1974, to be resettled in houses and properties 
abondoned by the Turkish Cypriots who fled to the north. The number 
of Turkish Cypriots who have been rehabilitated in the north is almost 
equal to that of the Greek Cypriots who are being resettled in the south 
to the villages and houses left behind by the Turks. The only difference 
lies in the fact tha t 25,000 of these Turkish Cypriots had been refugees 
for 12 years and during that period Turks were not allowed by Greeks 
to receive foreign aid directly or indirectly even on humanitarian gro
unds. Further more, all building materials were denied to Turks in a 
vindictive manner in order to prolong their suffering.

3. In view of the resettlement of the displaced populations on both 
sides, as well as the agrement reached in Vienna concerning the afore
mentioned voluntary population exchange, the Turkish Cypriot side re
gard the refugee problem as % 95 settled.

If there is a small number of Greek Cypriots still not properly 
settled and rehabilitated in the south, the responsibility of this rests 
not on the Turkish Community but on the Greek Cypriot leaders who 
have been purporting to exploit their plight for propaganda purposes.

4. It is natural that some dissatisfaction has arisen regarding the 
arrangements of the voluntary population exchange, stemming from 
the immensity of the task. However, the Turkish Cypriot side is of 
the opinion that any further problems relating to the property rights 
and their safekeeping etc. of the dispalced persons can be taken up 
with the Greek Cypriot side, as it is the concern of both sides, within 
the context of a negotiated settlement.»
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«Question — Why is there a need for an independent Turkish State 
in Cyprus?

Denktash — This is not a demand for the sake of itself, but events 
are urging it on us as an acute necessity. Few people know that for the 
last 12 years, while Makarios pretended to be, and was accepted as, the 
head of the Cyprus State, the Turkish Cypriot Community, nearly a 
quarter of the population of Cyprus, was left completely outside the 
protection of the State, and lived the life of a community without a 
State. Since the Helsinki Conference, Makarios has once again started 
this cycle of leaving the Turks without a Slate. We called upon him 
several times to accept the formation of a transitional government while 
negotiations for a bizonal federation continued. We asked him to stop 
using international forums against us for an agreed period of time and 
to give all his attention to the peace talks. We asked him to stop urging 
the Greek Cypriots to prepare for a long struggle in order to throw the 
Turks out of Cyprus and to look upon Cyprus as the land of Turkish 
and Greek Cypriots who had to rearrange their house in the light of 
his 12-year-old policy of throwing us out of Cyprus. To all these Maka- 
rios’s reply was to make further Enosis speeches and to try  to destroy 
politically one of the few Greek Cypriots with whom we could talk about 
peace within the present realities of Cyprus. Further, in order to enable 
himself to get rid of the agreements in principle which the two sides 
had i*eached in Vienna, he chose to break off the negotiations and 
proceeded to the General Assembly. Can we afford to wait for Makarios 
for another 12  years in a state of Statelessness? That is the reality we 
have to face. And knowing Makarios only too well, I know that it is 
useless to expect to come to an agreement with him. A reasonable ag
reement on the basis of bizonal independence means for Makarios a 
negation of his own belief and personality, because such an agreement 
would bury for good his idea of Enosis. The Turkish Community has

In terv iew  g iven  by  Mr. Rauf DENKTA§,
to «The Pnlse» a fte r com pleting  a n  extensive Asi, a n  tou r and  New York, 
on N ovem ber 27. 1975.
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its own territory and Government. Foreign trade and tourism are on 
the increase. We need further and better contacts. We have all the 
facilities of a proper State. We also need the world to see and understand 
tha t we were robbed of all these facilities by -Archbishop Makarios in 
1963 and tha t he has yet made no retribution and that, as long as the 
world treats Him as the Head of State, he will make no retribution. 
Indeed, to get away with this robbery and accomplish union with 
Greece, he will provoke, if need be, not only a Greco-Turkish war, but 
also a Third World War. He simply does not cai’e what human suffering 
he may yet bring to Cyprus, as long as he is not made to acknowledge 
that his 20-year-old attempt to unite Cyprus with Greece has ended 
in disaster.

Question — In essence what then is the problem?

Denktash — The problem arises from the continuation of the a t
tempt by the Greek Cypriot leadership to unite the island with Greece, 
regardless of the feelings of the Turkish community. This is why they 
tend to make the world forget that the Republic of Cyprus is the cre
ation by agreement of two nations living in Cyprus, namely the Greeks
and the Turks of Cyprus. This agreement for a partnership Republic
was the result of militant strife between the two nations in Cyprus,
when the Greeks tried to annex Cyprus to Greece and the Turks oppo
sed it. The result and compromise of a partnership independence was 
a victory for common-sense and coexistence. But when Makarios chose 
to destroy this compromise, in order to continue his Enosis struggle, 
the two nations in Cyprus began to war again. That is why it was un
ju st and unreasonable and contrary to the interests of Cyprus as an 
independent land to treat Archbishop Makarios, the leader of one of 
the nations in Cyprus, as the representative of the binational State. 
Thus the accused was allowed to sit in the seat of judgment, while 
the victim was left to the mercy of the Greeks. It is this aspect of the 
case which Makarios is trying to have continue for years to come. It is 
to this tha t we object. The treatment of Archbishop Makarios as the 
representative of the binational State of Cyprus is a mockery which no 
one should accept. And the only way to stop this 12-year mockery, to 
show the world the binational character of the State of Cyprus is to 
establish our separate State. This will enable us to bargain with Maka
rios on the basis of equality and reality.

Asked if he agreed th a t the south would be annexed to Greece if 
they proclaimed UDI, Dentash answered, I do not, because the anne
xation of Cyprus, wholly or in part, is prohibited under international
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treaties. Moreover, if Greece annexes the south arbitrarily this consti
tutes a threat to peace and cause for Greco-Turkish war. Further, such 
action is not called for by our declaration of UDI and cannot be a reta
liation to it, because our declaration of a separate State is a direct re
sult of Archbishop Makarios’s 12-year policy of leaving us stateless on 
our own land, within our own partnership Republic. It is to that trea t
ment of us th a t we are finding a remedy in establishing a separate 
State. Having forced us into this action, how can Greece justify anne
xation? We, having established our State, will continue to wait for the 
Greek side to sit a t the negotiating table with us and to negotiate the 
establishment of a central government and settlement of the boundary 
question. Therefore, we have never abandoned the idea tha t basically 
Cyprus as a whole is within the partnership complex of the two nati
onal communities who live in it. Let us not forget tha t Greece has its 
own forces in the south, its own arms and armaments and tha t had 
Turkey not come in, Greece today would have ignored our partnership 
rights and status in Cyprus.

Answering charges tha t they were making demographic changes 
tn Cyprus, he said: The population pattern in Cyprus has never been 
static. There were times when Turks were nearly 50 %.  The EOKA 
movement during the 1954 - 59 period caused nearly 30.000 Turks to 
leave the island. They settled in the United Kindom, Australia, Canada 
and other places, including Turkey. It is their right to come back and 
so fa r about 10.000 have returned. The Greek Cypriots are afraid that 
we shall do with the Turks of the mainland what they did for the Greek 
mainland people during the last 12 years, namely, arbitrarily grant them 
Cyprus nationality papers. We are not doing this, unless there are spe
cific reasons for doing so. This is called for. We need seasonal workers 
and when we feel a shortage of labour we import them from Turkey. So 
a change in the demographic situation is a false alarm. I repeat tha t 
the Turks of Cyprus who were made to leave the island because of 
economic or administrative discrimination or because of fear for their 
lives a t the hands of the Greeks, can now come back to a  secure life 
in the north of Cyprus, and indeed, it istheir national duty to do so. 
The Greek Cypriot philosophy tha t the Turks of Cyprus should only 
decrease in number and tha t any increase in our number is a change of 
the demographic situation is proof of then- mental approach to the prob
lem of Cyprus: th a t Cyprus should become wholly Greek. It is because 
of this mentality that they tried to frighten the Turks of the island and 
to kill these who would not leave. It is this mentality which made Arch
bishop Makarios preach in church in 1962 that unless the national and
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religious anemy of the Greeks, i.e., the Turkish Cypriots, were annihi
lated, they would have no hope of uniting Cyprus with Greece. It is on 
this philosophy of rooting out the Turks from Cyprus tha t the 1963 
attack was planned and executed until Turkey intervened and saved us 
iii 1974. Let us not forge tthe great confession by Makarios scon after 
the 1974 coup: that there was a programme for the complete annihi
lation of the whole Turkish population within a matter of 24 hours and 
had Turkey not. intervened this programme would have been fully imp
lemented. By the time Turkey intervened we had more than five villa
ges completely destroyed and in this mass destruction of the Turks, 
17-day-old babies were not allowed to escape. Mass-graves of Turks all 
over Cyprus bear witness to the attempt of the Greek Cypriots to chan
ge the demographic position in Cyprus since 1955. If one can say any
thing on this question it is tha t Turkey has stopped the mass-elimina- 
tion of the Turks in Cyprus and has prevented Makarios from making 
Cyprus look Greek from all angles.

Question — Will the Greek refugees be permitted to come back?

Denktash — In the first UN i*eso!ution No. 3212 there was a call 
for the speedy return of all refugees to their homes. Few people know 
th a t a t the moment there were in Cyprus nearly 30.000 Turks who had 
been living as refugees away from the villages and their homes for 
the previous 12 years, and that Makarios was not allowing them to 
return to their homes, on the plea tha t the refugee problem could only 
be solved after a political settlement. Thus 103 Turkish villages which 
stood in ruins could not be repaired and the neighbouring Greeks enjo
yed Turkish property and enriched themselves, while the Turkish ow
ners lived on subsidies from the Turkish Cypriot Administration. So 
when the Greeks fled their homes, the refugee problem was taken up 
by Makarios as a problem which should be settled immediately. A poli
tical settlement was irrelevant, he argued. Forgetting tha t during these 
12 years he had trained each one of them in the use of arms and preac
hed to them that wheu the signal was given they should wipe out their 
neighbour Turks without pity, he wanted all these Greeks to go back.»
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«It has always been and will continue to be a basic principle of 
Turkish Foreign Policy to seek solutions through negotiations to our 
problems with Greece in order to establish a new era of friendship and 
cooperation in the relations between the two countries. To leave these 
problems unsolved is not in the interest of our two countries. The pre
sent situation which is damaging the Turkish-Greek relations and tends 
to render chronic and acute the problems between the two countries 
must not be allowed to continue.

Motivated by these ideas Turkey believes in the necessity of the 
initiation of negotiations in good faith as soon as possible. We there
fore propose that the Foreign Ministers of Turkey and Greece meet 
periodically, as it has been agreed a t their meeting in Rome. We believe 
tha t the period which we are going through renders both compelling and 
advisable, the creation of a constructive and harmonious atmosphere 
for our meeting to discuss and find measures to ease the tension in our 
relations. We are convinced tha t the time has come for the Foreign 
Ministers of Turkey and Greece to review the implementation of their 
former decisions, to finalize the agreements to be reached by the Com
mittees established and to be established for the purpose of finding 
solutions to the problems existing between our countries and to deter
mine guidelines with the object of solving unresolved issues. With this 
in mind we are proposing that Committees established to find solutions 
to the problems of air space in the Aegean and its continental shelf 
accelerate their efforts and new Committees quickly be set up to take 
urgent measures or/and find settlements on the other problems in the 
Aegean and minority issues.

It is a fact th a t the Cyprus problem has for many years affected 
the Greco-Turkish relations. This being the case Turkey and Greece 
bearing in mind their legal as well as moral obligations to their com
munities in Cyprus they ought to have started a new period of friendship 
and cooperation in their relations. The moment we are able to achieve

Decleration made by Mr. thsan Sabri (JAfiiLAYANGlL,
Minister oi Foreign Affairs, on 5 December 1975.
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this objective there is no doubt that the same spirit of fiendship and 
cooperation will also prevail in the relations between our two communi
ties in the island. To reach this goal should be the paramount aim of 
the foreign policies of Turkey and Greece. Acting in good faith and 
making these ideas our starting point we see no reason why new and 
enlarged inter-communal talks should not be held for the purpose of 
establishing an independent, sovereign and territorially integral Fede
ral Republic of Cyprus, in which both communities can live side by side 
in peace and security, participating in its central administration with 
equal and democratic rights, neither having the opportunity to impose 
its will upon and opress the other. The representatives of Turkey and 
Greece should also participate in these new negotiations to be held on 
equal footing between the representatives of the Turkish and Greek 
Cypriot communities, in order to discuss all aspects of the Cyprus 
question. The special representative of the Secretary General of the 
United Nations may also be present a t these tlaks.

In the past, offers made by Turkey in good faith were rejected 
without due consideration by the interested parties and thus great op
portunities were missed. We hope that the present offers do not meet 
with the same fate. We trust that our proposals are assessed in good 
faith  and serious and constructive efforts are quickly initiated for the 
purpose of enabling the Turkish and Greek nations to live permanently 
in friendship and peace and opening a new period of long-lasting tran
quility in the relations of our two communities in Cyprus.»

505



THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«1 should like to thank you, Mr. President, and through you each 
and every member of the council for having allowed me to speak today, 
granting me the opportunity to present the views of the Turkish-Cypriot 
side on the political problem of Cyprus and on the extension of the man
date of UNFICYP which the council has just approved.

The Cyprus question was debated a t full length in the General 
Assembly only a month ago and, therefore, I shall not make a lengthy 
statement. Suffice it to put on record the views and reactions of the 
Turkish-Cypriot side to the present resolution and to General Assembly 
resolution 3395 (XX) which was adopted in our absence and about 
which we were not given the opportunity to express our views in the 
plenary meeting. I shall also have to reply, as briefly as possible, to 
some of the allegations raised by Mr. Rossides this afternoon.

The resolution just adopted makes reference to the term «Govern
ment of Cyprus» which we do not recognize. I t makes a reference to 
General Assembly Resolution 3395 (XX) which is not acceptable to us 
and, therefore, it is unacceptable to us in toto. Our views regarding 
Security Council Resolutions 365 (1974) and 367 (1975) are already 
on record with the Council.

In view of the fact th a t we have been consulted by the Secretary- 
General on the extension of the mandate and th a t a proces verbal has 
been signed in Nicosia between Mr. Denkta§ and the force commander 
Lieutenant-General Prem Chand on behalf of the Secretary-General to 
the effect th a t discussions will be held between the Turkish-Cypriot 
community and the special representative of the Secretary-General to 
discuss matters.

«Pertaining to the stationing, deployment and functioning of 
UNFICYP in the area under Turkish control with a view to arriving 
a t a mutually acceptable arrangement which will be recorded through 
an exchange of letters».

Text of the statem ent m ade by Mr. Vedat ÇELİK,
Representative o! Turkish Federated State oi Cyprus,
a t the Security Council on 13 December 1975.
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I should like to put on record that the Turkish-Cypriot side has 
given its consent to the extension of the mandate of the force. Why 
did the Turkish-Cypriot side insist on a separate agreement with 
CNFICYP? A separate agreement was essential politically as well as 
legally. It was essential politically in order to establish the equal status 
of the Turkish-Cypriot community vis-a-vis the Greek-Cypriot com
munity. We do not recognize the Makarios administration and therefore 
the agreement which was signed by the Greek-Cypriot administration 
regarding the status of the foraee in Cyprus cannot be considered as 
valid in the north. For legal reasons also a paper agreement with the 
Turkish-Cypriot authorities is essential in order to give the force a le
gal basis and status in the north of Cyprus. I hope that negotiations 
will resume soon and will lead to a mutually agreed concrete result for 
the effective functioning of the force in the north.

May I take this opportunity to extend the gratitude and deep 
appreciation of the Turkish-Cypriot side to the Secretary-General, to 
the members of the Secretariat, to his special representative Ambas
sador Perez de Cuellar and his predecessor, Waekmann-Munoz, to the 
force commander, the officers and men of the force, and to the govern
ments of contributing countries for their invaluable contribution to the 
cause of peace in Cyprus.

Why do we object to the term «government»? We are a part of 
Turkey in Cyprus and the Greek Cypriots are a part of Greece in Cyprus. 
That is what the Archbishop had been telling us at least until the events 
of last year. lie  said: «The Cyprus Republic is a new state but not a 
new nation, and it is not the intention of the Cyprus government to 
create a national feeling.» That was the Ai’chbishop’s statement in the 
Frankfurter Tundschau of May 1974.

There are therefore two nations in Cyprus. Those two nations 
came together in a partnership and formed a binational state under 
contractual agreement, that contractual agreement being the Zurich- 
London agreement and the constitution of 1960. According to that ag
reement the head of one nation became the head of the binational state 
of Cyprus and the head of the second nation became the deputy head 
of the binational state.

Archbishop Makarios, having abrogated the agreements and the 
constitution in an attempt to destroy the independence of the binational 
state and to unite with a foreign country, has also destroyed and nulli
fied the contractual bond which brought the two nations together and 
made him the head of the binatiorml state. The head of one nation,
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therefore, cannot any longer pretend to be the head of the binational 
state or of both nations, that is what Makarios wants. The Archbishop 
says, «I have destroyed all the agreements except that which makes 
me the head of both communities in Cyprus». That is unacceptable. And 
the Cyprus problem lies at the root of this philosophy and this approach 
by Archbishop Makarios.

The Greek Cypriots cannot run away with the concept that they 
are the government and tha t we are and shall continue to be stateless.

We respect united nations principles, but we cannot ignore the 
basic reality.

Why did the Turkish-Cypriot side not find it possible to accept 
resolution 3395 (XXX) of the General Assembly of 20 November 1975? 
We found the resolution unacceptable primarily because it was unrealis
tic. It did not reflect the reality in the Island. It reaffirmed resolution 
3212 (XXIX) of last year without taking into consideration develop
ments th a t have taken place since the adoption of tha t resolution a 
year ago. It disregarded agreements reached in Vienna and physically 
implemented in Cyprus. It called, for example, for the return of all 
refugees to their homes. W ithout taking into account the fact tha t the 
voluntary exchange of populations has taken place in pursuance of an 
agreement in principle reached in Vienna on a bizonal federation, it 
demanded the withdrawal of Turkish troops from the island before a 
final settlement, despite the fact that Makarios has been sabotaging 
the intercommunal talks and openly advocating «a long struggle». It 
overlooked the fact that the justified and legitimate intervention of 
Turkey in Cyprus was carried out under the international agreement 
in order to save the Turkish - Cypriot community from complete anni
hilation and to safeguard the independence of the island - tha t inde
pendence which Archbishop Makarios has been trying to destroy for 
the last 12 years.

We could not accept the resolution because it was adopted in a 
forum where the Turkish-Cypriot community was not represented and 
was not heard. We rejected it in order to put on record th a t Archbishop 
Makarios cannot be accepted as the representative of the whole of 
Cyprus and should not be projected as a hero and legender of indepen
dence, an independence which he never wanted.

It was during th a t debate in the General Assembly when the fore
ign minister of the Greek-Cypriot administration, Mr. Christofides, not 
only dared to speak for the Turkish-Cypriot community, but even went
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as far as to allege that Turkish Cypriots were suffering at the hands 
of Turkey in Cyprus and should be saved.

1 o these and other similar allegations, false accusations and unfo
unded lies we were not given the opportunity to reply.

As Mike Randall, an impartial foreign correspondent of world re
nown, said in the Sunday Times of 12 October 1975: «Turkish Cypriots 
have long been a suppressed minority (under the Greek Cypriot admi
nistration) their blood has been spilled their rights denied, and their 
paths to prosperity barred.»

That situation is therefore what Turkey has remedied, not what 
it has caused, as alleged by Mr. Christofides.

During that same debate, in which we were not allowed to parti
cipate, another Greek representative argued that Mr. Denktaç was the 
deputy head of the executive of Cyprus and therefore could not be heard 
without credentials from the president. Which president? A president 
who has not. spoken with his Turkish vice-president for the last 12 
years? A president who has been trying to destroy the independence 
of his country in order to unite with a foreign country, a president who 
is still the biggest stumbling block for a peace ful settlement in Cyprus, 
a president who always considered the Turkish Cypriots as a natural 
enemy which should be exterminated?

I should like to quote Archbishop Makarios. He said: «Unless this 
small Turkish community forming a part of the Turkish race, which 
has been the terrible enemy of Hellenism is expelled, the duty of the 
heroes of EOKA can never be considered as terminated». He made that 
speech at Panayia village on 4 September 1962. He had then been our 
president for two years.

This is the president whose credentials, we are told, Mr. Denktag 
must have, in order to be able to come to the UNITED - NATIONS and 
as the vice president and leader of the Turkish - Cypriot community 
inform the world body of the sufferings and injustice inflicted on his 
community, an injustice which comes from the president himself.

This mockery must cease. It is high time that the United Nations 
and the world started differentiating between the quilty and the inno
cent. between the accused and the sufferers.

Because of the position that Archbishop Makarios still continues 
to anjoy as the so called government of Cyprus and as a member of the 
United Nations, all the resolutions tend to copromise the very crux of
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the Cyprus problems. So much is said of this or tha t United Nations 
resolution, so much is said of and rules of procedure, so much is said of 
United Nations Principles, which resolutions and which principles?

These are resolutions, procedures and principles which present and 
recognize Makarios to be what he is not - a representative of the whole 
of Cyprus. These are rules which present the Archbishop is a champion 
of independence and protect him and his shadow government against 
«outside intervention».

Which interventions? Turkey is implied here. Turkey without 
whose timely intervention there would be no Turkish-Cypriot commu
nity, no Cyprus independence and no Cyprus debate today.

Through resolution 3395 (XXX), Archbishop Makarios killed all 
goodwill contacts between the two communities. By denying that any 
agreement, in principle or otherwise, had been reached during the talks, 
he encouraged the extremist elemnts and silenced one of the very few 
moderate Greek Cypriots with whom we could have come to an agre- 
ment. That was why we found it impossible to accept tha t resolution.

Resolution 3212 (XXIX) accorded highest priority to the resump
tion and continuation of intercommunal talks. Accordingly, talks were 
held under the auspices of the Secretary-General. This of ternoon Mr. 
Rossides tried to blame the Turkish-Cypriot side for having caused the 
failure of the talks. Despite wilful propaganda to the contrary, progress 
had been achieved and further progress should have been made had the 
Greek side not abandoned the talks and resorted to the General Assembly 
for purely political reasons-

For the sake of the record and the information of members of the 
council, I should like to state  once again tha t substantial progress had 
been achieved in Vienna. The Greek side had abandoned his position 
of a  unitary state and had agreed in principle, and suject to an over-all 
agreement on boundaries, tha t the solution of the Cyprus problem would 
be based on a bizonal federation, with a weak central government in 
which the two communities should be equally represented. In proof of 
th a t agreement an exchange of population was accepted and implemen
ted whereby 10,000 Turkish Cypriots who were in the south and wanted 
to come north were allowed to do so, and the restriction imposed on the 
Greek Cypriots who lived in the north and wanted to go south was also 
by the Greek-Cypriot outhorities.

Therefore, had there been an agreement on the territorial aspect 
as well, the framework of the over-all settlement would thus have been
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completed. Having realized however that in Vienna the problem was 
about to be settled on the basis of a bizonal federation, for which he was 
not prepared, the Archbishop sabotaged the talks, gaining full advan
tage of the fact that in the United Nations he was treated as the head 
of state of Cyprus.

After Helsinki, he restarted his pre-coup tactics of rendering the 
Turkish-Cypriot community stateless and completely disregarded the 
existence of the Turkish Cypriot community. He was the head of state 
and his country was under occupation. As far as he was concerned, we 
did not exist. Ignoring the basic reality that Cyprus is not his but ours, 
he wishes and still strives to continue the old game of depriving us of 
the protection of the state which he has been playing for the last 12 
years. But we cannot afford to live without the state any longer.

Our attempt to remedy the situation, even partially, by the dec
laration of our federated state has been against us. We have been cen
sured in a number of international forums for having created a fait 
accompli, without even being given an equal saying. But no one censu
red Makarios for denying one fourth of the popolation the basic services 
and facilities of a state for 12 years. No one asked him-and for that 
m atter no one asks him how he intends to remedy the status of state
lessness of the Turkish Cypriot community.

That mistake started back in 1964 when Makarios was accepted 
be the legitimate president of Cyprus and despite all our protestations 
Ihe word «constitutional» was not inserted before the word «govern
ment» in Security Council resolution 186 (1964) of 4 March 1964. That 
made Makarios intransigent.

He continued heedlessly to usurp all governmental authority after 
having ousted all Turks from the governmental machinery by forre 
of arms, and continued to act and behave as the Greek head of a Greek 
state. Had we received in 1964 and there after the interest and under
standing which we partially receive today, the Greek-Cypriot leadership 
would not have found it opportune for themselves to prolong the Cyprus 
struggle as they have done and seem intent on doing here after, and 
the history of Cyprus would most probably have followed a different 
course, the same mistake must not be repeated.

Thus we see that, if the talks failed, it was not because of lack of 
progress, as alleged, nor was it the absence of any prospect of an agre- 
ment tha t led to the failure. It was Makarios’ wilful lx»ycott. The talks 
failed because the Archbishop, committed to the polk-\ of ENOSJS of
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the Greek Orthodox church, caimot accept permanent independence. 
That is why he is against bizonal feration, th a t is why he is not prepa 
red to come to an agreement with us within the framework of the pre
sent realities.

It was obvious from his satement to lawrence Stern of the Was
hington Post soon after the coup of 1974:

'/The fact th a t I never seem to come to an agreement with the 
Turks may have been irritating. But it probably accounts for the pro
longation of my life politically and the postponement of the coup.»

That statem ent was published in Foreign Policy, No. 19, page 39, in 
the summer of 1975.

That he did not favour an agreement during the Vienna talks 
neither is confirmed by his most recent statem ent to Newsweek corres
pondent Pere Mellas which appeared in the Cyprus Mail of Friday, No
vember 1975, in which he publicly reiterated tha t any solution within 
the framework of the present realities on the island would be worse than 
the continuation of the present de facto situation.

And why were the talks interrupted? In Archbishop Makarios’ own 
words, because:

«If the talks continue... The mistaken impression will be formed 
that the Cyprus problem is merely a dispute between the two communi
ties and the problem will shift from its present international basis, 
shrinking to the dimensions of an internal problem of the island.*

That statem ent by Makarios was made through his public infor
mation office in May 1975.

How could the talks possibly have survived? How could we pos
sibly have reached a peaceful settlement with a man so indifferent to 
realities? That he never meant to come to an understanding with us is 
evindent from the policy he followed and his actions during the inter
communal talks.

While we were negotiating in Vienna, he went to the common
wealth conference, to Helsinki, to Havana and to Lima, fighting to 
destroy the binational image of Cyprus by preventing us from being 
heal'd in reply, and trying to have resolutions adopted which contra
dicted the principles agreed upon during the intercommunal talks.

And, finally, he chose to break off the negotiations completely 
and proceeded to the General Assembly in order to get rid of the agree
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ments which the two sides had reached in Vienna. By misleading the 
world and by misrepesenting realities on the island, he managed having 
an unrealistic resolution adopted, resolution 3395 (XXX), which helped 
no one, not even his community.

T he rl urkish-Cypriot community still considers the intercommunal 
talks as the best, in fact the only, method for the solution of the Cyprus 
problem. We are in favour of the talks, but it will appreciated that the 
resumption of the negotiations within the fromework of resolution 3395 
(XXX) is not acceptable. A new procedure has to sought.

We leave it to the world to judge, if Archbishop Makarios has 
goodwill and sincerity, if he has a genuine desire for independence, 
permanent independence, then, we say, he should not find it difficult 
to fulfil these conditions.

But is Archbishop Makarios ready for a settlement? Here is a very 
recent appraisal of the situation in the Greek press :

«Everyone should understand and digest that the struggle will 
continue until the end to complete victory, without any conditions...

«We shall not retreat from the struggle no matter how much sac
rifice it requires, until our people... Re-enter Morphou, till they breathe 
again in the castle of Kyrenia, until they hoist the flag of victory in 
Famagusta again, and until they quench their thirst with the holy 
water af Ayios Andreas..»

«This is Makarios’ policy. This is our people’s decision, we shall 
not retreat an inch...»

That is taken from the 4 December 1975 issue of Anayennisis, 
Greek newspaper.

And here is what Archbishop Makarios said just before the coup: 
«The union of Cyprus with Greece requires the extermination of the 
Turkish Community...» This he said in an interview with Mrs. Karin 
Kaamereit of the German Weekly Bunte Illustrete of 19 April 1973.

Well, T am afraid that this appraisal and this statement leave vory 
little room for optimusm. It is high time that Makarios made up his 
mind, are we or are we not a part of Cyprus? Are we to become a part 
of the Cypriot administrative mechanism, and when? Will he acceptour 
proposal for a joint transitional federal government? How much longer 
are we to continue in a condition of statelessness? IIow much longer is 
the Archbishop to shelter behind United Nations resolurions and play 
the game of government withus?
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I think 1 should elaborate briefly 011 the question of refugees, 
which has been raised by Mr. Rossides and a few other representatives 
this afternoon. The question of refugees, a humanitarian problem, has 
been grossly exaggerated and harshly exploited by the Greek-Cypriot 
side. The number of displaced persons is around 90,000. This has been 
determined from the official census of population of the Greek-Cypriot 
villages which have been evacuated. Even the Greek-Cypriot authori
ties, even their attorney general, Crioton Tornaritis, in his Official leaf
let, «Legal aspects of the Cyprus refugee problem», argue tha t the num
ber could not possibly have been above 120,000. We have 65,000 Turkish 
refugees who came and settled in the north. We hav eanother 25,000 
refugees who have been displaced since 1963. So the number of displa
ced persons on both sides is roughly the same, 90,000 to 95,000 people.

We have had an agreement on the mutual exchange of populations, 
which has been implemented. Equal numbers of displaced persons have 
been settled in the north and in the south, and the few thousands tha t 
are still unsettled can be settled and rehabilitated if there is goodwill 
and if this is so desired. Therefore it would be unrealistic to expect at 
this stage tha t all those 180,000 people, including the Turks and the 
Greeks, should be unsettled, uprooted again and sent back to where 
they started, so tha t the tragic past would repeat itself in the next few 
years. We should be more realistic on this subject and the m atter should 
not be exaggei*ated.

Another allegation this afternoon is tha t there is a massive immig
ration of population from Turkey. This is what we have been hearing 
for the past year from the Greek side. This allegation is completely 
baseless. I t is unfounded. The people who are returning to Cyprus are 
Turkish Cypriots who have been forced to leave the island under the 
th reat of EOKA and under economic, political and military pressure 
by the Greek-Cypriot administration during the past 20 years. These 
people are Turkish Cypriots and it is their natural right to return to 
Cyprus now tha t relative security of life and property has been res
tored in the north of the island.

It has been alleged again this afternoon tha t the Vienna agree
ments have not been implemented by the Turkish-Cvpriot side. But 1 
am afraid the Greek side is contradicting itself here. There is a  paradox. 
The Greeks are alleging that no agreement whatso ever was achieved 
in Vienna. They made this public. They made Mr. Clerides make the 
following statement :
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«■This allegation is totally unfounded. No agreement has been reac
hed on any point or issue either in principle or otherwise, regarding 
the solution of the Cyprus problem.» That statement made by Mr. d e r i
des has been circulated as an official document of the General Assembly 
A /10365 of 17 November 1975.

Unfortunately, here we see the Archbishop’s «Salami» policy at 
work again. During the negotiations, during the exercise of give and 
take, he gets whatever he can get, he pockets it as if it is his, but when 
it comes to giving something, there is nothing to give. Here, there is 
either a package deal on the principles that have been agreed upon as a 
whole in Vienna, or there is no agreement a t all. I think it is high time 
th a t our Greek-Cypriot friends come to a decision as to whether there 
is an agreement in Vienna or there is none.

Regarding the humanitarian problem, I would stress most empha- 
tiealy and put on record that we are trying our best to solve the huma
nitarian problems. We are doing this on humanitarian grounds and not 
a? part of an agreement which the Greek side insists categorically does 
not exist.

To sum up: If Archbishop Makarios refuses to see the Cyprus 
problem as a dispute between the two communities and insists that it ^  
is just a problem of invasion by Turkey, if he does not regard the Turks 
;is part of Cyprus and leaves them in a condition of statelessness, if he 
continues to reject the formation of a transitional government, while 
negotiations on a bizonal federation continue, if he does not stop the 
political offensive against us at- international forums for an agreed 
period of time azln is attention to peace talk, if he conHnues to advocate 
a long struggle in order to throw the Turks out of Cyprus, if he does 
not s ta rt to see Cyprus as a land of Turkish Cypriots and Greek Cypriots 
who have to rearrange their own house in the light of this 12-year-old 
policy of throwing us out of Cyprus, if he denies everything that has 
been agreed upon in principle during the talks, and if he still considers 
a bizonal solution as a negation of his own beliefs and personality be
cause such an agreement would bury for good his idea of ENOSIS, how 
can there be an agreement? As long as he is allowed to go about as the 
head of «a small state overrun by a powerful neighbouring cuontry». 
Why should he sign our agreement and solidify the natural result of 
his ENOSIS mind? Why not press for more resolutions in all and other 
international forums in the absence of the Turkish-Cypriot community 
and expect further embargoes on Turkey, or other developments? Since 
the Turks of Cyprus a te not considered or accepted as part of Cyprus,
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and are av therefore left in a form of statelessness, why not continue 
this game of government for ever? As long as the Archbishop is accep
ted as the representative of the whole of Cyprus, as long as he is con
sidered the champion and defender of independence, as long as we are 
not granted equal status, there can be no solution,

I do sincerely hope that, ultimately, goodwill and common sense 
will prevail and that meaningful and constructive negotiations will be 
resumed, leading to a realistic, just and durable solution».
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«About 24 hours after the United Nations General Assembly had 
voted on a Cyprus resolution in New York, one of the leading Greek 
daily newspapers in Cyprus - Haravghi - came out with an astounding
admission :

«EOKA horde killed innocent Turkish Cypriot Women and Child
ren», it announced in bold front-page headlines.

The editor of Haravghi, Mr. Costas Partassides, had, in fact, made 
this startling revelation a few days earlier during a discussion group 
session in a Nicosia club. In his talk, Mi-. Partassides accused EOKA 
B’ of «killing innocent Turkish Cypriot women and children, together 
with thousands of democratic elements among the Greek Cypriot com
munity».

He also strongly criticized the Makarios administration for failing 
to bring to justice the Fascist members of EOKA, the police and the 
National Guard who were responsible for the coup of 15 July 1974 and 
for the barbarous crimes committed against the Greek and Turkish 
Cypriot citizens thereafter.

The following is a faithful translation of Mr. Partassides’ disclo
sures and criticisms as published in his newspaper Haravghi on 22 No
vember 1975 :

«After the 20 July 1974 attacks, members of EOKA B', the police 
and the National Guard, who were in power, were going round villages 
and towns, collecting Turkish Cypriots' arms and hiding them. In fact, 
these people have done nothing but remain behind the fighting lines, 
gathering booty and killing brutally innocent Turkish women and child
ren. In this way, thousands of livestock, innumerable jewellery, furni- 
true and household effects came into their possession.»

Text of letter 12 January 1976 from Mr. Kail ATALAY,
Acting Representative of the Turkish Federated Stated of Cyprus
adressed to the Secretary - General, S/11930.
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«While the true sons of the people were being sent to the front', 
to face the armour of the enemy, the captains of EOKA passed away 
their days and nights in drinking and feasting - gorging themselves 
with 'shish kebab’ and 'oven-baked m eat’. On top of all that, they were 
reinstated in jobs and positions from which they had been dismissed 
because of their illegal and subversive activities.»

«After Makarios returned to Cyprus and forgave them, offering 
them the olive branch’, these people continued in their insults, threats 
and provocative actions. Not only have they not shown any signs of 
remorse, but they actually continued to act and behave as they had done 
before. They are still holding on to thousands of arms in their posse
ssion, delivering only a few weapons to authorities from time to time, 
to hoodwink the people. They are also keeping up their campaign of 
demagogy and incitement in schools and other places and, as before, 
they are receiving financial assistance and publishing various kinds of 
subversive literature.»

«Some of these people are claiming to have repented. But, if so, 
why do they not disband their organization? W hat have they to fear? 
A general amnesty already exists.»

«In foreign countries the following questions are being asked :»

1. Since the coup leaders and murderers are roaming the streets 
freely and, moreover, still holding their previous posts, what kind of 
democratic order has been established in the island?

2. Since we have not yet divorced our responsibility, as a State, 
from the heinous crimes committed by fascism against Turkish Cypriot 
women and children, and thousands of democratic elements within the 
Greek community, what sort of a democracy do we have?

3. Since lawlessness is formally accepted and the State lives in 
harmony with armed terrorists, what kind of justice do we have?

4. Does a  policy of such co-existenee - between the State and law
lessness - ensure the unity and the solidarity of the people?»

Mr. Partassides concludes with a searching question of his own :

«Since the 'Coup-President' and his Ministers can still act and 
behave in Cyprus as they did during the coup days, has anyone pondered 
what foreigners must be thinking of us?»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«According to Greek Cypriot press reports, tens of thousands of 
Greek Cypriots chanted enosis slogans in Limassol on Sunday, 25 Janu
ary 1976.

The reports say that a large crowd attended the commemoration 
ceremony held for Grivas, the late leader of the EOKA terrorist orga
nization in Limassol, and both the speakers and the audience shouted 
enosis slogans.

The main speaker of the day was Mr. Kiryakos Saveriades, Deputy 
Chairman of ESEA (Enosis Co-ordination Committee), and a coup mi
nister, who declared that the Turks were the only obstacle to the anne
xation of Cyprus to Greece. Mr. Saveriades also stated that the enosis 
struggle will be continued.

The six-day president of the coup that ousted Makarios in July 
1974, Nicos Sampson, also addressed the meeting and stated: «I shall 
expell the Turks and accomplish enosis.» Mr. Sampson also claimed 
tha t he would punish the traitors and listed the former commanders of 
the Greek armed forces among them.

Meanwhile, Greek Cypriot newspapers carried editorials and artic
les on the commemoration anniversary of Grivas. Mahi, Tharros, Me- 
simvini, Fleftherotis and Ailagi newspapers stressed that the struggle 
started by Grivas would be continued and carried pro-enosis slogans. 
Articles by Mr. Kostas Tsellos and Elefeherios Papadopoulos, in Thar
ros and Mesimvrini, respectively, openly declared that the common ideal 
of the Greek Cypriots was enosis - union with Greece.

I would like to bring the above to the attention of all the hono
urable representatives to the United Nations and to state that such a 
mentality does not create the necessary atmosphere of goodwill for the 
peaceful solution of the Cyprus problem and is definitely very harmful 
preceding the resumption of the intercommunal talks.»

Text of letter 3 February 1978 from Mr. Ncril AT ALA Y,
Acting Representative of the Turkish Federated Slated of Cyprus
adressed to the Secretary - General# S/11957.
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«I would like to refer to the letter of Mr. Rossides, the represen
tative of the Greek Cypriot administration, which was circulated as a 
document of the Security Council (S/11952) on 29 January 1976 and 
to inform you tha t the allegations contained therein are totally unfoun
ded and have been deliberately fabricated to raise suspicion and con
cern in international circles about the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus 
vis-à-vis the Greek Cypriots living in north Cyprus.»

Furthermore, concerning these allegations, the spokesman of the 
Turkish Federated State of Cyprus has said tha t Greek Cypriots wis
hing to move south were helped to do so, in accordance with the Vienna 
agreements.

Commenting on Greek Cypriot allegations relating to the Greeks 
in the north, the spokesman said tha t they were leading a normal life. 
He stressed :

«We are not doing to these people what the Greeks had done to 
the Turks prior to their transfer. If they are complaining because we 
are not using force to prevent or to deter those who wish to move south 
from doing so, we can only remind th a t such an attitude has never been 
our policy. We regard it inhuman to compel Greek Cypriots who wish 
to go south to remain in the north. We deem it a duty to give them 
every necessary assistance.»

Replying to Greek Cypriot allegations th a t the authorities of the 
Turkish Federated State of Cyprus are violating the Vienna agreements 
by not allowing Greek doctors, teachers and clergymen to come north, 
the spokesman said :

«It has been clearly established th a t there is no need for more 
Greek Cypriot teachers, doctors and clergymen in the north. The Greek 
Cypriots in the north have more than enough teachers already. This 
has been also proved by repeated complaints from Greek Cypriots to 
their leadership tha t the number of teachers in the south has daily 
been decreasing. About the doctors, our hospitals are treating every 
Greek patient without any discrimination.»

«We have now full proof tha t teachers who have been selected to 
come north are EOKA m ilitants; and the Vienna agreements specifically 
provide th a t we should refuse access to such people.»

THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

Text o! letter 3 February 1976 from Mr. Kail ATALAY,
Acting Representative of the Turkish Federated Stated of Cyprus
adressed to the Secretary - General, S/11958.
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«Mr. Zenon Rossides’ letter of 10 February 1976 which has been 
circulated as document S/11975 of the Security Council has just been 
brought to my notice.

1 deplore Mr. Rossides’ attempt to influence our negotiations here 
in Vienna which are due to begin tomorrow, by false propaganda. His 
persistent assumption that he represents a government which can speak 
for the whole of Cyprus and his usage of this claim for furthering cons
tantly and passionately a destructive policy contrary not only to the 
interests of the Turkish Community but also to the interests of Cyprus 
at large is only detrimental to the negotiations to which both commu
nities attach so much hope.

In the shortest of terms, I firmly state that I do not recognize 
Mr. Zenon Rossides as representing anything except the community to 
which he belongs, namely the Greek Cypriot Community. The constitu
tional government of Cyprus shall be established when the two nati
onal communities finally agree to the ways and means and principles 
of re-establishing it. The current negotiations under Your Excellency’s 
guidance are being conducted for this vrey purpose.

W hat Mr. Rossides considers fit to put before the Security Council 
at. this juncture under the presumption of «instructions from his go
vernment » can therefore only be regarded as a propaganda appeal by 
those who are determined to undermine the process of negotiations.

It is false that the Turkish Force is doing in Cyprus anything 
which runs contrary to its solemn duties of keeping peace and of pre
venting the destruction of the bi-communal independence of Cyprus 
by enosis-bound Greek Cypriots. We have stated earlier in our public 
statements and reiterate here now that ail towns, villages and areas 
within the territory of the Turkish Cypriot Federated State fall within 
the competence of its administration.

Text of letter dated 16 February 1978 from Mr. Haul B. DENKTA§.
President of the Turkish Federated State ol Cyprus
addressed to the Secretary - General. S/11984.
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I therefore reject all the slanderous allegations of Mr. Rossides in 
regard to any town, village or area within the territory of the Turkish 
Cypriot Federated State as irrelevant and in this particular case, un
founded.

The Greek Cypriot leadership has once again shown its ill-will and 
insincerity towards the negotiations by coming forward with this un
founded allegation and by trying to put on record the views of the so- 
called «government of Cyprus» which simply does not exist in law or 
in fact.

I fully and categorically reject each and every allegation made by 
Mr. Rossides in his aforementioned letter and call upon him and his 
leader to the realities of Cyprus which their obnoxious enosis policy has 
brought about in the island.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«I would like to make the following general observation in con
nexion with the recent letter-publishing campaign by the representa
tive of the Greek Cypriot community to the United Nations.

It is a well-known practice of the Greek Cypriot representative to 
bombard the United Nations with his unnecessary and milseading cor
respondence full of the most blatant lies about the conduct of the autho
rities of the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus. That he does this right 
before the convening of each and every intercommunal talk is both tire
some and most unfortunate.

I t is hard to comprehend the fact that while the Greek Cypriot 
administration, which he is supposed to represent, accepts to participate 
in the intercommunal talks - we hope, in good faith - the representative 
of the Greek Cypriot community chooses to resort to such a tactic. This 
behaviour is either symptomatic of the Greek Cypriot representative’s 
aversion to a peaceful solution or his administration’s insincerity in 
this matter.

I sincerely hope, once again, that the Greek Cypriot administration 
and its representative to the United Nations recognize the necessity, 
a t long last, of not trying to disrupt intercommunal negotiations each 
time a positive and hopeful development seems to take place. The Greek 
Cypriot representative would have been better advised and much more 
convincing if he could have, at least for once, showu patience and waited 
until the end of the intercommunal talks currently under way.»

Texl oi letter 18 February 197S Irom Mr. Nail AT ALA Y,
Acting Representative oi the Turkish Federated Stated ol Cyprus
adressed to the Secretary - General, S /11990.
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«I have the honour to refer to Mr. Rossides’ letter of 8 March 
1976 (S/12003) addressed to you, which resresents a lonely, dissident 
voice a t a time when a negotiating time-table has been mutually agreed 
upon by the two communities of Cyprus, the two parties to the question 
of Cyprus, a t the fifth  round of intercommunal talks held in Vienna 
under your personal auspices.

This stand, emanating from a certain nostalgia of evident nature, 
and contrary to the present trend in the negotiations between the two 
communities, casts serious doubts on the credibility of the Greek Cypriot 
community in the United Nations. For its part, the Turkish Cypriot 
community, irrespective of the frequent outbursts on the part of the 
Greek Cypriot representative, will seek to negotiate seriously with its 
future partner, the Greek Cypriot community.»

Text of letter 10 March 1976 irom Mr. Nall ATALAY,
Acting Representative of the Turkish Federated Stated of Cyprus
adressed to the Secretary - General. S/1200G.
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«The tragic irony in the most recent outburst of the Greek Cypriot 
Representative, Mr. Rossides (16 March 1976, S/12014), is his self- 
styled concern for the well-being of the Turkish Cypriot community. 
As the world public opinion bears witness, if the Greek Cypriot commu
nity which he represents had during the past decades demonstrated 
the minimum of such a concern, the tragedy of Cyprus would not have 
occurred.

It is blatantly hypocritical on the part of Mr. Rossides and his 
leadership to claim any rights on behalf of the Turkish Cypriots who 
were regarded as their national enemies and hence to be eradicated 
from Cyprus. Such pretentions, making a mockery of history, can be 
fabricated only on a belief in universal naivete.

The allegations of the Greek Cypriot Representative concerning the 
areas in northern Cyprus hardly deserve any reply since those areas 
are under the full control and jurisdiction of the Turkish Federated 
State of Cyprus. There are no undertakings in the area under the cont
rol of the Turkish Cypriot community which would contravene the 
conviction of the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus that the island 
should be a non-aligned country. Strategic bases which might jeopardize 
the non-alignment of Cyprus are located outside the territory which 
is under the jurisdiction of the Turkish Federated State of Cpyrus and, 
as is generally known, are in the south.»

THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

Text of letter 18 March 197G from Mr. NaU AT ALA Y,
Acting Representative oi the Turkish Federated Stnled ol Cyprus
adressed to the Secretary * General, S /12015.
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«The letter of the Greek Cypriot representative a t the United 
Nations, Mr. Zenon Rossides, dated 16 March 1976 and circulated as 
document S/12014 of the Security Council, has recently been brought 
to my attention.

With reference to its contents, I would like to state categorically 
th a t we utterly reject the allegation tha t Turkey is preparing for the 
construction of a military air base near Kyrenia (in the areas of Ayios 
Epiktitos, Karakoumi, Kazaphani and Klepini). We also refute the alle
gations by Mr. Rossides to the effect tha t Greek Cypriots are forcefully 
evicted from the above-mentioned areas. On the conterary, Greek Cyp
riots who reside in the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus are trans
ferred to the south either on their own written request or on the re
quest of UNFICYP on their behalf. The re-settlers in these houses are 
not «colonialists» from Turkey, as alleged, but Turkish Cypriot refugees 
who fled from Greek oppression in the south to safety in the north, as 
well as Turkish Cypriots who had emigrated in their thousands to vari
ous parts of the world in the face of an unbearable dimension of eco
nomic and social discrimination by Greek Cypriots in the past and 
are now returning home.

Blatant distortion of tru th  reflected in the inventory of slanderous 
Greek Cypriot accusations can in no way discredit the legitimate and 
justified intervention of Turkey in Cyprus. This intervention was car
ried out under international agreements in order to save the Turkish 
community from complete annihilation and to safeguard the indepen
dence of the island, that independence which Archbishop Makarios has 
been trying to destroy for the last 12 years. Resort to malicious propa
ganda can in no way hide the 12-year-old barbarism, tyranny and opp
ression which has been inflicted upon the Turkish community of Cyprus 
by the Greek Cypriots and its leadership. Neither can it conceal the 
expansionist, colonial ambition of Greece embodied in the struggle for

Text of letter dated 26 March 1976 from Mr. Rauf R. DENKTAS,
President of the Turkish Federated S tale of Cyprus
addressed to the Secretary - General, S/12034.
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enosis (union of Cyprus with Greece), which culminated in the tragic 
events of 1963, 1967 and 1974. The Greek Cypriot leadership as well as 
the Government of Greece have not yet denounced enosis. Neo-coloni- 
zation of Cyprus by Greece still remains a «supreme national goal of 
Hellenism».

We deplore very much that at a time when the intercommunal 
talks are reactivated, the Greek Cypriot leadership, presenting itself 
as the so-called «Government of Cyprus», a «government» which does 
not exist in law or in fact, still maintains its intransigent attitude and 
resorts to political propaganda which cannot but undermine prospects 
for a negotiated settlement.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«Following is the unofficial translation of the text of a statement 
given by Mr. Glafcos Clerides, the Greek Cypriot negotiator, to the 
Greek Cypriot Broadcasting Station and TV in Nicosia a t 1800 hours 
(local time) on Tuesday, 6 April.

«At the fifth round of the intercommunal talks which were held 
in Vienna from 17 to 21 February 1976, Mr. Denktaç insisted that, since 
it had been agreed in Brussels tha t discussion of the territorial problem 
would be given priority and tha t the Greek side would be the first to 
submit its proposals on it, the Greek Cypriot proposals should be given 
to the Turkish side first, through the United Nations Secretary-Gene- 
raPs Special Representative in Cyprus, Mr. Pérez de Cuéllar.

«In the circumstances, with a view to depriving the Turkish Cyp
riot side of any pi’etext for not submitting comprehensive and concrete 
proposals, I agreed th a t the Greek Cypriot side should be the first to 
submit its proposals within a period of six weeks.»

«I also took into consideration that, if I acted otherwise, a dead
lock would be created on a procedural m atter, which would prove det
rimental to the Greek Cypriot side, would allow the creation of new 
faits-accomplis by the Turkish side and would prevent the carrying out 
of talks on serious humanitarian issues.»

«As it was a confidential arrangement, I did not disclose it to 
anybody a t the time or later, and I accept full responsibility for the 
manner in which I handled the whole matter.»

The above statem ent is self-explanatory as it definitely clarifies 
the recent discussion on the nature of the accord arrived a t in Vienna. 
It also shows, unfortunately, the difficulties encountered by the Turkish 
Cypriot community in the intercommunal talks, revealing the incompre
hensible attitude of the representation of the Greek Cypriot side, their 
insistence in denying until the last moment the procedures to which 
they have completely agreed, their inadmissible tactics to twist the 
facts and their inability to come forward with a consistent, good-willed 
and reasonable approach to reach a solution.»

Text of letter 7 April 1976 from Mr. Nail ATALAY,
Acting Representative of the Turkish Federated Stated ol Cyprus
adressed to the Secretary - G eneral, S /1 2042.
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«One of the basic principles of the Turkish foreign policy is loyalty 
to international agreements which constitute the main source of inter
national law. It is only by adhering fully to this principle that relations 
among independent states can be maintained and developed in a peace
ful manner and that serious conflicts can be avoided. In domestic, as 
well as in international law this principle constitutes the basis of an 
orderly co-existence between individuals and between States. Failure 
in upholding this principle would upset the atmosphere of confidence 
among individuals and among States.

1 regret to say that the disregarding of this principle to which 
Turkey adheres in goodwill and with great sensitivity, has been the 
root cause of the Cyprus question. The main and only cause of the 
question of Cyprus are the attempts by Archbishop Makarios through 
unilateral decisions to put aside the international agreements establis
hing the independent Republic of Cyprus immediately after their conc
lusion and the violation of the said agreements by Greece which landed 
armed forces on the Island in 1964 and resorted to the use of force in 
1967 and 1974 for the purpose of annexing Cyprus to Greece.

Turkey has waited patiently but resolutely for those 12 years du
ring which illegal attempts by Archbishop Makarios and Greece were 
undertaken to reach the objectives prohibited by the international ag
reements pertaining to Cyprus. It has tried to find a solution to this 
problem not by relying on its military superiority, but through peace
ful means. This dignified restraint on the part of Turkey must have 
been incorrectly interpreted by the other side since an attempt was 
made to annex Cyprus by force. This is the reason why Turkey was 
compelled to intervene. The intervention by Turkey in accordance with 
the provisions of the Treaty of Guarantee was intended to achieve two 
objectives :

1) To protect the independence of the State of Cyprus, and

2) To protect the security of the Turkish Cypriot Community.

Text of statement by Mr. fhsan Sabri <JAiSLAYANGtL,
Minister of Foreign Affairs on April 2, 1976.
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Turkey does not have any other aim in Cyprus beyond these. Pea
ceful co-existence of the Turkish Cypriot and Greek Cypriot communi
ties is its main goal. We have signed the agreement, referred to as the 
Brussels Agreement, with my Gi’eek colleague on December 12, 1975 
with this objectiee in mind. The intercommunal talks which were resu
med in Vienna on February 17, 1976 had the same objective. I strongly 
believe that a political solution could be found to meet the interests of 
all the interestel parties and above all the interests of the two com
munities living on Cyprus by following the procedure agreed upon in 
Brussels and with the valuable and truly appreciated efforts of H.E. Dr. 
K urt Waldheim, Secretary-General of the United Nations. Time and 
again I have stated tha t the attainm ent of this goal is not solely de
pendent upon the will of the Turkish Community, nor upon the will 
of Turkey alone. The Greek Cypriot Community and Greece should also 
respond positively to this goodwiiled and peaceful approach by Turkey.

I would particularly like to emphasize th a t the propaganda attem pts 
of the other side to present Turkey as the intransigent party  in all 
Turco-Greek conflicts, including the question of Cyprus, will eventually 
be condemned by world public opinion in the light of the realities. The 
ones who are inflexible and intransigent are them, not us.

Tomorrow is the last day of the 6-week period given to the Greek 
side to present their proposals in writing on the question of Cyprus. 
Prom these proposals the world will a t last understand definitively 
whether the other side wants peace in Cyprus or not. The basic prin
ciples of the political solution we have advocated for Cyprus are being 
shared by a great m ajority of States. Cyprus will be a bi-i*egional, fede
rated, independent and non-aligned Republic with a central government 
having limited powers. Both of the two Communities will participate 
with equal rights in the administration of this Republic. Both the Tur
kish Cypriots and the Greek Cypriots will live freely in their country 
and their security of life and property will be safeguarded. Nobody has 
the right to deprive the two communities any longer of their most na
tural rights. The bloodshed and suffering on the Island of Cyprus for 
the past 20 years must come to an end. It is nobody's right to prolong 
the sufferings of a half-million men in order to satisfy the political am
bitions of certain politicians in Cyprus.

I wish to reiterate tha t the Turkish side is waiting for positive 
and reasonable proposals from the other side in response to the good
will it has shown, in  case this is not done, it will be clear where the 
burden of responsibility of prolonging the Cyprus question will rest 
with all its gravity.*
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«The Greek Cypriot side after having postponed for a long period, 
by unfounded excuses, the fulfillment of their undertaking under the 
Brussels and Vienna Agreements, to submit proposals about the Cyprus 
problem has again attempted to employ malicious tactics even during 
the delivery of the proposals yesterday to Mr. Rauf Denktag, Leader 
ol the Turkish Cypriot Community, through the special representative 
of the United Nations Secretary-General. This time, the Greek Cypriot 
side has tried to abuse the name of the United Nations Secretary-Gene- 
ral, II.E. Dr. Kurt Waldheim. The Greek Cypriot side, in the parag
raphs of their proposals relating to the territorial aspects of the Cyprus 
problem, has dared to falsely present Dr. Waldheim as having sugges
ted 20 % of the territory to the Turkish side and has this built its 
claims upon this false claim. Dr. Waldheim, having suspected the Greek 
Cypriot side’s intentions, last month, issued the following denial, through 
the United Nations Information Office in Athens :

«The United Nations Information Center in Athens has been aut
horized by the United Nations Headquarters in New York to clarify 
th a t reports from Nicosia referring to suggestions attributed to the 
United Nations Secretary-General Dr. Waldheim on the territorial issue 
during the fifth round of the intercommunal talks are completely wit
hout foundation.»

Furthermore, the United Nations Secretary-General has called upon 
the Greek Cypriot Administration and the Greek Government not to 
refer to him in their proposals. In spite of this, I have learned with 
regret and indignation that the Greek Cypriot side has not refrained 
from abusing the position of Dr. Waldheim for their own purposes in 
their proposals.

This latest incident indicates beyond any doubt that the Makarios 
Administration does not want a solution to the Cyprus problem. Under 
these circumstances, the Government of Greece which claims in all in-

Text ol sta tem ent by  Mr. Ihscm Sabri CAGLAYANGlL.
Minister of Foreign Affairs on April 9, 1976.
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ternational fora and bilateral talks tha t it wants a solution to the Cyprus 
problem bears great responsibility. In any case, taking into conside
ration the High Office of the Secretary-General of the United Nations, 
Greece should condemn before world public opinion, this irresponsible 
action against Dr. Waldheim. Otherwise, we shall be obliged to reach 
the conclusion th a t the Greek Government as well does not envisage 
a solution to this problem.

We, as the Turkish side, continue to believe tha t the intei'commu- 
nal talks being held within the framework of the Brussels Agreement 
is the only way for finding a solution to the Cyprus problem and con
tinue to wait to receive reasonable and realistic proposals from the 
Greek side about the territorial aspects of the Cyprus problem.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«It has come to my knowledge that on 16 February 1976 the Greek 
Cypriot Administration has submitted its instrument of accession to 
the Secretariat of IMCO, regarding the amendments which were adopted 
by the General Assembly of the Inter-governmental Maritime Consul
tative Organization during its Fifth Extraordinary Session in October,
1974.

It will be recalled tha t several times in the recent past the Tur
kish Cypriot Community has sent communications to IMCO as well as 
other international organizations, drawing the attention of these orga
nizations to the fact that the Greek Cypriot Administration does not 
possess the legal or moral right to represent the whole of Cyprus or 
act on behalf of it. As can be seen from the above-mentioned act of the 
Greek Cypriot Administration, however, this Administration is conti
nuing with its policy of usurping our Community’s right of represen
tation abroad and is repeatedly transcending its authority by trying to 
act as «the Government of Cyprus.»

It should be stressed here that such an entity as «the Government 
of Cyprus» has not existed since 1963; because in tha t very year one 
of the integral parts of this government - namely the Turkish Cypriot 
Community - was ousted from its position by force of arms, and the 
government was illegally usurped and monopolized by the Greek Cypriot 
Community. In the bi-national, bi-communal Republic of Cyprus, cons
titutional governmental authority can only be based on the will of both 
communities; and since this principle was violated by the Greek Cypriot 
Administration by their onslaught against the Turkish Cypriot Com
munity in December 1963, and more emphatically so by the coup d’etat 
of 15 July 1974, such authority has ceased to exist in Cyprus.

There exists in Cyprus two de facto communal administrations and 
this fact was recognized by the three Guarantor states - Turkey, Gree
ce, and the United Kingdom - by their declaration in Geneva on 30th

Text ol the letter by Mr. Häuf R. DENKTAJJ.
President oi the Turkish Federated State ol Cyprus,
dated 19th April, 1976, to the Secretary - General of IMCO.

533



July, 1974. Furthermore, Resolution 3212 of the U.N. General Assembly 
of 1st November, 1974, recognized the existence of two communities 
in Cyprus and stressed that the constitutional system of the Republic 
of Cyprus was the concern of both the Turkish and the Greek Commu
nities, which should be decided through negotiations on an equal footing.

In the circumstances, it is obvious that the Greek Cypriot Admi
nistration does not possess the legal or constitutional authority to act 
on behalf of the whole of Cyprus, and take decisions involving the whole 
of the island. The aforementioned document, therefore, which was sub
mitted to IMCO by the Greek Cypriot Administration, cannot be con
sidered as valid or binding on the Turkish Cypriot Community.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«During the last Council meeting I confined myself to a few re
marks about our basic position regarding the Council’s discussions. 
With your permission I should now like to explain in some detail the 
views of my Government on issues that have been raised.

At the outset, on behalf of my Government I should like to express 
gratitude to the Secretary-General and to his dedicated staff for their 
untiring efforts in connexion with the United Nations activities in 
Cyprus. Despite the enormous difficulties he has encountered, the Sec
retary-General has been able to maintain the negotiating process bet
ween the two communities. We are greatly indebted to him, and we 
should like to reiterate our admiration for his tenacious endeavours, 
his patience and his skilful diplomacy. Our deep appreciation also goes 
to the Special Representative of the Secretary-General, Ambassador 
Perez de Cuellar, whose contribution to the search for peace has already 
proved extremely constructive, to the Force commander, General Prem 
Chand, and to the Under-Secretaries lGeneral, Mr. Roberto Guyer and 
Mr. Brian Urquhart, for their efforts.

In my previous statement I reaffirmed my Government’s unequ
ivocal stand on the representation of Cyprus. The Greek-Cypriot rep
resentatives have no right whatsoever to speak on behalf of Cyprus.

In its moderation and dedication to the search for peace, the Tur
kish community has refrained from claiming external sovereignty for 
the administration it set up after the collapse of the constitutional or
der. It has also taken a commendable and constructive initiative in 
proposing a provisional joint government. But that proposal has fallen 
on deaf ears, and the Greek community has chosen to live with the 
myth tha t it represents the whole of Cyprus. It can continue to delude 
itself with that myth, but that cannot and will not change the reality.

It is high time for the leaders of the Greek-Cypriot community 
finally understand that their insistence on posturing as the represen-

Text ol the Statement m ade by Mr. liter TÜRKMEN,
Ambassador. Permanent Representative, a t the Security Council, on 14 fune 1976
S/PV. 1926.
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tatives of the Cyprus State can serve no purpose other than to increase 
the distrust and further accentuate the cleavages between the two 
communities. They will have to bear the full responsibility for the con
sequences which might ensue from th a t political aberration.

It became manifest last Friday tha t our approach to these mee
tings of the Council is radically different from that of the Greek side. 
Our position has been a simple one. We were convinced of the impera
tive need to avoid as far as possible acrimonious debates and an exc
hange of accusations, because such a course of action would be detri
mental to the prospects of reactivating the intercommunal talks initi
ated on a new basis in February. We wei-e hoping that, despite the dis
couraging sequence of events since the last meetings of the Council on 
the subject, in December, and despite the protracted and unproductive 
character of the intercommunal talks recently, the Council would best 
discharge its responsibility by promoting an atmosphere conducive to 
a resumption of the quest for a peaceful solution. We thought tha t the 
preservation of the negotiating process was mox*e impoi’tan t than any 
other consideration. We failed to see an alternative to dialogue.

The statements made by the Greek side have once more shown 
that we are far apart in our political perceptions and in our approach 
to the problem. Impervious to reality, inbued with an incredible and 
frightening fanaticism, inspired by a megalomaniac drive, full of dis
dain for the rights of people who are not of their creed and race, dep
rived of any sense of historical perspective, the Greek-Cypriot leadership 
is unable to overcome its yearning for its bygone monopoly of power, 
power it unscrupulously abused for so long to tyrannize and to oppress 
the Turkish community. I t  cannot, and, I am afraid, perhaps never will 
believe in the virtues of negotiation, compromise and harmonious co
existence.

In his statem ent the representative of the Greek Cypriots echoed 
the national feelings and aspirations of the Greek people. We appreciate 
those feelings and have no quarrel with those aspirations as long as 
they are legitimate and can be reconciled with the respective feelings 
and aspirations of the Turkish people. But it should be borne in mind 
tha t Cyprus is not a Greek island. It never has been. There exists a 
Turkish community which has lived there for centuries. The aspirati
ons and interests of the two peoples, the two national communities, can 
be reconciled only if they can succeed in living side by side on a basis 
of equality. If Greek feelings are hurt today, as is evidently the case, 
the Greeks should only blame their own leaders and the previous Greek
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Governments who for years stimulated their imagination with false 
hopes and impossible dreams.

The Greek-Cypriot representative has repeated the familiar accu
sations against Turkey. He spoke of aggression, invasion, military oc
cupation. There were, of course, no references throughout his speech to 
the tragic events which led to the lawful intervention of Turkey in ful
filment of its commitments under international treaties.

He made no mention of the background of the problem, which is 
the root cause of the situation we face today in the unfortunate island 
of Cyprus. I have therefore no other choice but to remind him and the 
Security Council of the basic developments which brought about the 
present state of affairs. I shall try to do so as briefly as possible.

The essence of the problem of Cyprus is basically a conflict bet
ween the Turkish and Greek communities on rules of coexistence as 
embodied in contitutional principles, and on the very future of Cyprus 
as a State.

The Constitution adopted in 1960, when Cyprus became indepen
dent, was based on the principle of equal partnership between the two 
communities. This was a structure reflecting the realities underlying 
the relations between the two national groups, a compromise arrange- 
ment which struck a balance between the divergent aspirations of the 
communities. But even then the dangers that lay ahead were obvious. 
The political struggle waged before 1960 by the Greek community aimed 
not a t independence but, rather, a t union with Greece. The Greek Cypriot 
leadership a t that tim e-which, incidentally, is still the leadership to
day - had also made clear its political ambition of dominating the Tur
kish community totally. It therefore became necessary to devise gu
arantees against attempts to violate the Constitution and terminate 
the independence of the island.

Notwithstanding those guarantees, the Republic of Cyprus barely 
survived three years; it collapsed in 1963. The reason for tha t tragic 
outcome was that the leadership of the Greek-Cypriot community con
sidered from the very beginning that independence was only a transi
tional stage, to be followed at the first opportunity by enosis. The loyalty 
of the Greek-Cypriot community was channelled not towards indepen
dence, not towards intercommunal partnership and co-operation, but 
towards racial hatred and enosis. The tampering with the Constitution 
which began very soon after the new State had come into being gradu
ally gained momentum and culminated in a massive and brutal onslaught
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against the Turkish community in 1963, compelling th a t community to 
live under constant deprivation, humiliation and relentless oppression
and tyranny for 11 years.

During th a t period which persisted for 11 years, 2,000 Turks were 
killed, wounded or maimed, and nearly 30,000 were ousted from their 
homes. Their constitutional and human rights were outrageously viola
ted. They were subjected to unthinkable cruelty and barbarism. They 
were discriminated against in every conceivable field. Tueir homes were 
looted and destroyed in a frenzy of hatred. The economic restrictions,
periodic blockades and prohibition to import the most basic commodities
condemned them to live in misery, in degrading, subhuman standards 
of life, and under the imminent th reat of starvation. It was again du
ring tha t time tha t Greece, in 1964, openly violated the independence 
of Cyprus and dispatched 20,000 troops to the island.

It should come as no surprise to the Greek-Cypriot leaders tha t 
the Turks of Cyprus, having had to endure such a tragic fate, opted 
as soon as they had the opportunity to do so to move massively to the 
Turkish area of the island. Practically no Turks remain in the area 
under Greek control. And yet Mr. Christoph ides, in his statem ent on 
Friday, had the audacity to associate the Turks of Cyprus with the 
accusations he has launched against Turkey, asserting tha t the Greeks 
and Turks alike are suffering as a result of the Turkish presence in 
the island. This was perhaps an attem pt to give a semblance of credi
bility to his claim to represent the whole of Cyprus, but it was patheti
cally unconvincing. It was, to use his own words,

«an offence against the integrity of hundreds of neutral observers 
and an uuconvincing attem pt to underestimate human intelligence». 
(1925th meeting, p. 12)

In 1964, the Greek-Cypriot leadership had successfully carried out 
its attem pt to crush the State structui*e and deprive the Turkish Cyp
riots of their fundamental rights. Greece had established a military 
supremacy on the island. True, enosis was not proclaimed and the fic
tion of an independe .t State of Cyprus was maintained. But Archbis
hop Makarios, while on the one hand posing as a champion of the inde
pendence of Cyprus, had not, on the other hand, shrunk from his long
term goal. Here is an extract from the interview he gave to the Creek 
newspaper Apoyevmatini on 8 September 1966:

«If I have any ambition, it is to link my name with the union of 
Cyprus with Greece, with the expansion of Greece’s boundaries up to
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the shores of North Africa, through the union of Cyprus. This is my 
only ambition, for the realization of which I shall continue to struggle 
till death».

In the same year, in an interview with the Washington Post he 
reiterated his dedication to the goal of enosis. He said :

«I want something higher than being a temporary President of 
Cyprus. My ambition is to connect my name with history as the archi
tect of enosis».

I know th a t the dual loyalty of Archbishop Makarios, to enosis 
and to independence, is puzzling. What is the explanation? I think that 
one previous Permanent Representative of Greece was correct when 
he said in the Security Council in the aftermath of the coup of 1974 
th a t Makarios believed that he could fool all the people all the time. 
Basically, of course, what moved Archbishop Makarios and still does 
is his undying ambition to extend his power beyond reach. He fervently 
desires enosis, but in conditions which would exalt his power and ego.

During the period to which 1 am referring, between 1963 and 1974, 
there was an attempt to negotiate a solution. Negotiations between the 
Turkish and Greek communities were initiated in 1968, following the 
serious crisis in 1967, when the forces of occupation of Greece had 
launched direct military attacks against Turkish villages all over the 
island. That recourse to the use of force in 1967 had provoked an uphe
aval which eventually compelled the Greek Government temporarily to 
alter its policy of enosis and to accept for the first time direct negoti
ations between the two communities.

These intercommunal negotiations lasted for six years; they were 
in vain. During all that time it never occurred to the Oreek-Cypriot 
leadership, negotiating then from a position of strength, that time was 
precious. It is because they face an equal negotiating party today, which 
is not ready to forgo its rights, that they have become so hysterically 
impatient and are trying to substitute rhetoric and international pres
sure for negotiations.

We all know how the previous negotiation process came abruptly 
to an end, with the coup carried out in July 1974 by the Greek military 
forces, with the avowed aim of achieving enosis. Archbishop Makarios 
has vividly described the true nature of that undertaking. This is what 
he said in the Security Council on 19 July 1974 :
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«The military regime of Greece has callously violated the indepen
dence of Cyprus. Without trace of respect for the democratic rights of 
the Cypriot people, without trace of respect for the independence and 
sovereignty of the Republic of Cyprus, the Greek junta has extended its 
dictatorship to Cyprus». (1780th meeting, p. 7)

In the same statement he pointed o u t :

«The coup did not come about under such circumstances as to be 
considered an internal m atter of the Greek Cypriots. I t is clearly an 
invasion from outside, in flagrant violation of the independence and 
sovereignty of the Republic of Cyprus». (Ibid., p. 13 -15)

He further stated :

«... The events in Cyprus do not constitute an internal m atter of 
the Greeks of Cyprus. The Turks of Cyprus are also affected. The 
coup of the Greek jun ta  is an invasion, and from its consequences the 
whole people of Cyprus suffers, both Greeks and Turks». (Ibid., p. 21)

Those words eloquently illustrate the justification for the inter
vention tha t Turkey was compelled to undertake. They constitute also, 
J. believe, the best reply to the representative of Greece, who, during 
his statem ent on Friday, regrettably, referred to a Turkish invasion. 
The only invasion tha t took place in July 1974 was the invasion from 
Greece. Turkey was forced to undertake a lawful intervention. The 
Turkish forces which are now in Cyprus are not forces of occupation. 
They have been sent there to stop the invasion by Greece, to remove 
the threat to the independence of Cyprus, to pave the way for a new 
constitutional order and to protect the Turkish community.

The Turkish Government has repeatedly stated th a t i t  has no poli
tical or territorial ambition and no strategic interest in Cyprus and tha t 
its foi’ces will be withdrawn as soon as a  settlement has been reached. 
It has already substantially reduced the numbers of military units on 
the island, but a total withdrawal before the two communities agree 
on a solution is unthinkable. The bloodshed th a t can occur between 
communities when they do not agree on principles by which they will 
coexist and co-operate has been tragically illustrated only recently in 
another country in the area. The experience in Cyprus would certainly 
be more dreadful.

I can reiterate, on behalf of my Government, tha t Turkey has no 
intention of retaining its forces there. Turkey has no intention of par
titioning the island. We do not intend a Turkish solution in the island.
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W hat we do want for the Turks of the island is that they should feel 
free from all the threats under which they have lived for so long. We 
want to rest assured tha t the island will become what It has never been - 
a truly independent island, a truly non-aligned island. This is a process 
which will materialize through negotiations; there is no other way. But 
negotiations will not start by attempts to return to the situation preva
iling before 14 July 1974, when there was no possibility of negotiation.

The Greek-Cypriot representative, seconded by the representative 
of Greece, made a series of allegations concerning the freedom of mo
vement of UNFICYP in the Turkish area, the Greek Cypriots living in 
the north, the so-called colonization policy of Turkey and the problem 
of refugees, missing persons and certain other aspects of the situation 
prevailing on the island. The representative of the Turkish-Cypriot 
community will, 1 hope, be provided again with an opportunity to exp 
lain his views on all those points. So far as 1 am concerned, it is not my 
intention to engage in an exchange of arguments with the Greek-Cypriot 
representative or with the representative of Greece. I should like, howe
ver, to shed some light on the issues raised.

On UNGICYP’s freedom of movement, the Council is aware that 
discussions are under way between the representatives of the Secre
tary-General and the Turkish-Cypriot community with a view to arri
ving a t an agreement on the stationing, deployment and functioning 
of UNFICYP in the Turkish area. It is our hope that if the mandate 
can be renewed it will be possible to conclude that agreement rapidly 
and to remove the difficulties that may exist owing to a lack of clear 
guidelines. I am glad that the Secretary-General shares this opinion, 
as he makes clear in paragraph 66 of his report :

«In this connexion, I should mention that the discussions between 
Mr. Rauf Denktash and my Special Representative concerning the sta
tioning, deplyoment and functioning of UNFICYP in the north in ac
cordance with the procès-verbal of 13 December 1975 are making prog
ress. I t is my hope that once these discussions are completed UNFICYP’s 
functioning in the north may be improved.» (S/12093, para. 66)

The allegation that the Turkish-Cypriot authorities are expelling 
the Greek Cypriots from the northern region of Cyprus of Cyprus is 
totally unfounded. The Greek Cypriots who are emigrating from the 
north to the south are doing so in accordance with the criteria agreed 
upon between the representatives of the two communities during the 
third round of the Vienna talks, held between 31 July and 2 August
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1975. Indeed, the third paragraph of the press communiqué on those 
talks reads as follows :

«The Greek Cypriots at present in the north who, at their own 
request and without having been subjected to any kind of pressure, 
wish to move south will be permitted to do so.»

Since then the  Turkish-Cypriot authorities have been faithful to 
tha t agreement. Nobody has been expelled, but written applications 
which the Greek Cypriots have submitted to the Turkish authorities, 
either directly or through UNFICYP, have been accepted. The Turkish 
community has consistently taken the position that it considers it inhu
man to compel the Gi-eek Cypriots who wish to go south to remain in 
the north. This is, of course, in contradiction with the political tradition 
of the Greek-Cypriot leaders who, for so long, prevented the Turkish 
Cypriots from moving to Turkish areas in order to retain them as hos
tages and as a means of pressure against the Turkish community.

The Turkish-Cypriot authorities have in their possession documents 
and topes which bear witness to the voluntary nature of the movement 
to the south.

Tt is true th a t recently there has been an accelerated tendency 
among the Greek Cypriots living in th enorth to move south, but that 
is not due to any pressure from the Turkish-Cypriot authorities. The 
Turkish-Cypriot community would gain no political leverage from such 
immigration. The accelerated movement to the south is, rather, due to 
the fact th a t the forced resignation of Mr. Glafcos Clerides and the 
statements of the extremist Greek-Cypriot leaders advocating a prot
racted struggle have led the Greeks living in northern Cyprus to become 
disillusioned as to the outcome of the intercommunal talks. But the 
Greek Cypriots, once having moved to the south on purely voluntary 
grounds, se fit to claim that they were expelled from the Turkish zone. 
They do that to avoid allegations of treason and deprivation of access 
to the Greek-Cypriot Refugee Fund.

In order to find a solution to this problem in a way th a t would sa
feguard the legitimate rights of the Greek Cypriots living in the north 
ar^d prevent misunderstanding and tension between the two communi
ties, the Turkish-Cypriot negotiator made a proposal to his counterpart 

the meeting on 27 May 1976, held in Nicosia. The Turkish-Cypriot 
representative asked the Greek-Cypriot leadership to pledge publicly 
not to accuse those Greek Cypriots voluntarily moving south of treason 
and not to deny them access to the refugee fund. Subject to the appro-
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val of that suggestion, he proposed that the Greek Cypriots wishing to 
move south indicate their desire in the presence of the International 
Red Cross. The Greek-Cypriot representative, however, declined to ac
cept tha t proposal.

We have had extensive consultations with President Denktash on 
this issue. He has taken it upon himself to investigate any allegation 
of pressure and he is studying various formulas which wuold permit 
the applications to be screened by impartial authorities and thus dispel 
misgivings expressed in this respect.

The assertion that there is a massive immigration of Turkish nati
onals from Turkey to Cyprus with the purpose of changing the demog
raphic character of the island in order to allow Turkey to annex or to 
partition the island is contrary to actual facts. The Turkish Govern
ment is not following a policy of annexation or partition. The Turkish 
Government has repeatedly stated its attachment to the principle of 
independence, territorial integrity and sovereignty of the island, and 
to a peaceful settlement of the problem through intercommunal talks.

As far as the Turkish community is concerned, it is also in no 
need of an infusion of population to assert its rightful and equitable 
share of territory under a federal solution.

But quite apart from these considerations, it should also be borne 
in mind that the economic situation in the north is not conducive to 
massive immigration. There are already in the north 60,000 immigrants 
who came from the south of the island and who should be settled. There 
is no more room for further immigration under the present economic 
conditions.

What is taking place is that skilled technicians and workers are 
being imported from Turkey on a temporary basis to meet the imme
diate needs of the economy. There is no question of those people acqu
iring Cyprîot' Citizenship or taking up permanent residence in the island.

The largest number of people who have ' "me to Cyprus since 
August 1974 is made up of Turkish-Cypriots v • > had emigrated to 
Turkey, Great Britain and other Commonwealth countries over the 
past years under political, administrative, social and economic pressu
res from the Greek-Cypriot Administration >.nd are now being given 
the opportunity to return to their homeland and lead a normal life, un
der conditions of security, in accordance with the Constitution and the 
relevant citizenship laws of the Republic of Cyprus.
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It should also be noted th a t there is a great number of Turks of 
Cypriot origin in Turkey alone who are entitled to come and settle in 
Cyprus under annex «D» of the Treaty of Establishment signed in 1960.

I should like now to take up the question of refugees.

As has been repeatedly stressed by the representative of the Tur
kish community during the previous discussions in the Council, the qu
estion of refugees is not new to Cyprus. The Turkish community has 
suffered from a refugee problem for the past two decades.

In 1963, as a result of the Greek-Cypriot attacks and oppression,
26,000 Turkish Cypriots were uprooted, some of them for the  second 
time, because they had already been uprooted back in 1957. In 1974, 
more than one half of the Turkish Cypriot community, some 60,000 
people, were uprooted from the south and had to flee to the north for 
safety.

We do not know the number of Greek Cypriots who chose to go 
to the south during the military operations in 1974. The figures cited 
by the Greek Cypriots vary greatly. As this issue is exploited for pro
paganda purposes, we have even heard a figure as high as 200,000, 
which is certainly grossly inflated. The Greek-Cypriot Attorney Gene
ral, in his book entitled The Legal Aspects of the Problem of Refugees 
in Cyprus, asserts th a t there cannot possibly be more than 120,000 
refugees in Cyprus.

That the Greek-Cypriot side is blowing up the extent of the refu
gee problem out of all proportion is becoming more and more evident. 
In an article which appeared in the Chicago Daily News on 27 January 
1976, Mr. Bruce Love wrote the following :

Hardly a week goes by without a visit by representatives of 
Congress and various charitable organizations. They are dutifully shown 
the 14,000 'tent refugees’. They interview the same heart-breaking ca
ses. Needless to say they are not told tha t the refugees could be housed 
in some of the solid houses vacated by British troops or in pre-fabrica- 
ted housing so easy to import. The blunt fact is that Makarios wants 
at least some refugees under tents. As it is, the authorities have a hard 
time keeping the 14,000 from defecting’ to more comfortable shelter.»

Nobody denies tha t the refugee problem is an important one. But 
the solution will have to take into account all the elements of the prob
lem, not exclusively the issue of Greek refugees. The Turkish-Cypriot 
community has 86,000 refugees, some of them still in the process of
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being rehabilitated. An equal number of Greek Cypriots has been re
settled in Turkish houses and on Turkish properties in the south.

On the other hand, the scope of the problem has undergone a great 
change, Since last year an agreement has been reached in the intercom
munal talks on a voluntary exchange of population. As a result of this 
agreement, all the Turkish Cypriots who were living in the south of 
the island under the jurisdiction of the Greek-Cypriot administration 
have moved to the north ¡11 the area under the jurisdiction of the Tur- 
kish-Cypriot administration.

The solution of the remaining aspects of the problem is therefore 
intimately linked to the over-all settlement of the Cyprus issue.

As regards the question of missing persons, the Turkish side-and 
I mean the Government of Turkey and the Turkish-Cypriot community- 
has repeatedly stated that 110 missing Greek Cypriots are in the hands 
of the Turkish authorities. This fact has also been verified by the 
International Red Cross which formally informed President Denktash 
and Mr. derides of its findings. The Greek side, however, continues the 
attem pts to exploit humanitarian feelings by blaming the Turkish side 
for its losses suffered during the coup of 15 July engineered from Gree
ce. It should be recalled tha t the international press had reported at the 
time tha t the death toll of the supporters of Makarios was «at least 
2,000». In his statement to the Council in 1974, Archbishop Makai’ios 
himself spoke of «a real blood-bath» during the Greek coup and stressed 
that the organizers of the coup had killed thousands of his supporters. 
Perhaps the conclusion of the trial of Sampson, that is if it is ever 
concluded, will throw more light on this issue.

Having commented on the issues raised by the Greek side, I wish 
to rëiteratë to the Council that the Turkish Government is ready to 
encourage more frequent and fruitful meetings between the represen
tatives of the two communities on humanitarian questions. Mr. Christop- 
hides and Ambassador Papoulias had a great deal to say on the non- 
implementation of United Nations resolutions 011 Cyprus by Turkey. I 
do not accept that charge. If studied carefully it will be seen that the 
substance of all resolutions boils down to urging the solution of the 
problem through intercommunal talks, notwithstanding certain provi
sions which Turkey found impossible to accept.

I should like now to make a few observations regarding the part 
of the report of the Secretary-General dealing with the negotiating 
process. This indeed is the crucial aspect on which we should focus our
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attention for the settlement of all issues related to Cyprus demands on 
the outcome of the intercommunal talks.

The section of the report of the Secretary-General covering the 
intercommunal talks retraces the difficult path of bringing together 
the negotiators and maintaining the momentum of the talks. The Greek 
side has given a biased interpretation of this section and has twisted 
the facts beyond recognition. T would like therefore to recally briefly 
what has happened since the last meeting of the Council on Cyprus in 
December.

As we all remember, when the Council met six months ago to 
consider the extension of the mandate of UNFICYP for yet another 
period of six months, the negotiations between the two communities 
under the personal auspices of the Secretary-General were stalled and 
the political situation had deteriorated after the acrimonious General 
Assembly debate and resolution on Cyprus. One of the negotiating 
parties, the Turkish-Cypriot community, had rejected resolution 3395 
(XXX) for the reasons explained in detail to this Council by its rep
resentative. Mr. Çelik, last December. Hence, a new basis for the re
sumption of intercommunal talks had to be found; a new procedure 
had to be agreed upon between the negotiating parties.

To such an end, the Foreign Ministers of Turkey and Greece ag
reed upon a new basis for the resumption of the intercommunal talks 
last December in Brussels and advised their respective national com
munities in the island to adopt it. The Brussels Agreement envisaged 
the resumption of intercommunal talks without preconditions and with 
a view to arriving a t a package-deal agreement on the outstanding as
pects of the Cyprus conflict - namely, on territory, federation and po
wers of the central Government - to be negotiated with no priority
attached to any particular aspect. The Brussels Agreement further
foresaw the establishment of two committees, one dealing with terri
torial questions and the other with constitutional matters, a t a certain 
stage of the negotiating process-

This was a practical compromise in the form of simultaneous nego
tiations on the political demands of the Turkish-Cypriot Community, 
on the one hand, and the territorial demands of the Greek-Cypriot Com
munity, on the other, with a view to reaching an ever-all settlement.

A fter exhaustive consultations with the parties concerned, the 
Secretary-General appealed to the two Communities to resume the talks 
with no preconditions, in conformity with the Brussels Agreement.
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The Turkish-Cypriot community responded favorably to that appeal on
2 February and expressed its readiness to engage in meaningful nego
tiations.

I he new negotiating process based on the Brussels Agreement, 
and initiated through the efforts of the Secretary-General, was a com
mendable step, for it could have generated a shared quest for peace. 
^ et, the road leading to Vienna was marked by difficulties from the 
very beginning; for one of the negotiating parties, the Greek-Cypriot 
community, was torn by internal dissent and disunity. Archbishop 
Makarios, as usual, wanted to play all his cards a t the same time and 
was quite reluctant to engage in meaningful negotiations. The result 
was that, even before the Vienna meeting, the Greek Cypriot negotiator 
for the last eight years, Mr. Glafcos Clerides, resigned and later with
drew his resignation, reflecting the increasing turmoil within the Greek 
Cypriot leadership. Later Mr. Clerides had to go to the fifth round of 
talks in Vienna accompanied by a Greek-Cypriot delegation composed 
of members representing the divergent factions among the Greek 
Cypriots.

When finally the Vienna talks got under way the Greek Cypriots 
failed to make any concrete proposals throughout four days of negoti
ations. The Turkish-Cypriot negotiator, Mr. Denktash, on the other 
ha ul, explained in detail the views of his side on all aspects of the 
question of Cyprus, as envisaged in the Brussels Agreement. At the 
end, a procedure was agreed upon whereby the Greek-Cypriot side would 
forward its proposals within six weeks and the Turkish-Cypriot side 
would make its counter-proposals within 10 days after the Greek-Cypriot 
proposals were received. Agreeing to such a time-table, Mr. Denktash 
hoped that the Greek side would overcome its internal differences and 
be able to formulate a comprehensive negotiating position. Yet, such 
hopes did not materialize. Unable to settle its domestic divergencies as 
to what to propose, the Greek-Cypriot leadership seem to have agreed 
on one thing: to misuse the name of the Secretary-General and his mis
sion of good offices. In utter disregard for the delicate role of the Sec
retary-General, the Greek Cypriots deemed it convenient to present - or, 
rather, misrepresent - their proposal as if it were suggested or endor
sed by the Secretary-General. It was only long after the Secretary- 
General had repeatedly repudiated such an allegation that the Greek- 
Cypriot Side finally retracted somewhat its unfounded claim.

When the negotiators returned to Nicosia after the fifth round 
in the Vienna talks, the Turkish-Cypriot representative waited in vain
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for the Greek-Cypriot negotiator to forward his proposals as agreed 
in Vienna. No proposals were forthcoming, and pandemonium erupted 
in which the Greek-Cypriot side denied a t firs t the procedure agreed 
upon in Vienna, and thereafter came up with the incredible assertion 
tha t Mr. Clerides had not communicated the Vienna agreement to his 
supreme leader. Mr. Clerides was sacrificed at the altar of truth. The 
last voice of moderation and reason was thus drowned by the opponents 
of a negotiated settlement.

That the fanatical winds were blowing strong was borne out by 
the choice of the new Greek Cypriot negotiator. The person chosen, 
Mr. Papadopoulos, had been an EOKA partisan who made no qualms 
about his political aspirations. Here is an extract from a statement 
Mr. Papadopoulos made in Morfou on 27 October 1967 :

«Our national tradition and ancestral endowment have precharted 
the course of our evolution in history, and no power, no pressure, no 
threats, no intervention, no sacrifice, no time considerations can divert 
the course of history from its natural evolution, which leads to freedom 
and union with Greece.... It is high time Cypriots and others made it 
their conviction tha t union of Cyprus with Greece is an historical ne
cessity.... There can be no freedom for Cyprus outside the boundaries 
of Greece.»

Despite the justified misgivings th a t such a choice of negotiator 
created, despite the disturbing turn of events, despite the legitimate 
distrust and concern tha t this has caused in the Turkish community, 
the Government of Turkey has persistently urged meaningful negoti
ations. The Turkish community, notwithstanding its serious apprehen
sion tha t fanatics of Greek nationalism have gained the upper hand 
within the Greek-Cypriot leadership, has accepted the continuation of 
intercommunal talks and appointed a new negotiator. But this time the 
Turkish community quite rightly insisted on serious negotiations. The 
previous talks had degenerated into a profitless propaganda exercise 
and procedural wrangle. In order to avoid a repetition of this unfortu
nate pattern, the Turkish side proposed tha t the territorial problem 
be discussed confidentially.

W hat has been the response to this constructive suggestion? A 
new barrage of accusations and propaganda in the form of a letter by 
the Greek-Cypriot negotiator to the representative of the Secretary-Ge
neral, as echoed and amplified by the Greek side last Friday.
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\\  s hope, nevertheless, that this will not be the last word and that 
the Secretary-General will be able to bring the two negotiators once 
more to the negotiating table. Despite the totally negative content of 
his statement, we noted that Mr. Christophides has said that his side :

«Continues to regal’d the intercommunal talks as the best means 
for the achievement of a peaceful and lasting solution to the Cyprus 
problem». (1925th meeting, p. 22)

If we can single out this statement from the rest of the rhetoric 
surrounding it, we are ready to consider it as a positive approach. Am
bassador Papoulias has also said that his Government lends its full 
support to the Secretary-General’s mission and will continue to do so 
in the future. We fully share the view that the talks should be meaning
ful and productive. I can assure the Council that the Turkish Govern
ment is more than willing to exert all its influence with a view to assis
ting the parties to arrive at a peaceful settlement. We trust tha t the 
Secretary-General will be able to reactivate the negotiating process wit
hin the framework which was laid down before and during the fifth 
round of talks a t Vienna.

I should like to make a final remark. Mr. Christophides has asser
ted tha t the Turkish Government is in a position of dominance and 
retains the main responsibility in the intercommunal talks and tha t it 
should therefore be blamed for the lack of progress. Leaving aside the 
question that he proceeds from the self-righteous assumption tha t all 
Greek proposals are constructive and just, and all Turkish proposals 
unjust and unacceptable, it should be pointed out tha t his conception of 
the position and role of Turkey in the intercommunal negotiations is 
totally erroneous. Turkey has no interest in Cyprus beyond the inde
pendence of the island, its non-involvement in any strategic arrange
ment or power politics, and the well-being and security of the Turkish 
community. Therefore, any solution acceptable to the Turkish-Cypriot 
community will unquestionably be acceptable to 'I urkey as well.*
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«1 should like to reply to Ambassador Papoulias, the representa
tive of Greece. He is, of course, in a very comfortable position. There 
is a Greek Government which undertakes an invasion of Cyprus, thus 
creating' a  stir in the whole region of the Mediterranean; the peace of 
the world is endangered. And then th a t Government crumbles, and all 
the responsibilities of Greece are washed away.

There is no such thing in international relations. All Governments 
are responsible for the acts of the preceding Governments.

Secondly, he said tha t the Treaty of Guarantee stipulates tha t any 
intervention should be for the sole purpose of restoring the status quo 
ante. I do not quarrel with tha t assertion. The Turkish forces went to 
Cyprus for the purpose of trying to restore the status quo ante, but 
tha t was impossible precisely because of the de facto situation on the 
island. They have therefore tried by their presence to pave the way 
to a new constitutional order, and the two communities are now in the 
process of negotiating it.

Ambassador Papoulias also made some reference to the Brussels 
Agreement. I note th a t whenever we mention th a t Agreement he beco
mes very legalistic, and he now objects to the use of the words «basis 
of an agreement.» Perhaps it was wrong to use those words. It was the 
framework or the procedural basis, but what the Agreement says is in 
the papers, and we do not claim that agreement has to be interpreted 
differently.

As to what the representative of the Greek-Cypriot community 
has said - that the ratio of land ownership mentioned by the represen
tative of the Turkish community was not right, th a t it is not 32 per 
cent but 12 per cent - 1 cannot argue with him on th a t; I am sure that 
the representative of the Turkish community, if he is given an oppor
tunity, will straighten out this matter.

Text ol the  S tatem ent m ade in  R ight of rep ly  b y  Mr. tite r  TORKMTN,
A m bassador, Perm anent R epresen tative, a t  the Security  Council, on 14 June 1976
S/PV . 1926.
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He accused Turkey of undermining the intercommunal talks. I think 
that is a very unjust accusation. After all, who took the initiative in 
Brussels to work out a new framework for agreements? We have always 
been in constant contact and consultation with the Secretary-General 
in every phase, and each time we have tried to prevent a break-down 
in the talks. We have stated here that the only thing we wish to do is 
to encourage the talks, and that is our position.

The representative of the Greek-Cypriot community has also said 
tha t the figure tha t I quoted or that the Turkish representative of the 
community quoted was wrong, and that in his report the Secretary- 
General himself said th a t the total number of refugees is 184,000. But 
I think he omitted to mention tha t the report says tha t Government 
statistics show th a t the number is 184,000. I t  does not affirm it on its 
own authority; it affairms it on the authority of the Greek-Cypriot 
statistics.

I do not think I should give an answer to the last point raised by 
the representative of the Greek-Cypriot community. The Council’s in
volvement, the Council’s political concept regarding the Cyprus ques
tion is there. It is in the resolutions. Our position is clear, and it is not 
only our position but also the position of many other representatives 
in the Council. So I think it would be utterly unnecessary to enter into 
any exchange of argument with him on this subject.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«Mr. Pi-esident, I should like to thank you and, through you, each 
ana every member of the Council for giving me the opportunity to speak 
for a second time. I have asked to speak in order to address myself to 
the statement of Mr. Christophides, the Greek-Cypriot representative, 
and to comment on some of the points raised by him and some of the 
other speakers.

The Turkish side has always been criticized and blamed by the 
Greek side for prolonging the Cyprus problem and not doing its best 
to find a just and peaceful solution. We deny that. We sincerely believe 
tha t we have done and are doing our best to find a just solution to the 
problem on a realistic basis. It is our view tha t it is the approach of 
Makarios, his beliefs and his treatm ent of the problem, th a t prolong 
the situation and cause it do drag on.

I will now briefly describe some of Makarios’ approaches and his 
treatm ent of the problem.

F irst of all, Makarios has for the last 13 years refused to sign any 
agreement which might close the door to enosis. As late as May 1975, 
through his public information office, he declared :

«If the talks continue the mistaken impression will be formed 
th a t the Cyprus problem is merely a dispute between the two commu
nities and the problem will shift from its international basis, shrinking 
to the dimensions of an internal problem of the island.»

However, before the Turkish peace operation caused by the Samp
son coup, the same Makarios was saying tha t the problem of Cyprus 
was an internal m atter to be settled between the two communities in 
Cyprus.

The insistence of the Greek-Cypriot leadership on a solution ba
sed on their unfounded and uncompromising assumption tha t the whole 
island belonged to them is summed up in these words :

Text of the  statem ent m ade by  Mr. N all ATALAY.
R epresen tative of the a t the Security  C ouncil on Turkish C yprio t Comm unity,
14 June 1976 S /PV . 1926
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«The Greek-Cypriot people will plan a  struggle on a long-term 
basis and will continue to resist and struggle until they regain the in
dependence and territorial integrity of their island.»

That reflects how fa r away they are from a realistic appraisal of 
the new situation.

It is this approach to the problem, it is this belief th a t the «Greek- 
Cypriot people» - a projection of the Greek nation on the island - own 
the independence and territorial integrity of Cyprus which lies a t the 
root of the Cyprus crisis.

If the Greek-Cypriot leaders believe th a t Cyprus is the property 
of the Greek Cypriots to the exclusion of the Turkish Cypriots - a pro
jection of the mainland Turkish nation on the same island - naturally 
the idea of continuing negotiations with the Turkish Cypriots is me
aningless and even harmful to their cause.

I t is because of that belief tha t they continue to give a  distorted, 
onesided picture of the events in Cyprus. It is because of tha t false 
and harmful belief tha t binational Cyprus is Greek, and therefore rightly 
entitled to destroy itself in order to unite with Greece, which caused 
the Cyprus problem in the past and eventually prevented its  speedy 
solution.

I am addressing the Council for and on behalf of the Turkish- 
Cypriot community, which is one of the co-founder communities of 
the binational independence of Cyprus. I am speaking on behalf of a 
community which alone has been defending the independence and sove
reignty of Cyprus a t great cost of life and property for 13 years against 
attempts by the Greek-Cypriot leadership headed by Makarios to helle- 
nize the island by uniting it with Greece, thus dissolving the indepen
dent Republic of Cyprus.

In the light of the foregoing, I submit, with due respect, tha t the 
Security Council should consider adopting a policy which will discourage 
Makarios from prolonging the problem a t the risk of destroying all 
chances of meaningful negotiation; and, instead, will encourage the 
speedy resumption of the intercommunal negotiations with a view to 
finding a just solution, taking into account the realities of the Cyprus 
problem.

As to the allegations tha t the independence and territorial integ
rity  of the Cyprus Republic have been violated by the Turkish army, 
I should like to say that the contrary is true. Any criticism of the stay
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of the Turkish forces in Cyprus, any call for their withdrawal directly 
affects the security of the Turkish Cypriots in Cyprus. Those who in
dulge in such criticism and ask for the withdrawal of the Turkish forces 
from Cyprus are under the impression th a t this would contribute to 
peace and normalize the situation on the island. F ar from it. I shall 
reiterate, in a nutshell, the facts which culminated in the intervention 
of Turkey as a guarantor Power in Cyprus - an intervention which could 
not have been delayed for another 24 hours. Had Turkey not acted in 
time, the independence of Cyprus would have been destroyed and all of 
the Turkish Cypriots would have been massacred.

I should like to remind representatives tha t the Turkish forces had 
to intervene in Cyprus a t the eleventh hour in order to stop Greece 
from completing its annexation programme, which had been going on 
for 12 years with the full connivance of Makarios until the coup. The 
evidence tha t came to light of the total massacre of the inhabitants of 
Turkish-Cypriot villages by the Greeks and the confession by Makarios 
th a t the total destruction of the Turkish commuuity had also been 
planned - the «Akritas Plan» - is a clear indication of what ti'agedies 
the Turkish intervention prevented in Cyprus. To call this legitimate 
and overdue intervention «an invasion» or «an occupation» is a gross 
misrepresentation indicating a total lack of understanding of the Cyprus 
problem. In short, Turkey’s intervention was not an invasion of Cyprus; 
it was, on the contrary, a peace operation which saved the Turkish 
Cypriots from annihilation, as well as saving the independence of the 
Cyprus Republic and effectively closing the door to enosis. Previously, 
the bar to enosis was simply a  written undertaking not to pursue it, 
an undertaking which Makarios ignored with great contempt, as was 
so clearly revealed in the «Akritas Plan», which came to light through 
captured documents a fter the firs t murderous onslaught against the 
Turkish Cypriots in December 1963, a few days before Christmas - a 
holy time when peace on earth is preached.

During the Sampson coup of 15 July 1974, in collaboration with 
the Greek junta, some 3,000 Greek Cypriots were killed. Had Turkey 
not acted in time, God knows how many more would have been killed. 
Three thousand were already behind bars, but within a short time they 
were all pardoned in order to fight the common enemy, the Turk. If 
Turkey had not acted, within a week union of Cyprus with Greece would 
have been declared. If we had objected - as we naturally would have 
done - the world would have been told th a t the Turkish Cypriots had 
rebelled against the State, and we would have been mercilessly mas- 
saci'ed.
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The call for the withdrawal of Turkish troops before a  filial sett
lement is reached is unrealistic. We, as the Turkish partners of the 
independent Republic of Cyprus, declare th a t until a ju s t and lasting 
peace is reached the maintenance of the Turkish forces in Cyprus is 
essential for the security and protection of the Turkish-Cypriot com
munity, and for the independence of the Republic.

For 12 years, from 1963, no mention had been made here of poli
tical, social, religious, administrative and economic discrimination and 
suppression. No mention had been made here of a  refugee problem. 
Why? Because there was a different foot in the shoe. Because then 
the sufferers were the Turkish Cypriots. In the same way, for so many 
years there had been no mention of a foreign military presence on the 
island, because the occupying forces were Greek mainland forces.

With your permission, Mr. President, I should like to comment on 
those charges very briefly.

One of the humanitarian issues which has been the target of Greek 
exploitation is the refugee problem. Highly inconsistent figures have 
been put out by the Greek-Cypriot administration and news media re
garding the number of Greek displaced persons, figures ranging from
56,000 - as appeared in the Greek-Cypriot press on 14 October 1975 - to 
the grossly exaggerated figure of 200,000. Although it is difficult to 
determine the exact number of Greek-Cypriot displaced persons, a cen
sus of evacuated Greek-Cypriot villages and homes shows that the fi
gure is around 90,000.

I am not trying to underestimate the humanitarian problem in 
Cyprus. Nor is the refugee problem new to us. We have been living 
with the refugee problem since 1963. Twenty-five thousand Turkish 
Cypriots who were displaced by force of arms - as confirmed by the 
Secretary-General’s reports - were not allowed to return to their homes 
and for 1.2 years were committed to a refugee life on their own lands, 
under most unhygienic and unbearable conditions. Another 65,000 Tur
kish Cypriots fled from the south to the north in fear of their lives 
after the coup of 1974 and the events tha t followed it, thus bringing 
the total nlmber of Turkish displaced persons up to about 90,000.

It is true tha t these people have since last year been resettled and 
rehabilitated in the north in houses and on land abandoned by Greek 
Cypriots. I t  is equally true tha t almost an equal number of Greek- 
Cypriots have been similarly resettled and rehabilitated in the south, 
in Turkish-owned houses and property. This process of regrouping has
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been facilitated by the agreement reached a t the third round of talks 
held in Vienna, from 31 July to 2 August 1975, as a result of which a 
voluntary exchange of populations between the north and the south 
has actually taken place, thus paving the way for a bizonal settlement.

As far as the Turkish side is concerned, therefore, we cannot but 
regard the refugee problem, in its intercommunal context, as having 
been settled once and for all.

Another issue which is grossly exaggerated and harshly exploited 
by the Greek-Cypriot side is the question of the so-called missing per
sons in Cyprus.

The question of missing persons was the subject of numerous 
discussions between Mr. Rauf Denktash and Mr. Glafcos Clerides, both 
locally and during the intercommunal talks in Vienna. During these 
discussions Mr. Denktash made it clear to Mr. Clerides th a t there were 
no missing persons and/or civilian detainees in the hands of the Tur
kish side. We also made a similar statem ent to th a t effect during our 
speech before the Security Council oil 16 June 1975.

It has also been suggested to the Greek side, with ample justifi
cation, th a t instead of looking for their missing in the Turkish region, 
they should hold Nicos Sampson responsible for the task of accounting 
for them - for it was Nicos Sampson who led the coup of July 1974, in 
collaboration with the Greek National Guard, the Greek mainland offi
cers and EOKA B. Greek casualties during the coup were estimated to 
be as high as 3,000 by the Greek-Cypriot press itself.

Greek-Cypriot accusations of the Turks on the question of missing 
persons, while the leaders of the coup are still freely roaming about in 
the streets of Nicosia, are no more than an attem pt to find a scapegoat 
for the Greek Cypriots’ own crimes.

We have repeatedly stated tha t we have no detainees - political, 
military or other. The Greek-Cypriot leadership knows full well that 
there are no detainees or so-called missing persons in the hands of the 
Turkish authorities. None the less, they continue to exploit the issue 
for two reasons: First, they are trying to discredit the Turkish side 
by claiming it has violated the Geneva Convention. Secondly, by direc
ting these unfounded allegations against the Turkish side, they are 
trying to save face a t home; save face by hiding their incompetence to 
deal with terrorism, incompetence to deal with violence, incompetence 
to deal with their private armies, incompetence to deal with murderous
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underground organizations, incompetence to deal with those who car
ried out the coup and caused so much bloodshed and loss of life in 
Cyprus.

The Minister of the Interior of the Greek-Cypriot administration, 
Mr. Benjamin, at a press conference in Nicosia on 22 December 1975, 
admitted :

«It is a  fact that large quantities of weapons are still in the pos
session of illegal elements.»

«This flagrant example of lawlessness, this apathy, is also mani
fested in the following questions levelled a t the Greek-Cypriot admi
nistration by the chief editor of Haravgi, the organ of the arch-com- 
munist party of Cyprus, Mr. Costas Partassides :

«1. Since the coup leaders and murderers are roaming the streets 
freely and. moreover, are still holding their previous posts, what kind 
of democratic order has been established in the island?

2. Since we have not yet divorced our responsibility as a State 
from the heinous crimes committed by fascism against Turkish-Cypriot 
women and children and thousands of democratic elements within the 
Greek community, what sort of a  democracy do we have?

3. Since lawlessness is formally accepted and the State lives in 
harmony with armed terrorists, what kind of justice do we have?

4. Does a policy of such co-existence between the State and law
lessness ensure the unity and the solidarity of people ?

5. Since the coup President’ and his ministers can still act and 
behave in Cyprus as they did during the coup days, has anyone pon
dered what foreigners must be thinking of us?»

That is from a speech delivered a t the Nicosia Club on 21 Novem
ber 1975.

In connexion with the accusations regarding colonization, I should 
like to quote our answer from document S/11859 of 24 October 1975 :

«The allegation tha t there is a massive immigration of Turkish 
nationals from Turkey to Cyprus with the purpose of changing the 
demographic character of the island within a  pre-planned partition pro
ject, is not only completely contrary to the tru th  but also a distortion 
of the actual facts. All tha t is taking place is that skilled technicians 
and workers are being imported from Turkey on a temporary basis as
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guest workers’ to meet the immediate needs of the economy and imp
rove the economic lot of the Turkish Cypriots who had suffered untold 
discrimination and exploitation for the last 12 years a t the hands of 
the Greek administration. It will be recalled tha t all Turkish villages 
in the north as well as in the south had been overrun and devastated 
by Greek armed elements between the first and second Turkish peace 
operation in 1974 and all economic activity in the north halted.

«In order to meet the labour shortage tha t exists in industry, 
agriculture and tourism and reactivate the economy, therefore, skilled 
labour is being imported from Turkey on a seasonal basis, but there is 
no question of these people acquiring Cypriot citizenship or taking 
up permanent residence in the island.»

«By fa r the biggest number of people who have come to Cyprus 
since August 1974 are Turkish Cypriots who had emigrated to Turkey, 
Great Britain and other Commonwealth countries in past years under 
political, administrative, social and economic pressures by the Greek 
Cypriots and are now being given the opportunity to return to their 
homeland and lead a normal life under conditions of security, in accor
dance with the Constitution and the relevant citizenship laws of the 
Republic of Cyprus.»

«It would be useful to note tha t there are more than 300,000 Turks 
of Cypriot origin in Turkey alone who are entitled to come and settle 
in Cyprus under annex D’ of the Treaty of Establishment (1960) not 
to mention the thousands of Turkish Cypriots in other countries. There 
are more Turkish Cypriots presently living abroad who are willing and 
ready to return to Cyprus, now tha t conditions of security have been 
restored, than we can possibly house on the island.»

«There is therefore no need for the Turkish-Cypriot authorities 
to draw on Turkish nationals in order to change the population ratio on 
the island as alleged by the Greek side.» (S/11859, ;uinex, pp. 1 and 2)

It will be recalled that during the third round of the intercom
munal talks held in Vienna, the representative of the Turkish-Cypriot 
and Greek-Cypriot communities reached agreement, inter alia, on a vo
luntary population exchange between the two sides, paying the way 
for a  biregional federal system of government for Cyprus. However, 
the Greek-Cypriot interlocutor, Mr. Glafcos Glerides, eventually denied - 
we presume under pressure from Makarios - the fact tha t agreement 
in principle had been reached on a biregional federation. This was the 
first indication tha t the Greek-Cypriot side did not intend to remain
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faithful to the third Vienna agreement. During the months which fol
lowed, the Turkish side indeed witnessed numerous violations of that 
agreement by the Greek-C.vpriot side.

For the latest manifestation of Greek-Cypriot violations of agree
ments already reached, we can quote what Mr. derides said only a few 
days ago when some circles of the Greek-Cypriot Parliament pressed 
the placing on the agenda of the so-called derides affair in order to 
remove him from the presidency of the House. The Cyprus Mail newspa
per of Friday, 11 June 1976, imported the following:

«House President Glafcos Clerides told the House of Representa
tives yesterday tha t he would defer putting his personal case on the 
agenda until after the forthcoming Security Council meetings.»

«This is to consider the UNFICYP extension of the mandate in 
particular, and it is thought tha t the Cyprus problem in general may 
be debated as well.»

«Mr. Clerides told members a t the last meeting that if they insis
ted on a  debate about his handling of the Vienna talks he would put 
the m atter on the agenda, but he warned them that what he would be 
obliged to say might harm the national cause and they would have to 
bear the consequences.»

«He offered to lay before any member the documents which he 
had available.»

I am sure th a t the members of the Council will consider it worth 
while to ponder the significance of tha t most recent disclosure on the 
part of Mr. Clerides.

As another example of violations, mention may be made of the 
fact tha t Turks stranded in the Greek-controlled south were not allo
wed to take with them their tractors and other vehicles during their 
transfer to the Turkish region. The same has been true for the Turkish- 
owned tractors, lorries, buses, automobiles and other property which 
remained in the British sovereign base areas, where the Turks sought 
refuge on account of Greek and Greek-C.vpriot armed attakcs during 
1974. The Greek side has so far refused to allow their transportation 
to the north.

Not only was the Greek side unfaithful to the Vienna agreement 
but it also attempted to exploit certain of its provisions as a means of 
smuggling ex-EOKA-B members into the Turkish region under the
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guise of «doctors» and «teachers». When the Turkish side carried out 
investigations regarding the background of those people and refused to 
allow their entry into the Turkish region by virtue of the provisions 
of the th ird  Vienna agreement, the Greek side embarked upon a false 
propaganda campaign to present the Turkish side to the world as the 
real violator of the Vienna agreement. That was demonstrated in the 
statem ent made by the Greek-Cypriot representative on Friday, 11 June
1976, in which, again, various false charges and allegations were made 
against the authorities of the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus con
cerning the implementation of the third Vienna agreement.

The following deals with the specifics of these charges and consti
tutes an answer to the baseless and unfounded Greek allegations con
tained in the said speech.

The Greek-Cypriot side is insinuating that proper medical care is 
not being extended to the Greek Cypriots residing in the Turkish region. 
All Greek allegations regarding this m atter are baseless, since the Tur
kish doctors are taking care of their Greek-Cypriot patients in the best 
way possible, and every medical facility is being extended to the Greek 
Cypriots by the Turkish side. Arrangements were even made for cer
tain Greek Cypriots to receive medical treatm ent a t the Greek General
Hospital in the south and return to their homes in the north.

The United Nations Force officials stationed at the village of Va-
tilaga in the Karpas region have put on record once again th a t they 
are fully aware of the voluntary desire of the Greek-Cypriot residents 
of the village to move to the southern part.

Greek-Cypriot residents of the  village of Vatilaga in the Karpas 
area applied to President Denktash last Monday and informed him tha t 
they had received no reply to their months-old applications for permis
sion to be transferred to the south. The information was brought to 
the President’s notice while he was passing through the village. A fter 
having iistened to their wishes, the President told the villagers :

«We are not preventing you and we do not want to create difficul
ties for you. However, every time you cross to the south, the Greek- 
Cypriot leadership accuses us and exploits the situation for propaganda 
purposes. The delay for a positive reply to your applications may be 
due to this.»

Greek-Cypriot residents of the village told President Denktash 
th a t the Greek Cypriot leadership had no right whatsoever to prevent 
them from moving south and added :
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«We want to cross to the south of our own free will, Our desire 
to cross to the south must be met with understanding' since the island 
has been separated into Turkish-Cypriot and Greek-Cypriot regions. 
We are quite satisfied by the treatm ent accorded to us by you and 
your administration, but we w'ish to live on the Greek-Cypriot side.*

Following his conversation with the Greek-Cypriot residents of 
the village, President Denktash visited the headquarters of the United 
Nations forces stationed in the village. He asked the United Nations 
officials whether they were aware of the residents’ desire to move to 
the south. After giving a positive reply, the United Nations authorities 
made an official record of the fact tha t the Greek Cypriots had made 
a voluntary application to President Denktash to be allowed to move 
south. The President stated tha t he would do all he could to facilitate 
the speedy movement of these Greek Cypriots to the south.

On the other hand, during his tour of the Karpas area last Mon
day, President Denktash also visited Boltasli, where a Greek Cypriot 
told him :

«1 am quite happy here and I have no family in southern Cyprus. 
I listen to your statements over the radio. You declare that you will 
continue to treat us on equal terms within the laws and to extend us 
state protection. You further state that those who wish may stay where 
they are. I am one of those who w'ish to remain and I am very happy.»

President Denktash reassured tha t Greek Cypriot tha t those who 
wished to remain could do so and that there was nothing to worry 
about.

The Greek Cypriots in the Karpas area also protested against the 
Greek-Cypriot leadership’s propaganda about them. A Greek-Cypriot 
family in Boltasli said :

■ If the Greek-Cypriot leadership believes that they are helping us 
through their false propaganda, they are wrong. For years they dece
ived us through such false propaganda against the Turks and brought 
the Cyprus problem to its present stage.»

In reply, President Denktash told tha t Greek-Cypriot family :

«There is no problem as long as you are not poisoned or influenced 
by this propaganda. You should continue with your daily occupation.*

The security, welfare and well-being of the Greek Cypriots who 
choose remain in the Turkish-controlled north of Cyprus is the respon
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sibility of the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus. During the past 12 
years UNFICYP’s practice has been to regard the security, welfare 
and well-being of the Turkish Cypriots living in the areas under Greek- 
Cypriot control as the responsibility of the Greek-Cypriot administra
tion. Therefore, UNFICYP’s claim of responsibility for ensuring the 
security, welfare and well-being of Greek Cypriots in the north appears 
to be contrary not only to UNFICYP’s mandate but also to the estab
lished practice. Furthermore, if this claim is accepted it would amount 
to the abolition of the Turkish-Cypriot-controlled area as well as the 
denial of the authority of the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus.

Now, I should like to refer to the question of the freedom of mo
vement of UNFICYP in the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus.

The Turkish-Cypriot side had all along maintained tha t the Status 
of Foi'ces Agreement which provides for the stationing, deployment 
and functioning and the freedom of movement of UNFICYP was not 
binding on the Turkish side as it had been unilaterally negotiated and 
signed by the then Secretary-General in March 1964 with Mr. Kiprianou 
representing only the Greek-Cypriot side. If there have been some 
restrictions in these m atters in practice, they were due to the lack of 
an agreement regulating the freedom of movement of UNFICYP in the 
Turkish-controlled part of the island.

It is hoped th a t the agreement envisaged in the proces-verbal da
ted 9 December 1975 will be signed soon and the situation will be cla
rified.

Finally, once again, I should like to reiterate our position. We are 
ready to negotiate. We have not left the negotiating table, but we are 
not to have the method of negotiations dictated to us. We are not going 
to be hui-ried through the negotiations and leave room for the Greek- 
Cypriot leadership to attack us anew in the future. For the last two 
decades we have relentlessly waged a struggle against union with Gree
ce. Our children were born and have lived through fear, bloodshed and 
destruction. There is not a single Turkish-Cypriot home which has not 
suffered, in the most terrible way, because of this enosis policy of 
Greek-Cypriot leaders. I t is enough. We do not want to be any part of 
this struggle again. We do not want to see death and destruction, just 
because one side refuses an honourable compromise and to accept the 
realities as they are. Unless the Greek-Cypriot leadership abandons its 
policy of sabotaging the intercommunal talks, the negotiations will not 
bear fruit. Unless the Greek-Cypriot leadership and Greece clearly state 
to the Greek Cypriots tha t enosis is out, negotiations aiming a t bina
tional, bizonal federalism cannot bring us results.
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Calling upon Cypriots to settle their problem on the basis of equ
ality is a laudable action. We are all for it. But we pray that the leader 
who created the problem artificially should not be encouraged in his 
belief tha t Cyprus is Greek and therefore, Greek Cypriots have more 
say in and over Cyprus than have Turkish Cypriots.

Political equality, especially when relating to the inalienable rights 
of the two communities in the independence and sovereignty of Cyprus, 
cannot be apportioned. We are fully entitled to defend our independence 
and sovereignty against anyone who wants to destroy it. We accept 
no argument in justification of such a move. We want the world to 
understand and to underwrite the fact tha t in Cyprus two national 
communities share the sovereignty and independence of Cyprus and 
that the United Nations Charter and its principles cannot be converted 
tc provide that the Turkish Cypriot community is a second class com
munity in Cyprus.

By this statement are we demanding too much ? Certainly not. We 
are merely asking the world to look a t the facts of Cyprus with realism. 
We are asking the world totally to reject the thesis tha t there is a 
Turkish occupation of Cyprus. But for the intervention of the Turkish 
troops in Cyprus, a total massacre of the Turkish Cypriots, and even 
a s-ction of the Greek Cypriots, would certainly have been carried out. 
EV3ii Makarios had to testify to the existence of this dastardly plan. 
And the men who planned it, the very men who caused the death of
2,000 Greek Cypriots and forced Turkey to intervene in Cyprus are all 
free in Cyprus, quite free, fully armed, roaming about with their gun
men, and publishing papers advocating union with Greece «after thro
wing the Turks into the sea».

We therefore state our position in the clearest of terms: we are 
prepared to continue the negotiations on the basis of equality with the 
Greek-Cypriot side for the establishment of a central Government bet
ween the existing Turkish-Cypriot and Greek-Cypriot administrations 
so that this 13-year-old de facto position may be justly and peacefully 
settled within the context of a bizonal Federal Republic of Cyprus. We 
are also ready to negotiate all matters auxiliary or appertaining to such 
a solution.

I shall not take any more of the valuable time of the Council. As 
i stated on Friday before this Council, 1 say now that we, as the Tur
kish side, still continue to believe that the intercommunal talks under 
the auspices of the Secretary-General, Mr. Waldheim, constitute the 
only way to find a peaceful solution to the Cyprus problem.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«... Je suis sûr que tous les Membres des Nations Unies se souvi
ennent de ce qui s’est passé à la trentième session. Le débat sur la 
question avait produit un résultat qui n’a fait que compromettre le 
processus de négociation. Il était clair que les négociations ne pouvaient 
être réactivées que dans le cadre d’une nouvelle procédure. C’est dans 
ce but que nous sommes mis d’accord avec le distingué Ministre des 
Affaires Etrangères de la Grèce sur une nouvelle base prévoyant la rep
rise du dialogue sans précondition, dans le but d’arriver à un package 
deal sur tous les aspects que comporte le problème de Chypre. Malheure
usement, malgré les efforts inlassables du Secrétaire général, des négo
ciations substantielles n’ont pu être entamées en raison de tentatives 
sans cesse renouvelées de rem ettre en question cet accord, de le vider 
de son contenu véritable et de l’enfreindre. Le Secrétaii’e général avec 
une ténacité et une persévérance pour lesquelles nous lui sommes re
connaissants, n ’a néanmoins pas abandonné ses efforts et a récemment 
eu des consultations avec les représentants des deux communautés.

Je voudrais répéter les considérations et les principes qui guident 
le Gouvernement turc dans sa politique vis-à-vis du problème de Chypre.

Les deux communautés se trouvent engagées dans un processus 
de négociation. Ce fait, ainsi que les résolutions mêmes du Conseil de 
sécurité exigent que les deux communautés soient i*eprésentées sur un 
pied d’égalité, dans tous les forums internationaux où la question de 
Chypre est discutée.

Aux Nations Unies, cette nécessité doit être respectée dans toute 
la mesure pennise par les règles de procédure. Toute action, toute déci
sion portant atteinte à ce principe, ne peut qu’entraver les négociations 
et prolonger le conflit.

La situation actuelle dans l’île a son origine dans le coup d’état 
militaire auquel a eu recours la Grèce en 1974, en vue d’annexer Chypre. 
La solution future devrait sauvegarder l’indépendance, l’intégj'ité terri-

Excerpt Irom the statem ent m ade by Mr. fhsan Sabri CAöLAYANGlL,
Minister of Foreign Affairs, Head of Delegation, a t the Plenary
Meeting of the XXXI Session of the G eneral Assembly, on 28 September 1976.
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tonale et la souveraineté de Chypre. L’E tat de Chypre devrait pouvoir 
suivre une politique de non-alignement véritable qui, dans l’esprit du 
Gouvernement turc correspondrait effectivement aux intérêts à long 
terme des deux communautés, en contribuant à la paix et à la stabilité 
en Méditerrannée Orientale.

Un regroupement inévitable des deux communautés en deux zones 
distinctes a eu lieu au cours de ces deux dernières années. 60.000 chypri
otes turcs ont trouvé refuge dans le nord de l’île en abandonnant leurs 
foyers et leurs propriétés dans le sud. Un mouvement similaire s’est 
produit, en ce qui concerne la population grecque du nord de l’île. Ces 
mouvements de population présentent des problèmes difficiles qui ne 
peuvent être réglés que dans le cadre d’une solution d’ensemble.

L’intervention turque à Chypre en juillet 1974, faisant suite au 
coup d 'état contre l’indépendance de l’île, était pleinement conforme 
aux obligations assumées par la Turquie en vertu du Traité garantis
sant cette indépendance.

La Turquie n’a nullement l’intention de maintenir ses forces à 
Chypre. Elle a déjà réduit de 12.000 ses effectifs se trouvant dans l’île. 
La Turquie n’a aucune volonté d’imposer une solution, et n’a pas d’in
térêt à Chypre au-delà de l’indépendance de l'île et la prospérité et la 
sécurité de la communauté turque. Elle tient à ce que Chypre reste à 
l'écart d’arrangements stratégiques et ne devienne pas l’enjeu des poli
tiques des grandes puissances. Pour ces raisons mêmes, toute solution 
acceptable à la Communauté turque est également et sans aucune ré
serve acceptable à la Turquie. Dès qu’une solution pourra intervenir, 
elle procédera sans délai au retrait des forces militaires qu’elle a  été 
contrainte d’envoyer à Chypre, conformément à ses obligations contrac
tuelles.

Je voudrais réitérer que dans sa politique à  l’égard du problème 
de Chypre, la Turquie continuera à être guidée par le seul souci d’en
courager par tous les moyens une solution juste et équilibrée et de 
contribuer à la paix, à la sécurité et à une coopération harmonieuse 
dans notre région.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«This debate on the Cyprus question is revealing: once more the 
enormous complexity of the problem, and bringing into focus the extre
me challenge th a t the Secretary-General is facing in endeavoring to 
discharge the mission entrusted to him by the Security Council. I wish 
to reiterate, on behalf of my Government, our heartfelt gratitude to 
His Excellency Dr. K urt Waldheim for his untiring and dedicated ef
forts in the search of a peaceful solution. His diplomatic skill, his im
mense patience, and his resourceful approach, have prevented the nego
tiating process between the two communities from collapsing irreme
diably. We nurture the hope tha t the debate will not take a course 
tha t will render impossible the continuation of this task, and that he 
will be able to renew his efforts.

The United Nations Peace Keeping Force is fulfilling an impor
tan t task on the Island since 1964. 1 would like to express our appre
ciation to the officers and men of this force, and renew our thanks to 
the member countries who have contributed to UNFICYP. There is no 
doubt, th a t in the field of peacekeeping operations, the United Nations 
is able to play a significant role in the containment of conflicts and 
the enlargement of opportunities for peaceful solutions.

I should like also to pay tribute to the special representative of 
the Secretary-General in Cyprus, Ambassador Perez de Cuellar, who is 
carrying out his arduous and delicate assignment with remarkable com
petence and distinction. Let me, finally, convey our warmest thanks to 
Under-Secretaries-General, Mr. Roberto Guyer and Mr. Brian Urqhuart, 
who have, for so many years, been involved in the most difficult prob
lems th a t the United Nations has had to deal with.

The Cyprus dispute is a tragedy not only for the two communities 
on the Island, but for Turkey and Greece as well. A fter a  bitter period 
of hostility, struggle and war, the two countries finally achieved in the 
early 1930’s what they then considered to be a final reconciliation. The

Text of the statem ent made by Mr. liter TÜRKMEN,
Ambassador. Perm anent Representative, a t the Plenary Meeting ol the
Session ol the General Assembly on 10 November 1976.
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liâmes of two outstanding: statesmen, Ataturk and Venezelos are linked 
with this historic reconciliation. In the following years, not only were 
the Governments able to inaugurate a fruitful bilateral cooperation in 
all fields, bu the peoples of both countries were gradually discarding 
their reciprocal prejudices; they were bent to perceive not what had 
divided them in the past ,but what was to unite them from then on; 
they were inclined to initiate an era based on mutual tru s t and thus 
rediscover the human bonds embedded in centuries of co-existence.

In the 1950’s, the emergence of the Cyprus conflict has dealt a 
heavy blow to, if not shattered, the hopes for a continuing entente 
between Turkey and Greece.

The irresponsible and dangerous attitudes of certain political le
aders then in power in Greece led to the official espousal of the policy 
of Enosis, the annexation of Cyprus to Greece. The lingering megali 
idea, the ideology of Greek imperialism and expansionism was resur
rected and today, the two countries and the two communities in Cyprus 
are suffering as a consequence of these policies.

Another important factor in the unfolding drama of Cyprus is, of 
course, Archbishop Makarios. His election to the Presidency of the Re
public of Cyprus in 1960 has been an unmitigated disaster. There is no 
doubt tha t Archbishop Makarios’s insatiable and far-reaching political 
ambition was fed by his fanatical championship of the cause of Enosis. 
His racist antagonism against the Turks lent frightening proportions 
to these ambitions. This is what he said in a speech a t his home village 
Panayia on 4th September 1962, while still President of a bicommunal 
state : «Until this small Turkish community tha t forms part
of the Turkish race and has been the terrible enemy of Hellenism is 
expelled, the duty of the heroes of EOKA cannot be considered as 
terminated.»

It is hard to recall a more reckless and a more cynical utterance 
by any Head of State. Can we consider what the consequences would 
be if in any of our countries Heads of State made such remarks? Can 
the Turkish community be ever expected to trust this man who has 
sworn to annihilate it?

Pretending to ignore the role tha t Greece has played for more 
then 20 years in the Cyprus issue with its annexationist policies and 
the grim consequences of Archbishop Makarios’s interminable intrigues 
and passionate pursuit of self-glorification, Mr. Christofides would like 
us to believe tha t everything in Cyprus started in 1974 with what he
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calls the Turkish invasion. If we listen to him, Cyprus until 1974 was 
a happy island where the two communities were coexisting harmoniously 
under the inspired and humane leadership of his Beatitude. Then, sud
denly, Turkey decided to invade Cyprus and misfortune befell the Is
land. If, therefore, Turkey withdraws its forces from Cyprus, the 
Island will easily revert to its previous happy days. The Turkish Cypriot 
refugees will probably be gently moved back into the enclaves where 
they lived before 1974, and Archbishop Makarios will lavish upon them 
his kindness and love. The Cyprus problem is, according to Mr. Christo- 
fides, as simple as that. The only snag in this scenario is th a t under 
the warmth of this embrace, the Turkish community might suffocate 
and disappear. But then, is this not a small price to pay for the total 
hellenisation of Cyprus and the realization of the long standing dream 
of Enosis.

One of the misfortunes of the Greek Cypriot leaders is that they 
often allow themselves to entertain such dreams. As they are imper
vious to realities and obsessed by their megolamaniac egocentrism, as 
they are full of disdain for the rights of people not of their own creed 
or race, they find it easy to think tha t they can deceive even the most 
sophisticated audiences. They can, therefore, indulge endlessly in such 
rhetoric and accuse Turkey of aggression, invasion and military occu
pation. They are confident th a t the events which obliged Turkey to 
undertake a lawful intervention in fulfillment of its commitments un
der International Treaties can be glossed over, th a t the historical evo
lution of the problem, which is the root cause of the situation we face 
today in Cyprus can be forgotten. I have, therefore, no other choice 
but to remind the General Assembly of the basic developments which 
brought about the present state of affairs.

The essence of the problem of Cyprus is basically a conflict bet
ween the Turkish and Greek Communities on the rules of coexistence 
and on the very nature of Cyprus as a State. I t also involves Turkey 
and Greece, because these two countries are parent states and because 
the future of the Island can affect the equilibrium painfully achieved 
between them as a result of a  long historical process.

Cyprus became an independent, bicommunal state in 1960. The 
constitution of th a t state was based on the principle of equal partner
ship between the Turkish and Greek communities. Archbishop Maka
rios himself has expressed this reality in a most convincing manner 
when he said : «... the Cyprus Republic is a new State but not a new 
nation, and it  is not the intention of the Cypriot Government to create 
a national feeling.»
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But if it was impossible to create a single nation, it was also 
obvious that, in order to survive, the Cypriot State required not only 
the safeguarding of the constitutional equilibrium, but also dedication 
on the part of both communities to the independence, territorial integ
rity and sovereignty of the Republic and to the principle of partnership 
based on their common interest in maintaining a viable state  tha t would 
enable both of them to develop and to prosper.

Yet, the Republic of Cyprus barely lasted three years. I t  collapsed 
in 1903. The reasons for this tragic outcome were twofold. F irst of all, 
the political developments in Greece brought to power politicians who 
were reckless enough to disregard treaty commitments and to proclaim 
once again their devotion to the goal of Enosis. Secondly, the Greek 
Cypriot community had considered from the very beginning that inde
pendence was only a transitional phase, to be followed at the first 
propitious opportunity by Enosis. The loyalty of the Greek Cypriot 
community was oriented not towards independence, intercommunal har
mony and partnership, but towards racial prejudice and Enosis. This 
is eloquently analysed in a book titled «The Cyprus Conflict» by no 
other than a Greek Cypriot author, Mr. Zenon Stavrinides, from which 
I quote :

«Makarios and his associates put forward a certain view which 
carried the support of the vast majority of Greek Cypriots. This view 
was t h a t :

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

(b) Practical realities, however (e.g. foreign pressures), have ren
dered enosis 'not feasible’ a t present, and the setting up of an indepen
dent Republic was the second best settlement.

On this official’ theory, then there was a certain definite discre
pancy between a Greek’s conception of his national identity and his 
conception of the State which he was a citizen of. In fact, the idea of 
the Cyprus State was, for the passionate believers in enosis, the idea 
of a partly unseccessful, or unfulfilled, or even betrayed, national strugg
le; and some felt uneasy when they saw the flag of the Republic flying 
over public buildings.»

I continue to quote from the book of the Greek Cypriot scholar, 
Mr. Stavrinides :
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«The Turkish Cypriots watched Greek internal’ politics and poli
tical wranglings closely and were trying to maintain their unity in the 
face of their more powerful partners. They could very well see tha t the 
Greeks were fa r from satisfied with the constitutional settlement and 
tha t the desire for enosis was still in the air, encouraged by official’ 
Greek policy. Küçük, Denlctas and the other Turkish leaders could not 
be sure tha t the Greek side would be prepared to work with them under 
the rubric of the constitution even for a period of time. It was a known 
fact tha t there were Greeks who had not surrendered their arms after 
the end of the EOKA struggle and who met regularly in training ses
sions. So the Turks, while hoping for the best, had to plan for the 
worst.» End of quotation.

It is under these conditions, th a t the tampering with the consti
tution which began soon after the proclamation of independence gra
dually gained momentum and culminated in a massive and brutal onsla
ught against the Turkish community in 1963, compelling all the Turks 
of Cyprus to live under constant privation, humiliation and relentless 
oppression and tyranny for 11 long years. During tha t period, 2000 
Turks were killed, wounded or maimed, and nearly 30,000 were ousted 
from their homes. Their constitutional and human rights were outrage
ously violated. Their homes were looted and destroyed in a frenzy of 
hatred. They were discriminated against in every conceivable field. 
They were prevented from benefiting from the multilateral and bila
teral assistance extended to Cyprus, even though the Turkish commu
nity was economically underpriviledged compared to the Greek com
munity. The economic restrictions, periodic blockades and prohibitions 
to import the most basic commodities condemned the Turkish Cypriots 
to live in misery, in degrading, sub-human conditions, and under immi
nent th rea t of starvation. How revolting it is to hear the representa
tive of the Greek community to proclaim shamelessly th a t :

«It is our firm  conviction tha t if the Greek and Turkish Cypriots 
were to be left alone without any outside interference, on an island 
where there will be no foreign armies and no refugees, they can once 
again live amicably together as they had done in the past for so many 
years.»

I t  was again during th a t period, in 1964, tha t the Enosis oriented 
Government of Greece openly violated the independence of Cyprus and 
dispatched 20,000 troops to the Island, and thus established military 
surpremacy on the Island. True, Enosis was not officially proclaimed, 
and the fiction of an independent State of Cyprus was maintained. But

570



Archbishop Makarios, while on the one hand posing as a champion of 
the independence of Cyprus in non-aligned conferences, was actively 
and aggressively asserting his support for the cause of Enosis. Hero 
is an extract among many others from the interview he gave to the 
Washington Post in 1963 :

«I want something higher than being a temporary President of 
Cyprus. My ambition is to connect my name with history as the Archi
tect of Enosis.»

The Greek Cypriot House of Ptepreesntatives passed unanimously, 
on 26th June 1967, the following resolution which has not hitherto been 
revoked :

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

The reaction of the Turkish community to Greek Cypriot policies 
has been best analysed again by Mr. Zerron Stavrinides, the Greek
Cypriot scholar to whom I had refered earlier. I will read a few excerpts
from this book :

«It is impossible to resist the conclusion that Makarios and the 
other Greek leaders never honestly intended to co-operate with the 
Turkish leaders under a bicommunal type of Constitution, let alone be 
satisfied with a mere 13 amendments of the I960 Constitution. As the 
Akritas Plan makes it clear, the demand for «reasonable» amendments 
would be only the first step of reducing the Turkish community to the 
status of a mere minority unable to effectively control the will of the 
Greek Majority. Once this was achieved, and the Treaty of Guarantee 
nullified, there would be nothing stopping the Greek leadership from 
appealing to the principle of self-determination, which means in the 
context of Cyprus th a t a monolithic majority of Greeks can decide for 
a monolithic minority of Turks too, and proclaim Enosis. Further, the 
Greeks believed th a t the objective of Enosis justified, if necessary, the 
use of violent means.» End of quotation.

I would like to quote further from the analysis of the Greek
Cypriot author :

«These considerations have influenced the shape of the Turkish 
position in the following ways :
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(I) Any new agreements th a t may be reached with the Greeks 
must definitely and unequivocally exclude Enosis. Resistance to Eno- 
sis, and any measure tha t may be a «first step» to Enosis, is an axiom 
of Turkish Nationalism. Of course Makarios, inspired by Greek nati
onalism would be unwilling to sign away Enosis, or even to stop tal
king about it.

(II) A reconstituted Republic of Cyprus which the Turks can 
agree to become a part of, should be a bi-communal State, of which 
they must have a measure of effective control. As Mr. Denkta§ put i t :

The Greeks by themselves cannot be the masters of the destiny 
of a bicommunal independent Republic of Cyprus, because tha t would 
mean no protection a t all for the Turks in Cyprus, and Cyprus would 
ultimately be united with Greece. We must realize tha t road must be 
kept closed if we are going to find the conditions of peaceful co-exis- 
tance in Cyprus. Thus, Turkish nationalism means, among other things, 
a perception of the Turkish community as one of the constituents of 
the Cypriot population, and a belief in the necessity for the community’s 
representatives to be partners in the Government of Cyprus.

(III) A more specific doctrine of Turkish Cypriot nationalism is 
that, since the functional federation’ of 1960-63 was a failure, any new 
settlement must provide for a geographically based federation. The 
Greek concept of a unitary State, under a  Greek-dominated Govern
ment, was unacceptable. The Turks wanted to be in a position to go
vern and police certain areas which they could call their own, because 
as they repeatedly claimed, they could not entrust their security in the 
hands of Greeks; they needed to ensure tha t the Greeks could not re
peat the ‘experiment’ of December 1963 and attem pt to unite the island 
with Greece; and Cyprus was their country too and they wanted to 
be the m asters of their own land.

(IV) From the beginnings of the Greek Cypriot nationalist mo
vement, the Greeks spoke of Cyprus as 'their island’, and claimed tha t 
she belongs to the glorious Greek people and tha t the existence of the 
Turkish community is a regrettable abberation of history. The Turks 
could point out to many statem ents made by Greek leaders, even du
ring the ‘partnership’ years, which implied tha t the Turkish presence 
mars the purity of the Greek island. In response to such Greek a ttitu 
des, Turkish nationalism asserts the dignity of the Turkish commu
nity and the rights and values of the Turks of Cyprus. This sentiment 
has been expressed by Mr. Denkta§ in his Rotary Club address as 
follows :
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«We are part of Cyprus. You can’t throw us out. So accommodate 
us. Let’s accommodate ourselves. We don’t  want much. But we don’t 
want to be 'not wanted’. That is the difficulty. For years we have been 
told by words and by action that we are not wanted in Cyprus, that 
Cyprus is not ours. And that makes any community very angry, and 
makes any community entitled, a t least in their own conscience, to take 
all steps in order to prove that a land where they have lived for cen
turies is theirs and they intend to keep it as such. Turkish Cypriot 
separatism, then, can only be understood as a  nationalist effort to re
sist the absorption of the Turkish community by a Greek State of a 
Greek-dominated Cypriot State.» End of quotation.

These observations are all the more revealing as they come not 
from a representative of Turkey or the Turkish community or even an 
ethnic Turk but from a Greek Cypriot scholar.

1967 marked another turning point in the recent history of Cyprus. 
As an outcome of the events in that year, intercommunal negotiations 
were undertaken in 1968. These talks protracted for six years, but failed 
to produce an agreement.

As to why these intercommunal talks proved to be a failure bet
ween 1968 and 1974, I would like to refer again to Mr. Stavrinides :

«A fuller study of the Cyprus conflict may be able to show that 
the personality of Archbishop Makarios, which commanded Greek Cyp
riot affairs for a quarter century, was as much of a power-source of 
the Greek nationalist movements, as a representative. Had he left the 
Presidency in 1973, and a more moderate leader such as Mr. Glafkos 
Clerides taken over, it is quite probable that the Greek and Turkish 
communities would have achieved re-unification under a bicommunal 
Republican State.»

Mr. Clerides himself, in an interview to the newspaper Agon had 
this to say on the subject. I quote :

«One of the reasons we have failed (to reach a settlement with 
the Turkish Cypriots) w'as that the Greek Government was not sincere. 
WTiile publicly declaring tha t they desired an agreement through the 
intercommunal talks, they in fact had other aims and objectives...»

Thus, the same phenomenon which produced the collapse of the 
constitutional order in 1963, the collusion between the Greek Govern
ment and Archbishop Makarios continued until 1974 in effectively pre
venting a settlement between the two communities.
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I now come, to what happened in July 1974, the date which 
Mr. Christofides considers the only relevant date in this debate. 
What happened in 1971 is not aggression and invasion by Turkey, but 
aggression and invasion by Greece and on this we ought to refer to 
no one else but to Archbishop Makarios himself. This is what he said 
in the Security Council on 19 July 1974 :

«The military regime of Greece has callously violated the inde
pendence of Cyprus people, without trace of respect for the indepen
dence and sovereignty of the Republic of Cyprus the Greek Junta has 
extended its dictatorship to Cyprus.»

In the same statement he pointed o u t:

«The coup did not come about under such circumstances as to be 
considered an internal matter of the Greek Cypriots. It is clearly an 
invasion from outside, in flagrant violation of the independence and so
vereignty of the Republic of Cyprus.»

He further stated :

«... The events in Cyprus do not constitute an internal matter of 
the Greeks of Cyprus. The Turks of Cyprus are also affected. The coup 
of the Greek Junta is an invasion, and from its consequences the whole 
people of Cyprus suffer, both Greeks and Turks.»

Mr. Clerides, in an interview with the newspaper Agon has said :

«In my view the coup was carried out because the Greek military 
Government, known as the Junta, believed that it could be possible 
after the coup to proclaim Enosis.»

These words eloquently underline the justification for the inter
vention that Turkey was compelled to undertake. This intervention was 
in conformity with the obligation of Turkey under the treaty of guaran
tee of which Greece is also a signatory. The Turkish forces which are 
now in Cyprus are not forces of occupation. They have been sent there 
to stop the invasion of Greece, to remove the threat to the indepen
dence of Cyprus, to pave the way for a new constitutional order and 
to protect the Turkish community.

As I have already pointed out, in all the stages of the Cyprus 
drama since 1963, the Greek Government and Makarios were following 
coordinated and complementary policies designed to achieve the com
mon goal of the union of Cyprus with Greece. It might, therefore, seem 
at first sight paradoxical that the final assault against the indepen-
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dence of Cyprus by Greece also had the goal of eliminating Makarios. 
Yet, there is no contradiction. Behind the common goal of Enosis, a 
dark and sinister struggle for power had also developed. This was a 
struggle about how and when Enosis could be achieved, and to whose 
aspirations it would be tailored to serve. In 1974, the Greek Junta 
thought tha t it could outsmart Makarios. In the process, it committed 
an enormous blunder and miscalculation which ended in its own demise, 
paving the way to the return of democracy in Greece, an outcome which 
was welcomed by all democratic countries, Turkey being among the 
first.

I do not think I should address myself in detail to the cascade of 
unfounded allegations of the representative of the Greek Cypriot com
munity. Most of the points he claimed call for a reply on the part of 
the representative of the Turkish community. As much as Mr. Christo- 
fides would like to ignore, the only political administration in North 
Cyprus is the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus. The Turkish com
munity, in its moderation and genuine desire to keep all avenues open 
for a reconciliation and for the recreation of an independent and sove
reign Republic of Cyprus has hiterto refrained from claiming external 
sovereignty. The Greek Cypriot community continues to abuse grossly 
this restraint, by pouring out in every international forum a plethora 
of vilification. It is difficult to see what the Greek Cypriots stand to 
gain from the humiliation and frustration they try  to impose on the 
Turkish community. Do they really believe that these tactics enhance 
the possibility of an early settlement? I am so puzzled by the twisted 
reasoning and incredible contradictions in the statement of Mr. Chris- 
tofides th a t 1 can think of no possible progress in the efforts to pro
mote a solution unless the Greek Cypriots first clarify their own minds.

The representative of the Greek community in his statem ent has 
again expressed a deeply touching solicitude for the Turkish Cypriots. 
He has dared to state tha t as a result of the Turkish intervention, the 
Turks in Cyprus suffer as much as the Greeks. It is of course clear that 
such a claim is put forward in order to give some credibility to his 
pretense of representing Cyprus as a whole. Yet, Mr. President, there 
should be a limit to cynicism. I t  is really an affront to human intelli
gence to assert tha t Turkish Cypriots who have lived through the ago
nizing experience of the monopoly of power of Greek Cypriots are ma
sochistic enough to feel nostalgia for oppression and tyranny.

But there is no doubt tha t Turkish Cypriots look forward to the 
day when the situation on the island will be normalized, when they
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would no longer need the protection of the Turkish forces. As fa r as 
the Turkish Government is concerned, we are also looking forward to 
tha t day when we will be relieved of this heavy responsibility.

Mr. Christofides on the one hand complains about the establish
ment of a state  structure, and on the other pretends th a t Turkish com
munity is a pawn under the control of Ankara. It should be obvious to 
him by now th a t the Turkish community has achieved setting up a 
democratic society with all its processes and institutions. He has him
self referred to some criticism in the Turkish Press against Turkish 
Cypriot leadership and Turkey. He should know that in a free and de
mocratic society criticism is a way of life and th a t it is impossible for 
puppets to govern such a society. President Denkta§ who presides over 
the Turkish Cypriot leadership has been elected by a 76.61 % majority 
in free elections in which four candidates contested on June 20, 1976. 
The freely elected leadership of the Turkish Cypriot community car
ries out the policies which have been overwhelmingly supported by the 
Turkish Cypriot people in accordance with the mandate it has been 
given. The Turkish Cypriot leadership is authorized by and respon
sible to only its  people, as is the case in democratic societies. The Greek 
Cypriot leadership, therefore, would be better advised to accept that 
its counterpart on the island is exclusively the Turkish community. In 
this connection I would like to reaffirm  emphatically on behalf of the 
Government of Turkey tha t any solution acceptable to the Turkish com
munity is unquestionable and ipso facto acceptable to Turkey.

Certain questions which the representative of the Greek Cypriot 
community raised in connection with missing or displaced persons, situ
ation of the Greek Cypriots in the North, colonization and so forth fall 
under the competence of the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus, who 
is the sole authority in Northern Cyprus. Therefore, I cannot presume 
to address myself to these issues. Had the Turkish community been 
accorded an equal or a t least a fa ir participation in this debate. I am 
sure these points would have been sufficiently elucidated.

Yet, I wish to make a brief comment on the so-called issue of colo
nization, since Turkey is accused of pursuing such a policy. There is 
no sinister design to colonize the island for the simple reason tha t the 
Turkish Government does not entertain even the remotest notion of 
annexation or partition. The largest number of people who have come 
to Cyprus since August 1974 is made up of Turkish Cypriots who had 
emigrated to Turkey, Great Britain and other commonwealth countries 
over the past years under political, administrative, social and economic
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pressures from the Gi’eek Cypriot Administration and are now being 
given the opportunity to return to their homeland and lead a normal 
life, under conditions of security, in accordance with the constitution 
and the relevant citizenship laws of the Republic of Cyprus. As far 
as the skilled technicians and workers who were in the past imported 
from Turkey on a temporary basis to meet the immediate economic 
needs are concerned, most of them have returned, since the transitional 
function they had to perform is no longer needed. I can state, in no 
uncertain terms, that such a movement has ceased for several months 
now.

The question of refugees, to which Mr. Christofides as usual has 
referred with great emphasis, is again one of those issues to which 
the representatives of the Turkish community can give the best reply. 
However, since this question is so extensively exploited for propaganda 
purposes, I thought I should try  to set the record clear.

The Turkish community has suffered from refugee problem for 
the past two decades.

In 1963, as a result of the Greek-Cypriot attacks and oppression,
26,000 Turkish Cypriots were uprooted, some of them for the second 
time, because they had already been uprooted back in 1957. In 1974, 
more than one half of the Turkish Cypriot community, some 60,000 
people, were uprooted from the South and had to flee to the North for 
safety.

We do not know the number of Greek Cypriots who chose to go 
to the South during the military operations in 1974. The Greek-Cypriot 
Attorney General, in his book entitled The Legal Aspects of the Prob
lem of Refugees in Cyprus, asserts tha t there cannot possibly be more 
than 120,000 refugees in Cyprus.

That the Greek Cypriot side is blowing up the extent of the refu
gee problem out of all proportion is becoming more and more evident. 
In an article which appeared in the Chicago Daily News on 27 January 
1976, Mr. Bruce Love w'rote the following:

«Hardly a week goes by without a visit by representatives of 
Congress and various charitable organization. They are dutifully shown 
the 14,000 tent refugees’. They interview the same heart-breaking 
cases. Needless to say they are not told that the refugees could be 
housed in come of the solid houses vacated by British troops Makarios 
wants a t least some refugees under tents. As it is, the authorities have
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a hard time keeping the 14,000 from defecting’ to more comfortable 
shelter.»

It is common knowledge tha t the number of refugees living in 
temporary dwellings have dwindled considerably since then.

Furthermore, one misconception has to be corrected. The refugee 
question, so often invoked as a source of misery for the Greek Cypriots, 
is no longer an economic predicament for them. The exchange of popu
lation which has taken place, has caused serious problems and econo
mic hadships for both regions. But, as fa r as the Greek Cypriot region 
is concerned, the exchange of population has not hampered economic 
growth and wellbeing. W hat has happened is th a t new patterns of eco
nomic activity and trade have appeared. Steven Roberts in his article 
in the New York Times ju st two days ago on November 8, has reported:

«Across the so-called green line, the truce line monitored by the 
United Nations peace force, the ethnic Greeks boast about their econo
mic recovery, Air-passenger traffic is running double tha t of last year 
and freight traffic has tripled. Unemployment has dropped from 35
per cent to 15 per cent, and foreign-currancy reserves are as high as
before the war. Merchants and traders find tha t the war has forced 
them to find new markets and new products.»

Moreover, the scope of the problem has undergone a fundamental 
change. An agreement has been reached in the intercommunal talks on 
a further voluntary and I repeat voluntary exchange of population. As 
a result of this agreement, all the Turkish Cypriots who were living in 
the South of the island under the jurisdiction of the Greek Cypriot 
Administration have moved to the North in the area under jurisdiction 
of the Turkish Cypriot Administration.

The settlement of the remaining aspects of the question, if there
are any, is therefore, intimately linked to the overall settlement of
the Cyprus issue.

It is equally not incumbent upon me to comment on what the rep
resentative of the Greek Cypriot community had to say in connection 
with the intercommunal talks. The negotiating party  is the Turkish 
community and it is only the representatives of the Turkish community 
who could present the other side of the story. Turkey is not involved 
in this negotiating process.

Yet, there is ample evidence th a t what Mr. Christofides has said 
in this connection is not even shared by some among the Greek Cypriot 
leadership. He contradicts no less a personality than Mr. Clerides who
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has been the Greek Cypriot negotiator in intercommunal talks for eight 
years until he resigned last spring. Mr. Clerides who sits today in this 
Assembly with the Greek Cypriot Delegation, stated on July 14, 1976 
in the Greek Cypriot House of Representatives and I quote :

«Soon the people will understand tha t many opportunities for the 
settlement of the Cyprus problem were missed as a result of the explo
itation of the nationalism, fear of shouldering responsibilities, petty po
litical interests and demagoguery.»

It is Mr. Clerides who states tha t the Greek Cypriot policy pur
sued in the intercommunal talks is wrong. I t is Mr. Clerides who says 
tha t is has been a mistake to resort to international fora casting aside 
the negotiating process. It is Mr. Clerides who has argued tha t the 
long term struggle policy will be detrimental to the interest of the 
Greek Cypriots.

The statements of the Greek Cypriots here and in the Special Po
litical Committee with different hats, have made clear that they would 
like the negotiating process to proceed according to a precharted course 
of their own choice. They want to determine the time when the Tur
kish community is to submit proposals and they want to be the sole 
judges of whether these proposals are substantial or concrete.

Greek Cypriot leadership. He contradicts no less a personality 
than Mr. Clerides who has been the Greek Cypriot negotiator in inter
communal talks for eight years until he resigned last spring. Mr. Cleri
des who sits today in this Assembly with the Greek Cypriot Delegation, 
stated on July 14, 1976 in the Greek Cypriot House of Representatives 
and I quote :

«Soon the people will understand that many opportunities for the 
settlement of the Cyprus problem were missed as a result of the explo
itation of the nationalism, fear of shouldering responsibilities, petty 
political interests and demagoguery.»

I t is Mr. Clerides who states that the Greek Cypriot policy pursued 
in the intercommunal talks in wrong. It is Mr. Clerides who says that 
is has been a mistake to resort to international fora casting aside the 
negotiating process. It is Mr. Clerides who has argued that the long 
term struggle policy will be detrimental to the interest of the Greek 
Cypriots.

The statements of the Greek Cypriots here and in the Special Po
litical Committee with different hats, have made clear that they would
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like the negotiating process to proceed according to a precharted course 
of their own choice. They want to determine the time when the Turkish 
community is to submit proposals and they want to be the sole judges 
of wsether these proposals are substantial or concrete.

A t each stage of the negotiating process, the Greek Cypriot lea
dership would like to be able to interrupt and proceed to denounce its 
negotiating partner as being unreasonable and uncompromising. Any
way, more than half of the year is consumed by activities not connec
ted with and even detrimental to negotiations, by preparations for the 
General Assembly, the session itself and third party  efforts to dispell 
the loaded atmosphere of its afterm ath.

The Turkish community has time and again indicated its willing
ness to negotiate seriously and confidentially all the aspects of the 
question of Cyprus with the Greek Cypriots. The Greek Cypriot leader
ship has hitherto failed to take advantage of this often repeated pro
posal.

If  one is to take literally the statem ent of the Greek Cypriot side, 
the inevitable conclusion to be drawn would be th a t it has decided to 
bring an end to intercommunal talks. For, they have emphasized that 
the question of Cyprus is not a question between the two communities. 
However, it would perhaps be wiser not to take seriously the rhetoric 
of Greek Cypriot leadership designed to achieve propaganda purposes. 
But in engaging once again in such a sterile propaganda exercise, the 
representative of the Greek Community has carried himself to the point 
where he compared the Turkish community with a dissident group or 
tribe. If this is their conception of the Turkish community, they cer
tainly will live with the consequences of their aberration.

At the end of my statem ent I would like to reiterate th a t the Tur
kish Government is deeply committed to a peaceful and ju st solution 
of the Cyprus problem. Such a solution will only be beneficial both the 
Turkish community and Turkey. It will furtherm ore remove a dange
rous irritan t in Turkish-Greek relations and enable the two countries 
to pursue policies which will serve their best interests. This is the chal- 
lange which confronts us. The Turkish Government is prepared to meet 
such a challenge. As my Foreign Minister has stated in the General 
debate and I quote :

«Turkey in no way intends to maintain its forces in Cyprus. It 
has already reduced its troops by 12,000 on the island. Turkey has no 
wish to impose a solution and has no interest in Cyprus beyond the
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independence of the island and the prosperity and security of the Tur
kish community. Turkey wants Cyprus to remain outside any strategic 
arrangem ent and does not want it to become a pawn in the power politics 
of the major powers. And along these lines I would like once again to 
stress tha t the Turkish community has committed itself to a policy of 
nonalignment for Cyprus. For those reasons any solution acceptable 
to the Turkish community is also and without any reservation accep
table to Turkey. As soon as a solution is found Turkey will without 
delay withdraw its military forces which it was compelled to send to 
Cyprus in conformity with its contractual obligations. I would like to 
repeat tha t in its Cyprus policy Turkey will continue to be guided only 
by one concern, to encourage by all means a just and well balanced 
solution which will contribute to peace and security and harmonious 
co-operation in our region.»

At the very outset, this debate has taken a regrettable course. 
The fact tha t an adequate arrangement could not be agreed upon on 
the question of the wider participation of the Turkish community to 
the proceedings has been unfortunate. The Greek Cypriot representa
tives have escalated their aggressiveness. They convey the impression 
of being imprisoned in their own verbiage, and thus unable to approach 
the problem in a reasonable and constructive spirit. Moreover, one can 
see th a t they are cleaved and that the hard liners have presently gained 
the upper hand. As for the Turkish community, it is frustrated as its 
legitimate and justified demand for participation in the debate have 
been rejected. They are resentful of the condescending tone used by 
their Greek Cypriot counterparts. It is, therefore, incumbent upon the 
Assembly to channel this debate towards a conclusion which will at 
least not severely circumscribe the prospects of the resumption of 
negotiations in the near future. If the negotiating process is allowed 
to crumble, it would only be to the detriment of the two communities.»
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«... In this morning’s meeting of the Third Committee, despite the 
obvious and pointed allusions made by the distinguished Greek Cypriot 
Representative, my old friend Michael Sherifis, I confined myself to 
the allegations made by the Greek Cypriot Representatives before the 
Committee on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination, during its last 
four sessions, and to the sections of the Reports relating to the ques
tion of Cyprus. I did so, in the belief that, the Third Committee was 
not the most appropriate forum to debate the problem of Cyprus. I 
still believe tha t is the case.

My delegation, only this morning has once again emphasized that 
this question should be dealt in its proper forum, which is the inter- 
communal talks under the auspices of the Secretary-General, Dr. Kurt 
Waldheim. My delegation urges the Greek Cypriots not to bring their 
woes «piece meal» to different fora, but seriously negotiate the Cyprus 
Question in the intercommunal talks.

The facts and figures, and the records of the past speak for them
selves. No amount of falsifacation and exageration cau mislead the 
members of this Committee.

A short while ago, the Turkish Permanent Representative, Am
bassador Turkmen, made a statem ent in the Plenary on the question 
of Cyprus. I would like to quote from this statement.

«They would like us to believe tha t everything in Cyprus started 
in 1974 with what they call the Turkish invasion. If we listen to them, 
Cyprus until 1974 was a happy island where the two communities were 
coexisting harmoniously under the inspired and humane leadership of 
his Beatitude. Then, suddenly, Turkey decided to invade Cyprus and 
misfortune befell the Island. If, therefore, Turkey withdraws its forces 
from Cyprus, the Island will easily revert to its previous happy days. 
The Turkish Cypriot refugees will probably be gently moved back into 
the enclaves where they lived before 1974, and Archbishop Makarios 
will lavish upon them his kindness and love. The Cyprus problem is, 
according to them as simple as that. The only snag in this scenario is 
tha t under the warmth of this embrace, the Turkish community might 
suffocate and disappear. But then, is this not a small price to pay for 
the total hellenisation of Cyprus and the realization of the long stan
ding dream of Enosis.»

THE QUESTION OP CYPRUS

Text of the right ol reply by Mr. Yüksel SÖYLEMEZ,
Representative, a t the Third Committee ol the XXXI Session of the G eneral Assembly,
on II  November 1976.
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«1 should like most warmly to congratulate you, Sir, on your 
assumption of the presidency of the Security Council and to express 
our deep appreciation of the diligent and enlightened efforts you have 
undertaken in dealing with the renewal of the mandate of the United 
Nations Peace-keeping Force in Cyprus (UNFICYP). I should also 
like to pay a tribute to your country, Romania, with which Turkey 
enjoys constantly developing friendly and mutually beneficial relations.

I wish to seize this opportunity to reiterate to the Secretary - 
General, Mr. Kurt Waldheim, that we highly value his sustained efforts 
in the search for a solution to the Cyprus problem. We reiterate our 
appreciation to the countries providing troops and contributing finan
cially to UNFICYP.

May I pay a tribute to the Secretary - General’s Special Repre
sentative in Cyprus, Ambassador Perez de Cuellar, and the U nder
secretaries General Mr. Urquhart and Mr. Guyer for their devoted 
efforts in the fulfilment of their functions. My delegation would also 
like to commend General Prem Chand, who is retiring after a long 
period of service in Cyprus. We wish him all the best in the future. 
We should also like to extend our best wishes to the new Force 
Commander, General Quinn.

As the report of the Secretary - General recalls, the function of 
the United Nations Peace - keeping Force in Cyprus was originally de
fined in Security Council resolution 186 (1964) in the following terms :

«... in the interest of preserving international peace and security, 
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.»

That mandate, which was conceived in the context of the con
frontation between the Turkish - Cypriot and Greek - Cypriot commu-

Text o! the statement made by Mr. liter TÜRKMEN,
Ambassador, Permanent Representative at the Security CouncU,
on 14 December 1976, S/PV. 1979.
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nities, has been repeatedly reaffirmed by the Council, most recently in 
its resolution 391 (1976) of 15 June 1976.

The Force has now been in  operation in Cyprus for more than 12 
years. Notwithstanding the dedication of its officers and men, it has 
not been able to prevent the recurrence of fighting and violence; 
similarly, it has not been able to thw art several attem pts to endanger 
international peace and security through action designed to liquidate 
the independent Republic of Cyprus from 1963 to 1974. During tha t 
period several crises eznpted on the island entailing actual fighting, 
loss of life, severe hardship and suffering for the numerically weaker 
community. Nevertheless, the mandate of the Force has been continually 
renewed because it was estimated th a t its presence was, though in a 
limited way, a contributing factor in preventing the escalation of violence. 
But in 1974 UNFICYP was powerless with regard to the fa it accompli 
of 15 July and its consequences. I t was the intervention of the Turkish 
forces, in conformity with the  Treaty of Guarantee, th a t saved Cyrpus 
from annexation by Greece.

The Secretary - General points out in his report th a t since July 
1974 a number of resolutions adopted by the Security Council.

«... have affected the functioning of UNFICYP and, in some cases, 
have required it to perform certain additional or modified functions.» 
(S/12253, para. 7)

It was nevertheless clear in 1974 from the very outset tha t the 
Force could not continue to perform its mission adequately, let alone 
its aditional or modified functions, unless the requirements of the 
emergent situation were fully taken into account.

It was self-ev ident th a t UNFICYP had to reach an understanding 
with both the Turkish and Greek administrations for its stationing, 
deployment and functioning. In fact, a procès - verbal was signed exactly 
a year ago between President Denktash and the Force Commander with 
a view to arriving at mutually acceptable arrangements for the statio
ning, deployment and functioning of UNFICYP in the territo ry  under 
the authority of the Turkish Federated S tate of Cyprus. As the Sec
retary r- General points out, an agreed tex t of the  exchange of letters 
to record those arrangements has been drawn up. Yet the exchange of 
of letters still remains to be finalized. The delay encountered in tha t 
process is most regrettable.

The absence of an agreement between the Turkish Federated 
State of Cyprus and UNFICYP has, of course, been an impediment in
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overcoming the difficulties referred to in the Secreetary - General’s 
report. Most of the issues mentioned in that report have been elaborated 
upon by the representative of the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus, 
Mr. Çelik, in his rebuttal to the distortions of Mr. Christophides. Indeed, 
all those questions fall under the authority and competence of the 
Turkish Federated State of Cyprus. The Turkish forces in the territory 
of the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus are not involved in the 
decision - making processes relating to any of those issues. The sole 
mission of the Turkish forces is by their mere presence to safeguard 
the security of the Turkish community, and to deter any attack against 
it until a peaceful solution acceptable to both communities can be reached. 
This, I think, is an adequate answer to Mr. Christophides, who erro
neously addressed his questions to me.

In resolution 391 (1976) the Council noted from the Secretary- 
General’s report that one of the tasks of UNFICYP was to facilitate 
the continued search for a peaceful solution. As we believed this was 
indeed the case, we have in the past consistently concurred with the 
extension of the mandate of UNFICYP. The Force cannot, however, 
through its mere presence contribute to the search for a negotiated 
settlement. Such a quest is incumbent upon the two parties directly 
concerned. It is in realization of this fact that the Security Council has 
in its resolutions combined the renewal of the mandate with a call for 
substantial negotiations and has expressed the hope year after year 
that at the end of each six - month period there would be no need for 
yet another renewal. This call should not be allowed to remain simply 
the expression of a pious hope ritually repeated.

My Government welcomes and endorses the very constructive call 
for negotiations just made by the Turkish - Cypriot representative. It 
is our ardent hope that the negotiating process will be resumed in the 
nearest possible future and that a just settlement will enable the 
healing of the wounds of the past and open the way to fruitful co-ope
ration between the Turkish and Greek communities. In this regard, we 
have been very much encouraged by the statement of the Secretary - 
General at this meeting. We wish him every success in the endeavours 
he will undertake to ensure a prompt resumption of the intercommunal 
talks.

Having said that, I should like to state the position of my Govern
ment on the draft x*esolution which has been adopted. The Council is 
familiar with our basic and unchanged position concerning the repre
sentation of Cyprus. We cannot cannot concur with any document which 
refers to the so-called Government of Cyprus. We are more insistent
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than ever in our view th a t the Greek - Cypriot representatives have 
no right whatsoever to speak on behalf of Cyprus, th a t there is a t 
present no government which represents Cyprus th a t the two commu
nities are entitled to speak with equal voice in all forums. The refe
rence to a  «Government of Cyprus» in the resolution renders it, there
fore, unacceptable to us in its entirety. As fa r as operative paragraph
2 is concerned, the position of my Government is on record.

We concur with the extension of the mandate of the United 
Nations Peace - Keeping Force for a fu rther period of six months. In 
doing so, we take note of the  statem ent of Minister Celik who has 
informed the Council of the agreement of the Turkish Federated State 
of Cyprus to the renewal of the mandate.

We whole - heartedly support the call in the fourth paragraph of 
the preamble for a resumption of intercommunal talks. We urge the 
Secretary General to convene a meeting between the representatives of 
the two communities at the earliest possible date.

As we conceived it, the purpose of the present meeting was 
twofold to renew the mandate of UNFICYP, on the one hand, and to 
give a new emphasis to the negotiating process between the two parties 
under the auspices of the Secretary - General, on the other. This, we 
believe, is the only useful contribution tha t the Security Council can 
man to the question of Cyprus. This aim has been achieved. Therefore 
I am very reluctant to participate in a  repetitive exchange of argu
ments which the representative of the Greek - Cypriot community seems 
to enjoy passionately. I do not enjoy it, and it certainly does not serve 
any useful purpose. My colleague from Greece read out numerous 
excerpts from the report of the Secretary - General, interspersed with 
subjective judgements and surreptitious distoi'tions which have comple
tely changed the true meaning of the paragraphs of th a t report. I 
understand tha t as the representative of Greece he has a heavy 
conscience, but I think he was ill-advised to try  to project himself as 
the angel of peace and human compassion. 1 had expected tha t he 
would refrain, as I have done, from participating in the regular pole
mics of these debates.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«... As the report of the Secretary - General recalls, the function 
of the United Nations Peace - Keeping1 Force in Cyprus was originally 
defined in resolution 186 (.1964) in the following terms.

«In the interest of preserving international peace and security, 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.»

This mandate, which was conceived in the context of the confron
tation betwreen the Turkish Cypriot and Greek Cypriot communities, 
and between the Cyprus National guard and the Turkish Cypriot 
fighters, lias been repeatedly reaffirmed by the Council, most recently 
in its recently in its resolution 391 of 15 June 1976.

The Force has now been in operation in Cyprus for more than 12 
years, Notwithstading the dedication of its officers and men, it has not 
been able to prevent the recurrence of fighting and violence. Similarly, 
it hits not been able to thwart several attempts to endager interna
tional peace and security through action designed to liquidate the 
independent Republic of Cyprus. From 1963 to 1976, several crises 
erupted in the Island entailing actual fighting, loss of life and severe 
hardship and suffering for the numerically weaker community, Ne
vertheless the mandate of the Force has been continuously renewed 
because it was estimated tha t its presence was, though in a limited 
scope, a contributing factor in preventing the escalation of violence. 
But in 1974, UNFICYP has been powerless vis-a-vis the fait accompli 
of July 15 and Its consequences. It was the intervention of the Turkish 
Forces in conformity with the treaty of guarantee that saved Cyprus 
from annexation by Greece.

The Secretary - General in his report points out that since July 
1974, a number of resolutions adopted by the Security Council «have

Text oi the statement made by Mr. tiler TÜRKMEN.
Ambassador, Permanent Representative at the Security Council,
on 14 December 1976.
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affected the functioning- of UNFICYP and, in some cases, have required 
it to perform certain additional or modified functions.»

It was, nevertheless, clear in 1974 frqm the very outset tha t the 
Force could not continue to perform its mission adequately let alone its 
additional or modified functions unless the requirements of the emergent 
situation were taken fully into account. It was self-evident th a t UNFICYP 
had to reach an understanding with both the Turkish and Greek 
administrations for its stationing, deployment and functioning. In fact, 
a  proces - verbal was signed exactly a  year ago between President 
Denktas and the Force Commander with a  view to arriving a t mutually 
acceptable arrangem ents for the stationing, deployment and functioning 
of UNFICYP in the territory under the authority of the Turkish 
Federated State of Cyprus. As the Secretary - General points out, «an 
agreed text of the exchange of letters to record those arrangements 
has been drawn up.» Yet the exchange of letters still remains to be 
finalized. The delay encountered in this process in most regrettable.

The absence of an agreement between the Turkish Federated 
State of Cyprus and UNFICYP has of course been an impediment in 
overcoming the difficulties referred to in the Secretary - General’s 
report. Most of the issues mentioned in th a t i-eport have been elabo
rated upon by the Representative of the Turkish Federated State of 
Cyprus, Mr. Celik. Indeed, all these questions fall under the authority 
and competence of the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus. The Turkish 
Forces in the territory  of the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus are 
not involved in the decision making processes relating to any of these 
issues. The sole mission of the Turkish Forces is by their mere presence 
to safeguard the security of the Turkish community, and to deter any 
attack against it until a peaceful solution acceptable to both commu- 
nitiees can be reached.

In resolution 391 (1976) the Council noted from the Secretary - 
General's report th a t one of the tasks of UNFICYP is to facilitate the 
continued search for a  peaceful solution. As we believed this was indeed 
the case, we have in the past consistently concurred with the extension 
of the mandate UNFICYP. The Force cannot, however, through its 
mere presence contribute to the search for a negotiated settlement. 
Such a quest is incumbent upon the two parties directly concerned, 
' t  is in realization of this fact th a t the Security Council has in its 
resolutions combined the renewal of the mandate with a  call for 
substantial negotiations and has expressed the hope year after year 
that a t the end of six - month periods there would be no need for yet
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another renewal. This call should not be allowed to remain simply the 
expression of a pious hope ritually repeated.

My Government welcomes and endorses the very constructive call 
for negotiations made by the Turkish Cypriot Representative. I t  is 
ours anient hope th a t the negotiating process will be resumed in the 
nearest possible future and that a  just settlement will enable the 
healing of the wounds of the past and open the way to a fruitful 
co-operation between the Turkish and Greek communities.

Having said this, I would like to state the position of my Govern
ment on the draft resolution which has just been adopted. The Council 
is familiar with our basic and unchanged position concerning the 
representation of Cyprus. We cannot, therefore, concur with any do
cument which refers to the so-called Government of Cyprus. We are 
more insistant than ever in our view that the Greek Cypriot Represen
tatives have no right whatsoever to speak on behalf of Cyprus, tha t 
there is at present no government which represents Cyprus, tha t the 
two communities are entitled to speak with equal voice in all forums. 
The refence to a  «Government of Cyprus» in the resolution renders it 
therefore, unacceptable to us in its entirety. As far as operative pa
ragraph 2 is concerned, the position of my Government is on record.

We concur with the extention of the mandate of the United Na
tions Peace - Keeping Force for a further period of six-m onths. In 
doing so, wre take note of the statement of Minister Celik who has 
informed the Council of the agreement of the Turkish Federated State 
of Cyprus to the renewal of the mandate.

We wholeheartedly support the call for a resumption of intercom- 
munal talks in fourth preambular paragraph. We urge the Secretary - 
General to convene the Representative of the two communities a t the 
earliest possible date.

As we had conceived it, the purpose of this meeting is two fold : 
To renew the mandate of UNFICYP on the one hand, and to give a 
new emphasis to the negotiating process between the two parties 
under the auspices of the Secretary - General on the other. This, we 
believe, is the only useful contribution that the Security Council can 
make to the question of Cyprus. This pui’pose has been accomplished. 
Therefore, I am very reluctant to participate in a repetitive exchange 
of arguments which the Representative of the Greek Cypriot commu
nity seems to enjoy morbidly. I don't enjoy it, and it certainly does 
not serve any uselfu purpose. As to what my distinguished colleague 
from Greece has said I do not deem it necessary to reply to him. He 
knows what I would have to say. as I knew what he was going to say.
I had expected th a t he would take a similar attitude and refrain from 
participating in the regular polemics of these debates.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«1 should like to thank you and each and every member of this 
body for having given me the opportunity to address the Council and 
to present the Turkish viewpoint on the current state of the Cyprus 
conflict. I should like to thank you too, Sir, for the great effort and 
diplomatic skill you have displayed during the past week to ensure 
the extension of the mandate, and agreement on the resolution th a t 
has ju st been adopted.

Allow me also to express, on behalf of the Turkish - Cypriot com
munity, our gratitude to Secretary - General Kurt Waldheim for his 
dedicated and tireless efforts in the search for a  ju s t and lasting solu
tion of the Cyprus problem and to congratulate him once more on his 
reappointment for a  second term.

We are also grateful to Ambassador Javier Perez de Cuellar, the 
Special Representative of the Secretary - General in Cyprus, and to 
the staff of the Secretariat for the exemplary, impartial and efficient 
manner in which they have discharged their impoi'tant duties. I should 
like to take this opportunity also to express our gratitude to Lieute
nant - General Prem Chand, the outgoing Commander of the United 
Nations Force in Cyprus, and pay a  tribute to him for the efficient 
and impartial manner in which he has carried out his difficult duty 
for the last seven years.

I take this opportunity also to welcome the new Force Comman
der. Major - General Quinn, and to assure him of our fullest co-opera
tion in the difficult task tha t lies ahead of him.

Finally, I should like to express appreciation to all the officers and 
men of UNFICYP for their peace - keeping efforts, as well as to all 
those countries th a t have generously contributed men and funds to the 
Force in Cyprus.

Refore I s ta r t  on my statement, I would like to comment on the 
resolution ju st adopted.

Text of the statem ent m ade by Mr. Vedat ÇELİK,
as the Representative of Turkish - Cypriot Community,
a t the Security Council on 15 December 1976, S/PV. 1979.
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Besides other points which we mig-ht justifiably comment upon, 
the resolution makes reference to «the Government of Cyprus», a non
existent entity, and therefore is unacceptable to us in toto. As is well 
known, there is no Government in Cyprus, either de facto or de jure, 
representing the whole of the island or administering control over it. 
In fact, there are two distinct administrations tha t of the Turkish - 
Cypriot community in the north, and th a t of the Greek - Cypriot com
munity in the south. A misleading reference, therefore, to a  «Govern
ment of Cyprus» is not acceptable to us.

I have been instructed, however, by His Excellency Mr. Denktash, 
President of the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus, who had been 
officially consulted on the m atter through the Special Representative 
of the  Secretary - General, Ambassador Cuellar, to convey his approval 
for the extension of the mandate of UNFICYP for another six months. 
Needless to say, the Turkish C y p r io t s id e  is, as always, ready and w i 
ling to resume intercommunai dialogue.

We express full support for, and our readiness to co-operative with, 
UNFICYP, and hope tha t the proees - verbal which has been negotiated 
and is ready for signature will become final as early as possible, thus 
removing any difficulty that might exist a t present regarding the 
stationing, functioning and deployment of UNFICYP in the north.

I should also like, since this is the first opportunity I have had to 
address the United Nations since the adoption of resolution 31/12 of 
the General Assembly on 12 November 1976, to comment on that reso
lution. As is well known, when the Cyprus problem was debated a t full 
length in the General Assembly only a mo?ith ago, unfortunately one 
of the two principal parties to the Cyprus dispute, the Tiu'kish - Cypriot 
community was not accorded an equal or adequate opportunity to par
ticipate in th a t debate. I should like to take this opportunity, therefore, 
to make a few comments on the latest resolution adopted by the Ge
neral Assembly in connexion with the Cyprus question and to state 
briefly why th a t resolution is not acceptable to the Turkish - Cypriot 
side in its entirity.

I shall stage at the outset, however, that we do not wish to appear 
as a  small community or a little federated State which is trying to 
defy the United Nations. On the contrary, ve have great respect for 
this Organization and the resolutions adopted by it. We are in full 
agreement with the main principles outlined in the United Nations 
resolutions for a just and lasting solution of the Cyprus problem. We 
believe that Cyprus must remain an independent, sovereign and non
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aligned State. We support the intercommunal talks and are convinced 
that they are indeed the best and only method for finding a permanent 
solution to the  dispute. Our quarrel, therefore, is not with the United 
Nations but with the Makarios administration.

Nevertheless, we are unable to accept the ta test resolution of the 
General Assembly for the  following reasons.

First, the Turkish - Cypriot community was denied participation 
on an equal footing with the Greek - Cypriot community a t the debate. 
This is a point to which we take strong exception. In view of the fact 
tha t there is no central authority in Cyprus authorized to speak for 
and act on behalf of Cyprus as a whole; considering th a t the Turkish 
community of Cyprus is an equal partner and co - founder of the Cyprus 
Republic; and, furthermore, bearing in mind the fact th a t we are one 
of the two main parties to the Cyprus dispute, we consider th a t we 
should be accorded an equal opportunity to participate fully, wehenever 
and weherever the Cyprus question is debated. Unfortunately, tha t 
opportunity was denied us a t the th ir ty - f ir s t  session. In the circums
tances, the Turkish - Cypriot community cannot be reasonably expected 
to associate itself with a resolution adopted in its absence.

Secondly, we regard the General Assembly resolution as being se
riously outdated and, therefore, unrealistic. It fails to take into account 
significant developments which have occurred since the adoption of 
the earlier resolutions of the General Assembly; more specif ¡ally, it 
completely disregards agreements actually reached a t Vienna and 
subsequently implemented in Cyprus.

Thirdly and finally, we believe that in the context of the question 
of Cyprus the resolutions of the General Assembly should not attem pt 
to influence or prejudge the deliberations of the Security Council as 
operative paragraph 5 of th a t resolution purports to do.

The undeniable fact is that, although the Greek - Cypriot side may 
have reason to conceal it, there has been considerable progress on 
certain aspects of the Cyprus problem, while others have been virtually 
settled.

That is true  of the question of refugees, more particularly the 
recurrent refugee problem faced by the Turkish - Cypriot community 
in the past, which has been in effect settled in accordance with the 
agreement for a voluntary exchange of populations reached a t the 
third round of the Vienna talks. The Turkish Cypriots are now living 
in safety and security in the north ; similarly, the bulk of the Greek -
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€>131*101 population isliving in their region in the south. Less than one 
quarter of 1 per cent of the Greek - Cypriot population remains in the 
north, and those people have also come to realize th a t there exist in 
Cyprus two separate regions and th a t any final solution will be based 
on tha t reality. The applications submitted by the Greek Cypriots for 
transfer to the south are indicative of their desire to be among their 
fellow Greeks. Thus the return of all displaced persons to their former 
homes would not only be unrealistic in view of the voluntary exchange 
of populations tha t has already taken place, but would also impede a 
permanent solution of the Cyprus problem. The remaining aspects of 
the refugee question can and will be dealt with within the framework 
of an over - all settlement of the political problem.

Substantial progress has also been achieved on the constitutional 
and territorial aspects of the problem. Though later denied by the 
Greek - Cypriot side, a t the third round of the Vienna talks there was 
wide understanding in principle on a bizonal federation and a central 
government with agreed powers in which the two communities would 
be equally represented.

As regards the withdrawal of foreign forces from the island, it is 
worth noting that there has already been a substantial withdrawal of 
troops, l)oth during 1975 and this year. It will be appreciated, however, 
that, before a final solution to the Cyprus problem is found effectively 
guaranteeing the security of life and property of the Turkish - Cypriot 
community, a complete withdrawal of Turkish forces is impossible. 
Today the presence of the Turkish forces on the island is the only 
effective guarantee safeguarding the life and property of the Turkish - 
Cypriot community, which was the sole victim of relentless Greek armed 
attacks between the years 1963 and 1974, when the island was under 
virtual occupation by about 20,000 Greek mainland troops which had 
clandestinely entered the island to assist the Greek Cypriots in their 
enosis campaign. We very much look forward, however, to the day when 
there will be no need for any forces of any kind on the island.

Tn view of the foregoing, the Turkish - Cypriot side considers 
certain aspects of resolution 31/12 of 12 November 1976 to be totally 
unrelated to the realities in Cyprus and, therefore, unacceptable.

At this point I should like to comment on a few of the issues 
raised by Mr. Christoph ides in the statement just made by him.

The question of missing persons is a humanitarian issue which 
has unfortunately been the target of Greek - Cypriot exploitation for 
propaganda purposes. The problem of missing persons is common to
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the two communities. Indeed, as fa r as the Turkish - Cypriot commu
nity is concerned, the problem first arose after the Greek - Cypriot 
onslaught against the Turkish - Cypriot community in December 1963. 
During tha t month and the years of Greek - Cypriot oppression that 
followed it, many Turks were indiscriminately abducted from their 
places of work, from roads and even from hospitals. Paragraph 117 
of the United Nations Secretary - General's report in document S/6228 
and paragraph 76 of his report to the Security Council in document 
S/7350 of 10 June 1966 confirm th a t over 200 Turkish Cypriots were 
missing following the events of 1963. Scores of letters written at the 
time by Mr. Denktash to Mr. Clerides about the fate of whereabouts 
of those people remain unanswered to this date.

A fter the Greek - inspired coup d'état of 15 July 1974, another 
600 Turkish Cypriots were added to the list of missing persons. By 
far the great m ajority of those people were civilians, and included 
babies at the breast and elderly persons. Lists of the names of those 
people were circulated to all relevant international bodies whose assis
tance was sought in tracing them. Unfortunately, however, the Greek - 
Cypriot administration has to this day declined to account for their 
fate. In view of the fact th a t mass graves of hundreds of Turkish 
Cypriots have been discovered a t Aloa, Sandallari and Maratha, it is 
not too difficult toguess the tragic fate of those people. Permission for 
the opening of another mass grave in the south, the existence of which 
is known to UNFICYP, has been refused by the Greek - Cypriot autho
rities. That is a mass grave tha t we know exists a t Tokhni (Tashkent), 
another Turkish village in the south of Cyprus. Thus President Denk
tash was left with no alternative but to tell the relatives of those 
Turkish - C jim ot missing persons tha t those who were still unaccounted 
for must, unfortunately, be presumed dead. That was the only way in 
which their agony could be alleviated.

Although everything about the missing persons has been presen
ted to the Greek - Cypriot side, unfortunately they persist in exploiting 
the question of missing persons, adding needlessly to the agony of the 
relatives of those persons. The problem of missing persons was the 
subject of numerous discussions between President Denktash and Mr. 
Clerides, both locally and during the intercommunal talks held a t Vienna. 
During those discussions President Denktas made it clear to Mr. Clerides 
tha t there were no «missing persons» and/or detainees in the hands 
of the Turkish authorities. And the International Red Cross has finally 
confirmed th a t prisoners of war who were taken to Tui'key during the 
war have all been handed over to the Greek - Cypriot authorities. That
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confirmation was made by Mr. Hoffman, the head of the International
Red Cross in Cyprus.

It has been suggested to the Greek - Cypriot side, with ample 
justification, tha t instead of looking for their missing persons in the 
1 urkish - Cypriot region, they should hold those who were guilty of 
the 1974 coup d’etat responsible for accounting for them. The fact that
2,000 Greek Cypriots were killed in the coup of Nicos Sampson 
between 15 and 19 July 1974, that is, before the Turkish intervention 
ever took place, has been confirmed by foreign and Greek - Cypriot 
press reports and eyewitness accounts.

As far as the Turkish Cypriot side is concerned therefore, the 
question of missing persons is a non-issue.

Regarding the issue raised with respect to the buffer zone, I 
should like to summarize our position as follows. As stated in the 
correspondence exchanged between President Denktas and Ambassador 
Cuellar on 22 July 1976, the legal and political status of the buffer 
zone, or no - man’s land as we call it, will be determined by mutual 
agreement between the parties, through the intercommunal talks.

We are trying, purely on humanitarian grounds, to facilitate agri
cultural activities in the area, to the extent permitted by security 
considerations; but we definitely cannot allow the practices of the Creek 
Cypriot side to which objections have previously been made to be 
consolidated into a status quo ante. Needless to say, we shall continue 
to co-operate with UNFICYP in this regard.

This is yet another artificial crisis created by the Greek Cypriot 
side in order to present Cyprus as a boiling pot and thus justify its

recourse to the United Nations and other international forums.
Another often repeated allegation by the Greek Cypriot side is the 

so-called colonization of the north of Cyprus. The true facts on this 
subject are already on record with the United Nations. It suffices to 
state here that people who are coming to the north of Cvprus are 
either Turkish Cypriots who are returning home for settlement now 
that conditions of security and economic development have become 
suitable, or people who are imported temporarily as skilled or unskilled 
labourers and are in Cyprus only temporarily, us I stated. It is relevant 
to state here tha t some who came to Cyprus in late 1974 or early 1975 
have already left the island.

Another m atter which is constantly being exploited by the ( reek 
Cypriot community for purely propaganda purposes is the movement
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of Greek Cypriots from the north to the south. I wish to state most 
emphatically th a t there is no forcible expulsion of Greek Cypriots from 
the north. All Greek Cypriots living in northern Cyprus enjoy the same 
rights as Turkish Cypriots and have freedom of movement subject only 
to minimal security precautions.

It will be recalled th a t a t the third round of the intercommunal 
talks in Vienna an agreement was reached for an exchange of popula
tions, in accordance with which the Greek Cypriot side would allow 
Turkish Cypriots living in the south to move to the north, while the 
Turkish Cypriot side would permit those Greek Cypriots who wished 
to go to the south to do so. Therefore it has been the policy of the 
Turkish Federated State of Cyprus to allow those Greek Cypriots who 
have made application for transfer to the south, either through the 
United Nations and the International Red Cross, or to the Turkish 
Cypriot authorities directly, to move in accordance with their wishes. 
This is also confirmed by the latest report of the Secretary - Genral. 
Yet baseless Greek Cypriot allegations on this m atter continue ad 
nauseam. Indeed, having run out of material, the Greek Cypriot rep
resentative to the  United Nations, Mr. Rossides, has recently gone 
so far as to ridicule himself -we feel unnecessarily- by alleging that 
Greek Cypriots were being forced to go south, of all things, by marriage 
proposals by the Turks. This is contained in document S/12243. Really,
there should be limits even to propaganda.

The fact is tha t Greek Cypriots are moving south of their own 
free will, having come to the  conclusion th a t this would be in their
best interest for the following reasons.

First, they see separation as a reality. They realize th a t any final 
solution to the Cyprus problem will be on the basis of a bizonal federation 
and therefore, perhaps, they see a  better future among their people 
in the south.

Secondly, they wish to join their families and fellow' Greeks in 
the  south, with whom they have common cultural, social and economic 
ties.

Thirdly, Makarios’ call for a long struggle and the setting up of 
militia forces in the south are causing them anxiety and prompting 
theem to move to their own region, where they would feel more secure 
should anything happen again in Cyprus,

In short, they are going to the south for the very reasons that 
the  Turks came to the north. This is merely the natural outcome of

596



main years of hostility between the two communities, nurtured bv 
the Greek Cypriot policy of cnosis and of regarding the Turkish 
Cypriots as enemies, to be hated and despised.

It is worth noting that the grouping of the two communities in 
two distinct regions today is no more than the natural and inevitable 
conclusion of an evolutionary process which began as long ago as the 
beginning of the century.

In 1911, for example, Turkish Cypriots lived in 230 mixed villages 
and 85 purely Turkish villages. By 1946 the number of mixed villages 
in which Turkish Cypriots lived had fallen to 162, while the number 
of purely Turkish villages had riseu to 110. By 1960, the year in which 
Cyprus became independent, the number of mixed villages in which 
Turkish Cypriots lived had been reduced to 102, while the number of 
purely Turkish villages had risen to 130. Following the Greek Cypriot 
onslaught against the Turkish Cypriot community in 1963, during which 
Turkish Cypriots were expelled from 103 villages, the number of mixed 
villages was further reduced to 48, while the purely Turkish villages 
numbered 105.

The above statistics indicate that the position today, where the 
Turkish Cypriots live in one region in the north and the Greek Cypriots 
in one region in the north and the Greek Cypriots in another region 
in the south, is merely the conclusion of a trend which began many 
years ago. The coup of 1974 further intensified the regrouping of the 
two communities; hence the two distinct regions which we have today.

Despite the voluntary movement of the Greek Cypriots to the 
south, statements are made alleging to the contrary that pressure 
was exerted by the Turkish Cypriot authorities. In actual fact, the 
following are the reasons for the movement of Greek Cypriots to the 
south and for the statements thus made.

The Greek Cypriots are under pressure from the Greek Cypriot 
Administration to remain in the north, maybe for internal political 
reasons. Thus on arrival in the south, lest they be branded as traitors, 
these people feel obliged to state that they left under pressure from 
the Turkish Cypriot authorities. Indeed, we are sometimes placed in a 
difficult position, as the case of the three priests of St. Barnabas 
Church illustrates. These three priests applied to go to the south both 
directly to us and also through international ecclesiastical organizations, 
yet the Greek Cypriot press is still printing headlines to the effect 
that these people are being forced to leave for the south. I he Greek
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Cypriot leadership may not want these people to go south for political 
reasons, but we cannot for tha t reason imprison them in the north 
against their will.

In view of the policy of the Greek - Cypriot administration to 
deny rehabilitation, credits and other benefits to Greek Cypriots who 
leave the north voluntarily, they have no alternative but to state tha t 
they were forced to leave by the Turkish Cypriot authorities. Despite 
this and other direct and indirect pressures and intimidation employed 
by the Greek - Cypriot administration, as will be observed from parag
raph 31 of the recent report of the Secretary - General, almost a quarter 
of those who left the north applied directly to the United Nations 
and the International Red Cross<

However, in view of the allegations constantly being made regar- 
dingn the expulsion of Greek Cypriots from the north, we should be 
only too happy for the voluntary applications of the Greek Cypriots 
to be investigated and verified by independent and impartial authori
ties. As confirmed in paragraph 33 of the Secretory - General’s report, 
the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus has agreed to the establishment 
of an enlarged ÜNFICYP Liaison Team Centre in Yialousa and to 
arrangements th a t would enable UNFICYP personnel to speak freely 
and in private with any Greek Cypriot applying for transfer to the 
south, to verify the voluntary nature of the applications and to provide 
transport assistance where necessary. Furtherm ore, until the agreement 
is actually signed, we have authorized the International Red Cross to 
carry out such iinvestigations and verify the voluntary nature of the 
migration.

As fa r as the living conditions of the Greek Cypriots still in the 
north are concerned, the Greek - Cypriot allegations are totally unfoun
ded. Greek Cypriots living in northern Cyprus are accorded the same 
rights as Turkish Cypriots, including freedom of movement subject 
only to minimal security precautions. As confirmed by paragraph 38 
of the Secretary - General’s latest report, the Turkish Federated State 
of Cyprus has improved freedom of movement and travel for Greek 
Cypriots and is providing better facilities for education and health.

In the field of education, as confirmed by paragraph 35 of the 
Secretary - General’s report, all elementary schoolds, including a  nurseiy 
-which, by any standards, is a luxury for villages- are open and 
functioning normally. There is one teacher for every 30 pupils, a ratio 
which is fa r better than the international standard, not to mention 
those prevailing in the Greek - Cypriot controlled region in the south.
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In the field of health, the fact that Greek Cypriots are provided 
with all necessary medical facilities is again confirmed by the report. 
0\ ei 1,000 Greek - Cypriot patients have been given free medical 
treatment in health centres and hospitals in the north.

With respect to agriculture, as again confirmed by the Secretary - 
General’s report, in paragraph 39, the agricultural produce of Greek- 
Cypriot farmers is being purchased by Turkish Cypriot authorities 
at current market prices applicable also to Turkish Cypriots.

It can be clearly seen that the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus 
has done everything possible to improve the living conditions of the 
Greek Cypriots in the north. The same could not be said, however, of 
the Greek - Cypriot administration, whose treatment of the Turkish 
Cypriots at the time when they were unfortunate enough to be living 
in the south was far below acceptable minimum standards. The follo
wing is what two GreekCypriot party leaders had to say on the 
subject when they appeared on a television panel discussion on 
29 May 1975.

Mr. Clerides -whom we all know well— said :

«We must, in a practical way, solve the problems of the Turkish 
Cypriots in the south. This we should have done long ago.

«The budget of the Republic, for example, should include a pro
vision for improving the living conditions of the Turks living under 
’government’ control. This was not done in the past. The Turkish 
Cypriots must feel that they enjoy security of life and property. But 
this is not enough. They must also work. They must be given an oppor
tunity for economic development. They must enjoy freedom of movement 
in the region under the control of the Republic, because they should 
be able to sell their produce.

«The State should solve these fundamental problems of the Turks. 
We should educate our National Guard soldiers so that they should 
not look upon the Turkish Cypriots as the national* -or natural- 
«enemies of the Greeks.» The other leader, Mr. Papaiannu, the leader 
of AKEL, had the foollowing to say :

«Turks in the south should be given a feeling of security, so that
they consider themselves as equal citizens of the Republic.

«We must begin, as a State, to treat them in the same way as we 
treat the Greek Cypriots...
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«The Turks must enjoy the same rights as the Greeks. When 
their security is endangered, those who violate the laws, those who are 
involved in the activities against the Turkish Cypriote, must be seve
rely punished.» Such treatm ent never materialized.

Moreover, while the Greek Cypriots were moving to the south at a 
time of their own choice and after having wound up their businesses 
and sold their produce, the Turkish Cypriots in the south were given a 
time - limit of only one month within which they had to move north. 
The exodus of Turkish Cypriots from the south in such a short time 
obviously caused us severe humanitarian as well as administrative 
problems. Had we set a similar deadline for the Greek Cypriots in the 
north, almost all of them would have left by now.

Furthermore, as confirmed by paragraph 34 of the Secretary- 
General’s report, the Greek Cypriots moving to the south are permitted 
by the Turkish Federated State to take their personal belongings with 
them, while the Turkish Cypriots who left the south were not per
mitted to do so. AH they could carry was a  small suitcase of clothing 
and the minimum of personal belongings. Even pi'operty left by Turkish 
Cypriots in the British Sovereign Base area cannot be returned to 
their Turkish-Cypriot owners because the Greek-C.vpriot administra
tion will not permit British authorities to hand over such property. 
In spite of the Vienna Agreements, the Greek - Cypriot administration 
does not permit the return of Turkish Cypriot owned property, and 
as a result millions of dollars worth of Turkish-Cypriot property and 
equipment is decaying and rotting away in the British bases in Cyprus. 
Recently an application was made, both through the United Nations 
and the British authorities in Cyprus, a t least for the return of 
Turkish-Cypriot lorries stranded in the bases for the purpose of tran s
porting emergency relief aid to the earthquake victims in Turkey. 
Even under those exceptional humanitarian circumstances, however, 
the return of our lorries, which we so desperately needed, was refused 
by the Greek - Cypriot authorities. Likewise, a request for permission 
to remove from the enclaved Turkish village of Erenköy prefabricated 
houses which would have been speedily sent to the earthquake victims 
in Turkey, has also been denied. And these are the people who are 
here now complaining about humanitarian problems in the north.

Hovewer, I do not think this is the time to aapportion blame. I 
shall now turn to the substance of the Cyprus conflict.

The period since the last meeting of the Security Council on this 
subject six months ago, in June, has been characterized by Greek-
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Cypriot endeavours to avoid intercommunal negotiations for the settle
ment oi the Cyprus problem, through constant recourse to international 
forums, false and malicious propaganda campaigns against Turkey and 
the Turkish Cypriots, and attempts to distort the intercommunal na
ture ot the problem. The net result of all this has inevitably been a 
lack of progress in the intercommunal talks.

Despite the fact that the Cyprus dispute is manifestly an inter
communal problem, between the Turkish - Cypriot and Greek - Cypriot 
communities, and although in particular the constitutional aspect of the 
Cyprus problem is primarily the concern of the two communities, Mr. 
Christophides, the Foreign Minister of the Greek - Cypriot Administra
tion, had the audacity to claim in the General Assembly last month 
tha t «the Cyprus problem is not a difference between the two com
munities». (A/3L/PV.61, p. 78)

With all respect to my counteipart, I must say that I do not agree 
with that.

IIow can there be progress in the intercommunal talks if one 
party to the dispute insists on not recognizing the other party even as 
its counteipart? IIow can there be any hope for a settlement if one 
party persists in engaging in a monologue at international forums 
while, a t the same time it pretends to favour a meaningful intercom
munal dialogue?

Ignoring the existence of the Turkish - Cypriot community and 
its Administration, and engaging in false propaganda and futile rhe
toric, is not the right way to go alx>ut solving the Cyprus problem. 
We sincerely hope that the Greek - Cypriot side will come to realize 
the futility of such an approach and will, instead, return to the nego
tiating table for serious and meaningful negotiations. Needless to say, 
the Turkish - Cypriot side is always ready to resume the negotiations. 
In fact, we have never left the negotiating table.

Why has there been no solution to the problem so far?

It- takes two to make an agreement, and I am sorry to say that 
our Greek friends have not yet even decided who their partner is. As 
long as they insist on regarding the Cyprus problem as an international 
problem to be solved between Turkey and the so-called (lOvernment of 
Cyprus, there can be no possibility of a solution. The C'.prus problem, 
as is well known, did not start with Turkey’s intervention in July 1974. 
A return to the status quo existing immediately before the events of 
1974, as the Greek - Cypriot side seems to demand, will not, therefore, 
solve the problem.
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Indeed, it is only since 1974 that, as a result of the Turkish 
intervention and the presence of the Turkish forces on the island, 
there has been peace and stability on the island, for the firs t time in 
many years. This fact is confirmed by impartial foreign observers. 
Mr. McLean, the Secretary of the Fleet Street branch of the National 
Union of Journalists of the United Kingdom, has stated in an interview 
which he gave on 4 November 1976 that «the present situation in 
the whole of the island —not ju st the north but the whole of the island— 
is more stable and secure today than it has been for many years, 
including a large part of the period when the British Government was 
responsible for the island, when you had the EOKA. This is a fact. 
This is a fact; one only has to come here and see for oneself.»

Because of the equilibrium established, today there is no fighting 
in Cyprus, for the first time in veal's. Today there are no indiscriminate 
killings of Turks on the roads; there are no surprise attacks against 
the Turkish community; there is no domination by the Greek - Cypriot 
community over the Turkish - Cypriot community, unlike the situation 
throughout the past two decades. Today, a t long last, there exists 
a basis - a  real basis- for the permanent and peaceful solution of the 
Cyprus problem.

As confirmed by various resolutions of the United Nations, the 
Cyprus problem can be solved only through negotiations between the 
two communities of Cyprus. We do not beileve th a t constant recourse 
to international forums can do much to solve the Cyprus problem. On 
the contrary, as the past two years have shown, such action serves 
only to disrupt and stifle the negotiating process, for serious and 
meaningful negotiations are incompatible with one-sided debates and 
unilateraal actions in international forums.

Unfortunately, all our appeals to the Greek - Cypriot side for mo
deration and realism have fallen on deaf ears. The resolution of the 
Legislative Assembly of the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus 
-adopted on 5 November 1976 and recently circulated as an official 
document of the Security Council (S /12240)- calling for, inter alia, 
the setting up of sub - committees, in accordance with the Vienna Ag
reements and the Brussels Accord, and the speedy resumption of the 
intercommunal talks without fu rther delay, has received no response 
whatsoever from the Greek-Cypriot side. Our repeated proposals for a 
joint transitional federal government, which we believe would go a 
long way towards normalizing the situation in Cyprus and would pre
vent the fu rther separation of the two communities, have also received 
no positive response from the Greek - Cypriot side.
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While we, as the Turkish - Cypriot side, have indicated our wil
lingness and readiness th a t the intercommunal talks should resume, 
the Greek-Cypriot side is bent on internationalizing’ the problem and 
has gone out of its way to undermine they very negotiating process 
itself. We fail to understand why so much of their time and energy 
are spent on running off to international forums, and so little on the 
intercommunal dialogue so necessary for the solution of the Cyprus 
problem. If the time thus wasted in acrimonious debates had instead 
been utilized in fruitful intercommunal dialogue, it would have been 
time much better spent, and most probably many of our outstanding 
difficulties would have been settled by now.

Every time the interlocutors a t the intercommunal talks have 
come close to an agrement, the rapprochement achieved has been sa
botaged by Archbishop Makarios and his collaborators. At the third 
round of the intercommunal talks at Vienna, for example, there was 
a wide understanding on bizonality, a loose federation, equal partici
pation in the central government, a.nd an exchange of maps on the 
territorial aspects of the problem, as well as a voluntary exchange 
of populations as a first step towards the establishment of a biregional 
federation. Indeed, a t the time there was a real possibility of an early 
solution. But all hopes were completely dashed as a result of Archbishop 
Makarios’ stubborn refusal to accept and implement agreements made 
by his representative a t the talks. The various methods and tactics 
pursued by the G re e k -C y p rio t leadership to frustrate progress towards 
an early solution are well known.

Following the third round of the intercommunal talks, held in 
Vienna, Mr. Clerides was so harshly attacked in the G reek -C y p rio t 
press, before he even returned to Nicosia, that he had to deny that 
any agreement in principle or otherwise had been reached with the 
Turkish-Cypriot interlocutor, and he had to state that he had no map 
to submit on territory. It was that negative attitude adopted by the 
Greek-Cypriot side, therefore, that led to the failure of the fourth 
round of the intercommunal talks, held in New' York between 8 and 9 
September 1975.

It was not until months after the deadlock in New York that new 
hopes appeared for the resumption of the talks, following the Brussels 
Accord reached between the Foreign Ministers of Turkey and Greece 
on 12 December 1975. A t the fifth round of the talks, in Vienna, 
agreement had been reached, within the fnuuework of the Brussels 
Accord, for an exchange of proposals and the setting up of experts’ 
committees to tackle the constitutional as well as the territorial as
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pects of the Cyprus problem. Once again, however, determined to 
undermine the talks and block any progress towards a  solution, Arch
bishop Makarios created an artificial crisis, which finally led to the 
resignation of Mr. Glafcos derides as the Greek-Cypriot interlocutor 
and, subsequently, to liis complete ousting from the political scene.

W hat is required a t present is an atmosphere conducive to cons
tructive and meaningful negotiations. The continued call of the Greek 
Cypriot leadership for a long struggle; the recurring news reports in 
the Greek Cypriot press regarding the formation of militia forces; the 
exploitation of governmental authority by the Greek Cypriot side; the 
policy of isolating the Turkish Cypriot community and, what is more 
important, the demand of the Greek Cypriot side for a return to its 
pre-1974 position if and when negotiations s ta rt —that is, the position 
in which it was insisting on m ajority rule with minimal rights of local 
administration for the Turkish Cypriot community, a t a time when 
the Turkish Cypriot community was under Greek Cypriot domination 
and oppression— all th a t is certainly not helping in the creation of an 
atmosphere conducive to the resumption of the talks.

The Greek Cypriot daily Phileleftheros of 24 November 1976 —and 
th a t newspaper, incidentally is, the official organ of the Makarios Ad
ministration— and Gnomi of 29 November 1976, to mention only two 
publications, have been strongly advocating reversion to the pre-1974 
Gi’eek position. This new development is not only discouraging but 
alarming and dangerous, and if pursued it will destroy all hopes of a 
negotiated settlement. This attitude of the Greek Cypriot side is certainly 
not realistic. Unless the Greek Cypriot side ceases to consider Cyprus 
a Greek island, unless it is willing to share governmental authority 
with us, uidess it is prepared to trea t us as equals, there can be no 
solution.

Unfortunately, for the present the Greek Cypriot leadership con
tinues in its old ways. I t seems to have learned nothing from its past 
mistakes, and those of its leaders who have had the foresight to point 
out the futility of its ways —those like Mi*. Glafcos Clerides, who have 
publicly stated tha t many opportunities for a  settlement have been 
missed due to the extreme nationalism, petty political interests and 
demagoguery of the Greek Cypriot leadership- have been expeditiously 
ousted. Those among the Greek Cypriots who have had the courage 
to speak out against the obsolete policies of their leaders -persons 
such as Mr. Zenon Stavrinides-- have been promptly' silenced and 
arbitrarily prosecuted, as we were authoritatively informed by Mr.
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Christoph ides himself during the recent debate on Cyprus in the General 
Assembly.

Regretfully, today, as in the past, we are once again missing 
opportunities for the early settlement of the Cyprus conflict as a 
result of the retrograde policies of the Greek Cypriot leadership. 
Apparently the  Greek Cypriot side does not desire a rea.li.stic settlement 
of the Cyprus conflict. Apparently it does not even desire an early 
settlement of the Cyprus crisis. It may be pertinent at this point to 
examine just what the Creek Cypriot side is really aiming at.

First, it intends to keep the Cyprus problem in the limelight in 
order to prolong the issue in the hope that it will ultimately succeed 
in bringing pressure to bear on Turkey and the Turkish Cypriot com
munity. Thus the object of its constant resort to international forums 
is not to facilitate a solution but, on the contrary', as Archbishop 
Makarios recently admitted.

«1 would not say that the new United Nations resolution in 
favour of C.Vprus would provide a solution to the Cyprus problem. But, 
besides moral vindication, our recourse to the international Organization 
and its relevant resolutions keep our problem in the limelight.»

Those comments were published in The Cyprus Mail of 9 September 
1976.

Prolongation of the Cyprus conflict may help Archbishop Makarios 
and a few of his close associates to prolong then- political lives, but it 
is definitely against the interests of Cyprus as a whole.

Secondly, the Greek Cypriot side is trying to strangle the Turkish 
Cypriot community by denying its very existence and isolating it from 
the rest of the world through an economic blockade. Its attempts to 
disrupt international trade with the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus, 
its endeavours to obstruct tourists from visiting northern Cyprus and 
its efforts to prevent recognition of passports and stamps issu*d by 
the Turkish Administration -these are but a few examples of Greek 
Cypriot designs in this regard, aimed at forcing us to submission. 
This attitude is not only delaying the resumption of the talks but is 
inevitably leading to further separation and compelling us to take new 
measures in order to avert the serious consequences of the policy fol
lowed by the Greek C y p rio t side.

Surely the Greek Cypriot leaders must realize that it is they 
themselves who through their effort1: to isolate the Turkish Cypriot 
community are responsible for the separation which is unfortunately
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becoming1 deeper and more permanent every day. If this state of 
statelessness to which we have been condemned is allowed to continue, 
and if the existence, let alone the equal status, of the Turkish Cypriot 
community is denied, hopes of a settlement will remain slender.

The Greek Cypriots are trying to preserve their illegitimate status 
as the so-called Government of Cyprus by denying any participation 
to the Turkish Cypriot community in the Government. Hence their 
refusal to accept our offer for a joint transitional government. In this 
way they hope to maintain their monopoly in international forums and 
to be in a position to prevent the participation of the Turkish Cypriot 
community on an equal footing, thereby suppressing the Turkish Cypriot 
viewpoint in the international arena, as has been the case in Lima, in 
Colombo, and, unfortunately, during the recent United Nations General 
Assembly debate.

The attempts of the Greek Cypriot side to deprive the Turkish 
Cypriot community of its legitimate right to participate in international 
conferences, however, are serving to prolong the dispute. As long as 
Makarios is regarded as the legitimate Head of State —a State which, 
incidentally, he has been trying to destroy for more than two decades— 
the prospects for a solution will not be favourable; because as long as 
his administration is recognized as the legitimate government of the 
whole of Cyprus he will continue his well known rhetoric about the 
«invasion» and «occupation» of Cyprus and the presence of «illegal 
forces» on his island. He will continue to give the false impression 
that when Turkey came to Cyprus in 1974 Cyprus was a «paradise» 
in which the two communities lived together in peace and friendship. 
Me will continue to allege that if the Turkish troops withdrew everything 
would once again be well with Cyprus. Maybe he is right from the 
Greek Cypriot point of view, but as far as we are concerned the 
realization of his objectives would be tantamount to the total elimina
tion of the Turkish Cypriot community as a distinct entity on the 
island. Unless actual and physical guarantees can be found within the 
framework of a bizonal settlement, unless effective measures can be 
taken to prevent the recurrence of the past, a second Lebanon tragedy 
may be created on the island.

The Cyprus problem can be solved only through a realistic approach. 
There are two national communities which have been in a state of 
conflict since the mid-1950s. Today the problem is how' to find a solu
tion which will end that conflict and enable the two communities to 
live side by side on the island in peace. It is a matter of rearranging 
our home in such a way that one party will not be able to dominate 
or oppress the other.
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\\ ha.t are the realities on the island which must be taken into 
account in a search for a solution?

Firstly, the Cyprus Republic was established in 1960 by the two 
communities in exercise of their common right of self - determination. 
The Republic was created as a binational State based on the partnership 
and equality of those two communities. Unfortunately, however, the 
Greek - Cypriot community, as it later transpired, did not regard the 
independent State as an end in itself but merely as a means to an 
end -namely, the union of Cyprus with Greece. Thus, barely three 
years after independence, the Greck-Cypriot community under the 
leadership of Archbishop Makarios, in flagrant violation of the very 
principles in accordance with which the Republic had been created and 
in complete disregard of the legitimate rights of its co-partners, set 
in motion the series of well-known events which were aimed at the 
dissolution of the independent Cyprus State together with the elimi
nation of the Turkish-Cypriot community as a political entity.

The Turkish intervention of 1974 was not an aggression but an 
attempt to prevent the consolidation of an aggression which h;id been 
taking place since 1963 and had culminated in the coup of July 1974. 
The Turkish intervention, therefore, is not the cause of the Cyprus 
problem but its result. In other words, it is the result of the policy 
of the Greek Cypriots and Greece to unite the island with Greece 
at the expense of the Turkish - Cypriot community. Had it not been 
for the timely intervention of Turkey in 1974 and the courageous 
resistance put up by the Turkish-Cypriot community for the 12 years 
preceding the coup, today there would have been no Turkish-Cypriot 
community, let alone an independent State of Cyprus.

Since the Greek aggression against the Turkish Cypriot commu
nity in 1963, there have existed, and there continue to exist in Cyprus, 
two separate administrations each having exclusive control and autho
rity over its respective community and region. The existence of two 
national communities and their separate administrations on the island 
has also been recognized by the three guarantor Powers. Turkey, Greece 
and the United Kingdom, by their Declaration in Geneva on 3 0  July 1974, 
as well as in various resolutions of the United Nations. It is that 
reality which necessitated the signing of the procès - verbal between 
the United Nations and the Turkish-Cypriot side last December.

After 1974 the restructuring of the Turkish-Cypriot administration 
as the Turkish Federated State of Cyprus had become indispensable 
for meeting the growing administrative requirements of the Turkish
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region, the constitution of the Federated State was submitted to public 
referendum on 8 June 1975 and endorsed unanimously by the Turkish- 
Cypriot community. As a result of the recent general elections held in 
northern Cyprus, the Turkish Federated State has attained a new and 
important legal basis. The Turkish - Cypriot community will under no 
circumstances return to the degrading situation in which it tried to 
survive prior to 1974.

The sooner, therefore, the Greek-Cypriot leadership recognizes as 
a reality the existence of the Turkish-Cypriot community and its 
administration, the sooner there will be progress towards a settlement. 
Those are the realities which must necessarily be taken into account 
in any settlement of the Cyprus problem.

The Turkish-Cypriot community is not making extravagant demands. 
We do not want anything in excess of our legitimate rights. All we 
want is to live in our homeland as decent human beings, free from 
oppression, the discrimination and the suffering which we have had 
the misfortune to experience in the past. After all, that is our right, 
just as it is the right of all peoples. We have had more than our share 
of suffering in the past. We know what it feels like to be under 
domination. We know what it feels like to be homeless and destitute, 
and we do not want the injustices committed against us in the past 
to be repeated also in the future. That is what we are striving for.

The Turkish-Cypriot community was forced to fight for its right 
of selfdetermination. We are confident that the United Nations will 
confirm our right of self-determination and that the Security Council 
will not allow itself to be exploited by those who are trying to deny 
us that right

The Turkish Cypriots have struggled for the bidependence of their 
country. As a community, we are indeed proud of the fact that we 
have succeeded in preserving the independence of Cyprus, at great 
sacrifice and loss of life, in the face of criminal designs for the elimi
nation of our commuuityand the annexation of our country by another 
State. We did not tolerate such attempts to annex our country in the 
past; we shall not do so in the future.

The Turkish-Cypriot community has struggled against those who 
have abused their governmental authority and tried to destroy the 
constitutional equality of our community. We are determined to defend 
our equal status, for our very existence, as well as the independence 
of the island, depends on that equality.
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I lie Greek-Cypriot side often accuses us of not having submitted 
concrete proposals tor the solution of the Cyprus problem, when it is 
they themselves who have failed to put forward tangible or even re
motely realistic proposals. Contrary to the Greek-Cypriot accusations, 
the Turkish-Cypriot proposals are perfectly precise and clear, as well 
as being thoroughly realistic. The Turkish-Cypriot proposals were 
circulated as an official document of the United Nations on 5 June 1976 
(S/12093, annex B) and are available for everyone to examine. On 
the constitutional aspect of the problem, we have proposed the estab
lishment of a biregional federation composed of a Turkish Federated 
State and a Greek Federated State and a central Federal Government 
with agreed powers. In view of our past experience, we believe that only 
under such a set-up can the independence of Cyprus as well as the 
security and legitimate rights of the two communities be effectively 
guaranteed. Regarding the territorial aspect of the problem, our posi
tion has again been made abundantly clear. We do not regard the nu
merical strength of the two communities or even the actual ownership 
of land, which incidentally is in our favour, as being the only relevant 
factors in the determination of the areas to be administered by the 
two Federated States respectively. The security and the economic re
quirements of the two communities are two important factors to be 
taken into account. Accordingly in our proposals we have stated that 
the Turkish Federated State must be economically viable, to give to the 
Turkish-Cypriot community the opportunity which was denied to it 
previously to develop economically in freedom. We have stated that 
our State must be militarily defensible in order to prevent the recur
rence of the repeated attacks which the Turkish-Cypriot community 
had to suffer in the past. As for the details of the problem, we have 
agreed, in accordance with the Brussels agreemenet, to the setting up 
of committees of experts to investigate the intricate issues involved 
and to report to the political interlocutors.

And what proposals do we have from the Greek Cypriot side? 
Just a dry figure of 20 per cent territory for the Turkish Federated 
State of Cyprus. But why not 35 per cent? Why not 25 per cent? 
Why not X per cent? What are the criteria? Apart from a simple 
arithmetical figure there is nothing concrete in the Greek Cypriot 
proposals. Has the Greek Cypriot side said, for example, whether it 
would accept a bizonal federation- a necessary perequisite for any 
headway in the talks?

Has it accepted the principle of political equality in the central 
federal government that is inherent in any I ̂ deration ! It obstructs

609



the setting up of the sub-committees and continues to reject the Turkish 
Cypriot community as its true, indeed only, counterpart. Under these 
circumstances can the Turkish Cypriot side really be accused of not 
making any proposals? Can we really be blamed for the impasse in the 
intercommunal dialogue?

By its very nature the negotiating process involves reciprocity, 
mutual goodwill and accommodation. Yet the Greek Cypriot side expects 
the Turkish Cypriot side to be more specific on the territorial aspect 
without receiving anything concrete on the other aspects of the prob
lem. The problem must be tackled as a  whole.

We are being criticized for following a separatist policy. The 
physical separation on the island is not of our making. It has been 
imposed on us by the Greek Cypriot leadership. But while on this 
subject I feel that 1 should put on record once more tha t the Turkish 
Cypriot side opposes the partition of the island. We believe tha t Cyprus 
must remain an independent, sovereign and non-aligned State. We 
believe th a t this can be achieved only through a bizonal federation with 
the effective national guarantees of Turkey and Greece. Today, the 
basis for such a settlement, which would enable the two communities 
to coexist peacefully on the island, already exists. All tha t is required 
is the agreement of the Turkish Cypriot and Greek Cypriot communities, 
through negotiations conducted between the two sides on an equal 
footing.

However, the success of the negotiations depends on the states
manship, goodwill and mutual respect of the parties. We are a co
founder and co-partner community. The problem and the Cyprus crisis 
cannot be resolved without us, and this is of paramount importance. 
We hope that the Greek Cypriot leadership will abandon its policy of 
a «long struggle», will recognize the existence of the Turkish Cypriot 
community on the island, will return to the negotiating table for talks 
on an equal footing and will refrain in future from acting in such a 
manner as to frustrate  the intercommunal dialogue.

Let us, instead, sit down together a t the negotiating table and 
discuss our differences frankly and in a spirit of goodwill. The Turkish 
Cypriot side is ready to resume negotiations at any time. In fact, why 
do we not follow the example set by the Turkish and Greek Foreign 
Ministers, who, immediately after the debate in the Council 011 the 
Aegean question last August, met to discuss the m atter? Why do we 
not do the same? Why do not wy counterpart from the south of Cyprus, 
Mr. Christopbides, and I walk into the  next room and s ta rt negotiations
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straightaway and without any further deiay? That is the only way 
that we can resolve our problem.

I extend my hand in friendship to my distinguished friend, Mr. 
Christophides, and hope that he will respond favourably to this earnest 
and sincere offer.»
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«1 wish briefly to refer to the statem ent of the representative of 
Panama.

He said he was confused by Mr. Celik’s statem ent regarding his 
position on General Assembly resolution 31/12. It is not incumbent 
upon me to reply on behalf of Mr. Celik, but I wish to point out that 
as fa r as we are concerned there is no link whatsoever between the 
mission of the Secretary - General and any resolutions of the General 
Assembly on the question of Cyprus.

The intercommunal talks have indeed been proceeding within the 
framework of a procedure whose salient point is tha t the parties are 
not negotiating on the basis of any preconditions. The Secretary - 
General and the parties are on record on this point.»

The right of reply m ade by Mr. titer TÜRKMEN,
at the Security Council on 15 December 197G, S/PV. 1980.
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THE QUESTION OF CYPRUS

«1 thank you and the members of the Council for giving me 
the opportunity to address the Council again.

T made a lengthy statement yesterday. The Turkish Cypriot side 
does not often have the opportunity to address the United Nations, 
and I hope tha t my lengthy statement will be viewed in that light. 
I thank you, Mr. President, and each and every member of the Council 
for your indulgence.

In my statement yesterday I replied a t some length to the issues 
raised by Mr. Christoph ides. It is therefore not my intention to take 
up much of the Council's time today to enter into a new dialogue with 
my counterpart on the issues raised either today or yesterday. We 
believe tha t a dialogue of that nature can go on forever, each side 
coming up with new arguments in support of its case. I t therefore 
becomes more evident that we should do less talking here and should 
go back to negotiations, in which, in secrecy, with goodwill and mutual 
accommodation, we should try  to find a settlement to our long-standing 
conflict

Mr. Christoph ides’ statement of this morn ing, however, leaves 
very little room for optimism. I regret to say this, but from the fact 
that he still persists in ignoring us as his counterpart in Cyprus it is 
evident tha t under the circumstances there is little willingness or 
readiness to engage in a dialogue with us.

The C yp ru s problem is a problem between the two communities. 
The Cyprus problem is a problem that must be resolved between the 
two communities. If we do not resolve our problem, no one else will 
be able to resolve it for us. It is futile for Mr. Christophides to try 
to avoid us as a counterpart and to turn to Turkey as a partner in 
the negotiations. He must come to us, and we are ready and willing 
to enter into a dialogue to resolve the problem.

The right of reply made by Mr. Vedat CELlK.
Representative of Turkish Cypriot Community,
a t the Security Council on 15 December 1976, S/PV. 1980.
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I welcome a change of heart. Mr. Christophides has just referred 
to us as his compatriots. This is really something we expected to 
hear years ago, decades ago. We have never been recognized, and we 
have never even been mentioned as part of Cyprus for the last two 
decades. The Cyprus problem has been considered by the United Nations 
since 1955 --for 21 years— and never have the Turkish voice or Turkish 
legitimate rights been mentioned or supported here by Greek Cypriot 
delegations. Therefore no one can presume to be representing the whole 
of Cyprus here.

He knows he cannot represent me, and I definitely do not presume 
to represent him. In this light I again call upon my c o u n te r p a r t  and 
extend to him my hand in friendship and ask him to be as realistic 
as possible and to look upon us as the party with which they have 
to resolve the Cyprus problem.»

614







A BRIEF INDEX TO THE THIRD VOLUME
AldıkaçlJ, 467 
Arafat. XVI 
Akıman. 42, 62 
Aksoy, 256, 263, 309, 317 
Atalay, 380, 385, 396, 401, 409, 444, 446,

496, 517- 519. 520. 523, 524, 525, 528, 
552.

Atatürk, 3, 5, 6, 7, 16, 567, XV. XXIV 
Averof, 118
Bayülken, 3, 27, 67, 75, 91, 95 
Birgen, 433 
Bouteflika, 221
Cuellar, 132, 380, 566, 590, 591, XVI, XVII, 

XXXIII
Çağlayangil, 14, 46, 87, 504, 529, 531, 564 
Çelik, 266, 291. 302, 308, 316, 345, 350, 352, 

371. 373. 376, 419, 424, 455, 476. 481,
482, 494, 506, 546, 585, 588, 589, 590,
612, 613.

Clorides, 120, 138, 140, 141, 142. 143, 144, 
145, 194, 195, 197, 214, 286, 307, 311,
318, 332, 335, 345, 346, 352, 353, 354,
357, 358. 359, 360, 361, 430, 445, 485,

Demirel, 8, 79, 438.
Donktag, 140, 154, 206, 208, 217, 219, 221, 

233, 242, 245, 286, 294, 302, 304, 309.
322, 326. 332, 335, 365, 377, 380, 384,
408, 410, 412. 414. 416, 421, 424, 431,
434. 435. 449. 452, 454, 482, 489, 496,
500, 503, 506, 507, 521, 526, 533, 545,
556, S60, 561, 572, 584, 591, 594.

Ecevit. 98, 99. 100, 101, 102, 104, 113, 115,
117, 119, 127, 133, 146, 159.

Erbakan, 117
Esenbel, 6, 327, 328, 335 
Evren, XI, XIII 
Feyzioğlu, 237, 318 
Grivas, 168, 192, 193 
Guyor, 566. 583 
Güliokin, 329 
Gumriikcüoğlu, 166, 201 
Güneş. 5, 27, 37, 71, 76, 102, 109, 118, 137, 

229, 250, 262, 311 
Güney, 252, 253, 254. 255, 259, 261 
Güven, 58 
Halefoğlu, XXIII 
Hoveyda, 32, 41 
King Hussein, XVI 
Işık, 117

Karamanlis, 115, 118, 201, 202, 341, 342. 
486. 497, 528, 542, 547, 548, 558, 559, 
573, 578, 579, 594, 599.

Kyprianou, 245. 248, 272, 287. 300, 301, 355 
356

Kissonger, 105 
Jankowitch, 55, 40, 62 
Lusaka. XXIII
Makarios, 19, 106, 112, 144, 160, 162, 164.

167, 168, 169, 175, 176, 177, 189, 210,
225, 226, 237, 238, 242, 253, 254, 255,
259, 269, 270. 271, 272, 274. 275. 276,
277, 278, 280. 283, 235. 288. 291, 3G2,
318, 319, 326, 332, 336, 346, 355, 391,
398, 401, 416, 418, 492, 500, 501. 508,
509, 511, 512, 513, 515, 517, 518, 529,
538, 539, 552, 553, 554, 567, 569, 571,
572, 573, 574, 577, 582, 592, 605, 607.

Mavros, 140. 141, 142. 143, 144, 145.
Münir, 467
Olcay. 31, 38. 55, 132, 153, 159, 163, 207,

218, 218, 223, 240, 290, 298, 298, 299,
331, 345, 350, 363, 369, 373. 375. 378.
382, 400, 430, 443.

Örek. 498 
Özal, XV
Plaza. 209, 210, 289, 304, 342, 343. 
Papadopoulos, 301, 308, 481. 483, 488, 489.

491, 493, 494.
Papandreou, 276, 495 
Roosevel!, XXXVI
Rossides, 154, 160, 161, 162, 208- 209, 212,

223, 224. 225, 227, 240, 303, 304, 306.
323. 326, 327, 401. 409, 421, 422, 434.
435. 436. 457, 458, 491. 495. 497, 521,
525, 526.

Samson, 120, 167, 319.
Sancar, 117 
Söylemez, 316, 582 
Süleyman. 324, 467
Taşkın, 330 
Topaloğlu, 238, 320
Tosyalı, 393, 394
Türkmen. 47, 60, 468, 470, 472, 478. 491,

497, 535. 550. 566. 583, 587. 612
Ünel. 403, 445 
Urquhart, 566, 583
VValdheim, 102, 146, 531, 532. 563, 583, 590

615





Yiiksel Soylemez, was born in 1931, Istanbul, Turkey.

He studied law at Istanbul university, and graduated in 1955.
He joined the Ministry of Foreign Affairs end of December, 1957.

He was assigned as Second Secretary at the Turkish Embassy in 
London and studied International Relations at the London School of 
Economics.

In 1961 was promoted to F irst Secretary of Legation at the Turkish 
Embassy in New Delhi, India.

He served as the F irst Secretary of the Turkish Embassy in 
Bangkok, Thailand from 1962 to 1964.

lie  served a t the Turkish Mission to the U.N. between 1966 - 1971, 
in his capacity as Counsellor.

In  1967, he was Alternate Representative of Turkey a t the U.N. 
Council for South West Africa, and in 1968 Representative of Turkey 
at the U. N. Council for Namibia.

From August 1971 to August 1978 he was first, Deputy Director 
and later Director of the Department of International Organisations, 
a t the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, in Ankara.

Head of the Turkish Delegations on bilateral air transport agreement 
negotiations; between Turkey and Finland, Iraq, German Democratic 
Republic, Libyan Arab Republic, Republic of Korea, Kuwait and Spain, 
between 1974-1976; Also Head of Turkish Delegations to ICAO, in 
Montreal.

Head of the Turkish Delegations negotiating the Aegean Airspace 
Problems, Senior Member of the Turkish Delegation, negotiating 
Aegean Continental Shelf Problems, between Turkey and Greece, in 
mid - Seventies.

From 1978 to August 1981 he served as the Turkish Consul 
General in London.

He was the Turkish Ambassador to Lagos, Nigeria, between 1981 - 
1984, also accredited as Ambassador to Cotonou, Lome, Accra, Niamey, 
Yaounde, and Malabo.

He is married, with one daughter and a son.

617




