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From Pragmatism to Idealism to Failure:

Britain in the Cyprus crisis of 1974
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ABSTRACT

Both before and after 1974, the question of territory controlled by
the Greek or the Turkish side in Cyprus has been one of the most
important and enduring aspects of the Cyprus problem. With its
starting point at an unpublished telegram (from the National
Archives of Australia) detailing secret UK views, this paper
examines British -and to a slightly lesser extent, US- policy towards
Cyprus in July and August 1974. In particular it focuses on policy
towards the amount of territory that could, would or should be
controlled by Turkey in Cyprus; on the factors that led to this policy
and its eventual implementation by Turkey; on the changes of stance
and the interaction between British and US policy (and James
Callaghan and Henry Kissinger respectively); on military
assessments and options in Cyprus; and on the reasons

why ultimately the British policy in Cyprus failed in August 1974.
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From Pragmatism to Idealism to Failure:

Britain in the Cyprus crisis of 1974

1. Introduction

After a long crisis involving Archbishop Makaricst, the time President of the
Republic of Cyprus and the Greek military junta, In July 1974, the latter
launched a coup that successfully deposed the foriwith the delicate
balance on the island of Cyprus upset, Turkeyiaihjtusing as a pretext the
restoration of the constitutional order of the mslgand later, increasingly, the
protection of the Turkish-Cypriot minority), in &v® stage operation (20-30
July and 14-16 August 1974), invaded and occupngihily around 5% and
eventually close to 36% of Cyprus. Contrary totipeevious (1964 and 1967)
record, in 1974, the US did not deter Turkish aggie. Neither, according to
popular views, did the British live up to their @ods guarantor power. As a
result, a wave of anti-americanism swept over l§atbéece and Cyprus. In the
examination of the Cyprus crisis, the popular vieat emerged subsequently,
mainly in Cyprus and Greece (but also among someGreek authors)s that

in 1974 there existed some kind of internationalspiracy; according to the
most extreme manifestations, this conspiracy aiaiethe previously agreed
handover (by the US and / or Britain) of part ofp@lys to Turkey or to the

partition of the island between Greece and Turkeythe form of double

! See, for example, Argyrou (1992), Drousiotis (208id Venizelos (2002). Among English language
works see O'Malley and Craig (1999) and Hitche@923.



Enosis(union of each of the two parts of the island wishmotherland). In this

context, usually the main conspirators (eitheraliyenamed or alluded to) are
the US, Henry Kissinger (then US Secretary of $tabe CIA, NATO, Britain

and the Greek Junta. In this approach the July 1&Up that overthrew
President Makarios in Cyprus on 15 July 1974, ensas the handiwork of the
CIA, which either encouraged Dimitrios loannidise tstrongman of the Athens
junta to plan and execute it -or, alternativelyyeyim its tacit permission to

implement his plans.

As regards Britain, public perception of its politywards the Cyprus 1974
crisis, in both Greece and Cyprus (and to an exdsetwvhere), has traditionally
followed two paths: it has either considered Bnita the light of aperfidia
Albio approachgerfidia because it either ‘sold’ Cyprus to Turkey or besgail
refused to face up to its responsibilities as GutaraPower); or it has largely

ignored Britain, focussing mainly on the interptieta of the role of the US.

Both before and after 1974, the question of tawittas been one of the most
important and enduring aspects of the crisis. Tlkecgntage of Cypriot
territory that the Turkish side would control waslehas consistently beeof
paramount importance: in Cyprus, control of ‘adequéerritory (no matter
what numerical value is attached to it) is equavet the viability of state (or
federal) structures. Post-1974, in the negotiatadysut the Cyprus issue, return
of territory has (together with constitutional issyibeen central (for the Greek

side); for the Turkish side, territory has consifite been a highly significant

2 For this view see eg. Arthur Hartman'’s view theritory was “the only lever the Turks had. They
had to be brought to see that withdrawal was irr thimg-term interest.” See TNA (The National
Archives, UK), FCO 9/1922, Record of a conversatietween Mr. Callaghan and Mr. A. Hartman at
the FCO on 8 August 1974 at 10.30 a.m., p. 94.



bargaining chip In this light, what this paper will look at isiBxin’s (and to a
slightly lesser extent, US) policy towards Cyprustjprior and during the
Turkish invasion of 1974, with particular emphasispolicy views towards the
amount of territory that could, would or should @entrolled by Turkey in
Cyprus, slightly before, during and as an outcor#e invasion of 1974. In
this context we will examine in particular the sorof the ‘rule of thirds’
regarding the territorial division of Cyprus thashbeen the final outcome of
the crisis. We shall also look at the evolutionpoficy that stemmed -directly
or indirectly- from views as regards territory;tlgsve shall try to look for the

reasons why ultimately British policy in Cyprusléa.

The author was led to this approach, from a twcepdegram found in the
National Archives of Australia (hence referred sothe ‘Australian telegram’,
see below), in the course of ongoing research erl®Y4 Turkish invasion of
Cyprus. Compared against existing knowledge, #legtam appears to give us
a very different view of British policy in July 187 apart from published
sources, this paper uses evidence drawn from pyis@urces, mainly British
archival material in The National Archives (TNANAUS diplomatic papers,
mainly those published in thEoreign Relations of the United Stat@gan
Hook, 2007; henceforth, FRUS). Some additional netés drawn from the

National Archives of Australia.

Lastly, this paper will not deal with the resporidiles of the Greek Junta:
there is no doubt that it gave the orders for tloeipc against President

Makarios. Neither is there any doubt that the ceepin motion the chain of

% The issue of territory continues (in 2010) to bee @f the main sticking points in the ongoing
negotiations for of the solution of the Cyprus pewb.



events that followed: even if Turkey intended teade anyway at some point
in 1974, the coup provided an ideal opportunity, ¢mod to miss (Asmussen,
2008:292]. Lastly, we will not look at the allegations opee-invasion deal on

the division of Cyprus between the Colonels’ regim&reece and the Turkish
Government: as with other conspiracy theoriesgthisting evidence of such a

deal is weak.

2. Policy at the starting line: the UK on the terrtorial division of
Cyprus, July 1974

Evidence for what the UK had (secretly) expected¢othe outcome of the
Turkish invasion, comes first from the British rtally experts’ views. Even
beyond the long-standing Cyprus issue, in Noveni®&3 Turkey had added
the question of the delimitation of the continerghelf to the list of bilateral
issues, leading to a general worsening of GreekiShrrelations. In this
general context, the British military attachés igp@is, Greece and Turkey
kept supplying relatively detailed information ohetarmed forces of the
countries they were accredited®.toThus, in the months before the 1974
invasion, the UK government was in possession a¢éildel and up-to-date
information regarding both the National Guard ame tTurkish Cypriot

Forceé.

* See also Nicolet (2001: 419, 428 guasin).

® E.g. TNA, FCO 9/1892, tel. DIG: FOJ 602 171635XBAthens to MODUK, 17 July 1974; FCO
9/1891, tel. FOJ 1611507, BRITDEFAT Ankara to MODUX6 July 1974; on the Turkish military
preparations see TNA, FCO 9/1892, tel. no. FOJ 83 Jul Ankara to MODUK, 17 July 1974. Se
also notes 9 and 10, below.

® TNA, FCO 9/1973 Military Reports from Cyprus. THike, covering the period 18 Jan to 20 June
1974; it includes a detailed “Cyprus Military Refordated 23 April 1974, as well as the final
(“Valedictory”) report of Col. Stocker, the Defendalvisor to the High Commission dated 4 April



When the projected Turkish invasion of Cyprus camehe fore, the briefs
prepared for the 17 July talks between Ecevit antbdN (just three days
before the start of the invasion) included a fatyueorrect assessment of
Greek and Turkish military strengths which stateat geography favoured the
Turks and that “Greek mainland forces would be imab [intervene in

Cyprus] effectively”.

Another assessment by the Joint Intelligence Cotami(JIC) dated 19 July
(i.e. shortly before the hostilities started), mstied that Turkey could deploy
8,000 airborne troops within 12 hours and land tare&k and two artillery

battalions in Cyprus. The assessment continueithgttat,

The Greeks and the Greek Cypriots would almostuc#yt oppose the Turks
but we have no doubt that the latter would sucdeedtaining their objectives.
We cannot make any firm prediction as to how ldngauld take the Turks to
achieve their military objectives, but we think thaost would have been

achieved within 24 - 48 hours of landing.

[...] We do not believe that the Greeks could prevbetTurks from attaining

their objective$.

There are two questions that arise from the ablewst, what, according to the

British military, were the Turkish objectives? Acding to the same source, it

1974; which also includes the order of battle ofhbthe National Guard and the Turkish Cypriot
forces, as well as details of events of militagnsicance that took place during this period.

" TNA, FCO 9/1892, Military coup in Cyprus (Wednegdsr July), “Background Brief for the Prime

Minister for the working dinner for the Prime Miteés and the Acting Foreign Minister, Mr. Ecevit and
Mr. Isik: 17 July 1974”, Confidential, Brief no. Zhe orders of Battle of Greek and Turkish forces a

included in Annexes A and B.

8 See TNA, WO 386/21, JIC(London) to HQ BAOR(G) (®a$C Germany), AOCINCNEAF (Pass
JIG Cyprus), HQ UKLF, HQ STC, CINCFLEET, IMMEDIATESECRET, 191450Z JUL, Annex Q,

to BFNE 1500/24. The telegram was also sent to ldandlson (at the time in Paris) as JICTEL 495,
of 19 JUL 74.



was the occupation of the North-Eastern part ofrGydfrom Famagusta to
Morphou, via the Turkish quarter of Nicosia), ararthat would include a
major port (Famagusta) and an airfield (Tymbouduthh it is difficult to have

a precise estimate, this would be close to 30%ypir@.

The second question is how did the assessmentseabopact on the
formulation of UK policy? It has already been sd#nht officially there is
obviously no public mention of Britain acceptingtiTurkey occupies by force
land belonging to the Republic of Cyprus, an indelemt state, a member of
the UN and the British Commonwealth and a stateMuich Britain was itself
a Guarantor Power. However, evidence from the MNatioArchives of
Australia seems to imply the opposite, at leastthar beginning of the first

phase of the Turkish invasion.

3. The ‘Australian telegram’

The text of the Australian telegrdnseems to offer us a glimpse into a level of
policy that is seldom allowed to see the light afydat least not a ‘mere’ 35-
odd years from the event), namely the level whére political and / or
diplomatic establishments face up to -or even hsfippe- the developing
realties on the ground, no matter how unpleasamaorful these may be for
those immediately concerned. In its first five gmegphs, the Australian
telegram contains a number of interesting poiritgides an outline of British
aims and objectives on 20 July, as communicatédedustralian diplomats in

London by the Foreign and Commonwealth Office (Fd0glso describes the

° The National Archives of Australia, tel. O.LH1328130 21.7.74, SECRET, London to. Canberra
/10734, Ref. 152/2/3 Part 1, Barcode 583852



anticipated effects of the Turkish military opeoats for Cyprus and Greece.
Particularly its second paragraph seems to shedigbtwon the early views of
the British side on the Cyprus crisis. The fulinsearibed text of the first page
of the telegrart? is published below (facsimile images of both pagesto be

found in the Appendix):

0.LH13267 JG2
TOR 0749 22.7.74
0O.LH13267 2130 21.7.74
To. Canberra /10734
CC. Athens/85 Ankara/65
From. London
SECRET
Cyprus: British Policy

1. You will have seen media reports of Turkish Invasiagi Cyprus on 20 July. FCO
spokesman has summarized British objectives aglibieefold: to protect British lives
and property; put pressure on Turkey to stop thetiig and on Greece to do nothing to
make matters worse; and to get takes [sic: talisiexd in London.

2. Commenting privately to us on the situation on 2y & senior FCO official said that
Britain secretly would not object if Turkish militaforces occupied about 1/3 of the
island before agreeing to a ceasefire. (PleasegjotSuch a position would need to be
reached by 21 July if peace prospects were not endangered further. In the meantime,
Britain continued to support publicly appeals farimmediate ceasefire.

3. According to the same source reports from the #rit\mbassador in Athens express
concern that the present military regime in Gremeag fall and be replaced by an even
less desirable one. There is some feeling on th® B@t were Greece to intervene
militarily in a land war with Turkey she would eng with a “bloody nose”.

4. In his London talks last week Makarios asked théidr frankly what he should do. He
was encouraged to go ahead with his plan to gbietw York and await developments
there. There seems little prospect of his returtin@yprus in the near future, if at all.
Some observers have suggested the President afyjpeot National Assembly as a
possible alternative Head of State to Sampson whioacceptable to the Turks.

5. Britain is acting diplomatically, not militorily [s: militarily], in the current crisis. The
only military moves have been related strictly te improvement of the security of the
Sovereign Base Areas (SBAs). Over the last 24 hearse 1500 British troops have been
flown to Cyprus for this purpose.

% The contents of the second page (paragraphs &)amppear much less important. They refer to the
evacuation of foreign nationals by the British Fesrén Cyprus (paragraph 6) and an FCO request to
the Libyan government for Quantas overflights dfyld. There is also a handwritten note below the

text of the first page, signed by Hugh Gilchristcareer Australian diplomat, who had been the

Ambassador to Greece (and Cyprus) during 1970-R2. t&xt of the note refers to Glafkos Clerides

and the question of a constitutional successoraavios in the Presidency of the Republic of Cyprus

The text is transcribed in the Appendix. Its auttater went on to write a monumental history of the

Greeks in Australia. See Gilchrist (2004).



As is observable in the text, the secret “cablefréas Australian parlance
describes it) was sent by the Australian High Cossion in London to
Canberra, in the evening (London time) of 21 Jud74 Neither date nor
time*! is given concerning the meeting with the FCO nwered in paragraph 2,

but it would be logical to assume that it took plaat some point during 21

July*?.

It is necessary here to open a parenthesis to egawhy the FCO considered
it important to make the Australians privy to suahsensitive piece of
information. It is true that in 1974 Australia hlaghind it almost six decades of
involvement in the affairs (mainly military) of thEastern Mediterranean,
beginning with the ANZAC (Australian and New ZeaadaArmy Corps)
involvement in the Dardanelles campaign and comigio Crete in 1941. By
1974, Australia also had a substantial Greek coniimpart of it composed of
Greek-Cypriots, though the bulk of migrants fromp@ys arrived in Australia
after 1974).

However, historical and other ties notwithstandimg,1974 Australia did not
even have diplomatic representation situ in Cyprus (the Australian
Ambassador in Athens was also accredited to Nigogiastralian subjects

resident on the island only numbered a few scorsopg®. Indeed, in 1974

1 The author has tried to find evidence of briefinlgs FCO may have conducted on 20 or 21 July
1974, but the reply from the FCO in-house histariauas that all relevant material has been traresderr
to the National Archives in Kew. Though the resharcongoing, no other traces of a private briefing
for the Australians have up to now been located.

12 A meeting at the FCO on 20 July, though possiblarilikely: this would mean that the Australian
High Commission waited for a period of up to -oreevmore than- 24 hours before transmitting
sensitive and urgent information to Canberra.

13 According to the UK Ministry of Defence News Redeano 38/74 of 26 July 1974, of the 7,526
persons evacuated to the UK from Cyprus, 2,355 were British subjects; 151 of these were
Australians. See TNA, AIR 8/2656, Ministry of DetenNews Release, 38/74, 26 July 1974.



Australia’s most substantial presence in Cyprus was contribution to

UNFICYP, in the form of a civilian police (CIVPOlelement*,

While there is no explicit answer, the most plaleséxplanation seems to lie in
the fact that in 1974, Australia was also a normagrent member of the United
Nations Security Council. The other members werstda, the Byelorussian
Soviet Republic, Costa Rica, Indonesia, Iraq, Kenydauritania and

Cameroon. Thus, if we discount the neutral AustAastralia was the only
western country and probably the only one amongnteenbers of this group
on which Britain could depefd This, together with the traditional links
between the two countries (and possibly the AuamaPolice Contingent
serving with UNFICYP), probably explains why the ®&hose to privately
brief Australia, passing on information on the sécviews of the British

Government.

Turning to the content of the Australian telegrdhg first paragraph sets out
the openly declared British objectives; they am ¢hme as those contained (in
expanded form) in FCO tel. no. 151, of 20 July,tgenno less than eight
British diplomatic missions (including Ankara andodtow) and copied for
information to a further eighf. All three objectives are highly commendable;
the citizens of any country have a right to expéatill do anything in its
power to protect them. Since at least the 1960Aktifig is officially seen as an

undesirable development, justified in self-defeand -less frequently- as a last

14 On 19 July 1974 there were 35 Australian PolicBcefs in Cyprus. See Australian National
Archives, tel. O.CE 153 19.7.74 UNC, Commander AGBAPOL, Cyprus to Foreign Office [sic],
Canberra, File 152/2/3 Part 1. See also Henn (2004

1> See e.g. TNA, FCO 9/1897, United Nations SecuEiouncil, Provisional Verbatim Record of the
Seventeen Hundred and Eighty-Second Meeting, Mariziayuly 1974.

® TNA, FCO 9/1875 “Military coup against Presidenakérios in Cyprus 15 July 1974”, FCO tel no.
151, 20 July 1974; the telegram was sent at 0760 hr



resort when all else has failed, or as a meansethess the effects of
aggression. Any peace-loving country (and virtually countries want to be
considered such) wishes to avoid military confliethen conflict erupts, the
international community generally wishes it to re@mamited in time and

space; indeed the reference to Greece in this ggrlagnay be interpreted in
this light; and it is expected that even after ¢baflict has come to being, the
differences that caused it will be solved by tdikesween those involved. Thus

there seems to be nothing out of the ordinary éfittst paragraph.

4. An unequivocal (but secret) UK position?

Paragraph 2 of the Australian telegram is probaldy most important in the
text; it is indeed clear from the special ‘pleas®t@ect’ phrase, that the
significance of the information contained here was lost on the Australians
(the alternative is that it could have been requdest them, which would again
stress the importance of its content). There ameetlsurprising statements in
this paragraph:

A. The readiness of Britaito accept in Cyprus fait accomplif a result of the
Turkish military action already underway.

B. The _specific time-scalset for the completion of military action: the
occupation of one third of the island would haveb&completed within 48
hours of the beginning of the invasion.

C. The fact there is a specifically defined areae third of the island- that
Britain would ‘suffer’ Turkey to occupy; it shouldlso be noted that this
territorial extent matches the area of Cyprus dieedras the Turkish military
objectives in the British military experts’ repgsee above) as well as the area
occupied by Turkey three-odd weekfter the date of the telegrarmllowing

the secondvave of hostilities, in 14-16 August 1974

Theoretically the contents of this paragraph coblel the result of a

misunderstanding; or the private views of an indlinal (albeit high-level)

10



official in the FCO,; or it could (always in theorgxpress the collective views
of the FCO bureaucracy adopting the military exgerews. However, all the
above appear highly unlikely. The reference todsmitn the text implies state
policy, to which James Callaghan, the Secretar$gtate has to have agreed.
Cyprus was certainly not the centre of the univéoséJK foreign policy, but it
had been at the forefront of foreign affairs sittoe 15 July coup, enough time

to force Britain to consider policy options.

4.1. Britain: readiness, resignation or complicity?

Of the three questions above, the readiness cdiBrib accept in Cyprusfait

accomplit may be interpreted as acquiescence to a coueseeots that may be
considered unjust, but is (according to Britain)awmidable. The Turkish
invasion was underway, and, at that stage, Britas not prepared to stop it.
The experts were also clear in that the operatimdcnot be stopped. As
elaborated in paragraph 5 of the telegram, as lamghe security of the
immediate British interests in Cyprus (mainly thev&reign Base Areas) was
not in danger, there would be no requirement terugne in order to influence
the course of events. Lastly, neither the USSRr the US or, for that matter,
the UN (despite a substantial increase in UNFIChI®fs), appeared inclined

to intervene with more than diplomacy to stop theedoping conflict®.

7 On 21 July, the British Ambassador in Moscow, mfieforming the FCO that the Turkish
Ambassador had met Gromyko on 19 and 20 July, gruiard the view that “the Russians may have
connived at the landings”. See TNA, FCO 9/1896, tdesto FCO, tel. no. 868, 21 July 1974.

'8 For the US concerns about the USSR see e.g. Kisi2000: 207-223), Nicolet (2001: 429-447).
For the UN see Waldheim (1985: 82-83) and Urqu{idd87: 255-257).

11



4.2. Why a ‘deadline’?

The time scale given in the telegram is slightlyrenobscure. One possible
source for the choice of the deadline of 21 Julthestime included in the UK
military assessments that expected the Turkishabiperto be complete within
24 to 48 hours (see above)Another possible (though a little less likely)
source of the time frame could be a telegram san2® July by Sir Robin
Hooper, the UK Ambassador in Athens. In it he régbra conversation with
Kypraios, the acting Foreign Minister of Greece, the course of which,
Kypraios stated that:

6. [...] In regard to the Greek demands, the cardawaht was of course the

cease-fire. But the Greek military also attachedagrimportance to the

concentration of Turkish forces. However he did otk they would insist

on the operation being completed by 1400 so longwas carried out within
the next 24 or 48 houfsnderline added]’

Either way, the information from this conversatimeiuded in the telegram
would seem to fit with the British military assessnts and with the time frame

included in the text of the Australian telegram.

When looking to explain the 48 hour ‘window’ set this paragraph, one
should also take into consideration the perman@&stavn fear of a generalised
Greek-Turkish war and of the effect this would haveNATO as well as on
the anticipated future settlement in Cyprus; t@ thme should add the fear of
theoretically possible Soviet intervention — a éadess probable but present at

different degrees throughout the crisis); and tlusspple reaction of the

1% The Turkish invasion began at daybreak on 20 (argund 0600 hrs local time). Thus 48 hrs from
the start would strictly speaking take the operatmthe early hours of 22 July (not 21, as thegelm
says). However, one could argue that military opp@na of this scale hardly ever follow prepared
timetables — hence the time difference.

2 TNA, FCO 9/1895, tel. no. 237, Athens to FCO, 2@y J1974. The telegram was sent on 11:15
GMT, after a 0915 Athens time meeting with Kypraios

12



international public opinidfl. In any event, as already shown, 48 hours was
deemed militarily adequate for the success of Blwrkaims and not long
enough to become the cause of a wider conflictily,aas regards time, it
should be noted that the first ceasefire (admitdmiokered by the US) in
Cyprus was to take effect on 21 July, at 1600 bcslltime, ie within the 48
hour window. The second ceasefire did come inteatf24 hrs later, on 1600

of 22 July (Asmussen, 2008:105-109, 101-111).

4.3. Britain, Cyprus and the ‘rule of thirds’

The third question, the extent of territory Turkeguld occupy as a result of its
invasion is much more intriguing. It is not thesfitime that the ‘rule of thirds’
(one third Turkish, two thirds Greek) appears i@ @yprus problem. In 1957,
Dr. Fazil Kuc¢uk, then leader of the Turkish Cyprmoimmunity, had published
the bookThe Cyprus Question — A Permanent Solytiom whose cover the
island of Cyprus was divided along the™3PRarallel, with an area roughly
coinciding to a similar one-third — two-thirds diion (Soulioti, 2006).
According to the 1960 Constitution of the Repubdic Cyprus, the public
servants would be divided at a ratio of two thifsiseek-Cypriot to one third

Turkish-Cypriot; and in March 1964, the UN media@allo Plaza, noted in his

2L According to a British report from Athens, the WHlitary Attaché expected Greece to declare war
on Turkey on 22 July. See TNA, FCO 9/1876, AthensiODUK, tel. FOG 368, 21 July 1974. On the
Soviet angle as seen by the US, see eg. Telegraparinent of State to Certain Posts, Washington,
July 18, 1974, 2354Z, 156312. Subject: Policy Caersitions in Cyprus Situation, particularly parhs.
and 8, in FRUS, p. 322; Minutes of Meeting of th@dhington Special Actions Group [henceforth:
WSAG], Washington, July 22, 1974, 10:42-11:25 aimERUS, p. 379-380; Briefing Memorandum
From the Assistant Secretary of State for Europédfairs (Hartman) to Secretary of State
Kissinger,Washington, July 22, 1974 in FRUS, p. ;3®&partment of State, Cyprus Critique,
Secretary’s Conference Room, Monday, August 5, 1S$&tret, p. 7, 9 imttp://www.foia.cia.goy
Memorandum of Conversation, Washington, August1®g4, 4:30 p.m., SUBJECT Cyprus, in FRUS,
p. 443. On British fears of Soviet intervention 3&¢A, FCO 9/1895, UKMIS New York to FCO, tel.
no. 810, 20 July 1974: “We should need to avoidtliing which could justify independent action by
third army (Red Army in blue berets).”

13



report to U Thant, the then UN Secretary Genehalt the Turkish proposals
for Cyprus entailed the request for a Turkish zamehe northern part of
Cyprus, “[beginning] at the village of Gialia oretinortheast coast [of Cyprus]
passing through the centre of Nicosia and eastaofidgusta [sic]. [...] It is
claimed that this zone covers an area of approxiy&t084 square miles or

38% of the total area of CyprugClerides, 1991:163 and Soulioti, 2006:761).

However, HM Government's acquiescence to the ‘afilhirds’ contrasts with
the stated minimum Turkish ‘war aims’ as set outhi® British side on 17 July
1974, in the course of the meeting between HarollsdN and James
Callaghan and Bulent Ecevit and Hasan Isik, théngctoreign minister of
Turkey. This was a top level meeting, involving hnitevel political office
holders -the Prime Ministers of Britain and Turkepd two cabinet ministers
for each side. On the British side another sevénialls participated, while the
Turkish side included four ambassadors, the heath@fCyprus and Greek
affairs Department in the Turkish Foreign Ministapnd two generals (in all 11
personsf’. In the meeting Bulend Ecevit said that,
The minimum Turkish requirement in the future, vevar the status of

Cyprus — independent or “whatever other arrangememtould be to secure
access to the sea somewhere near Turkey, which dweunlble his

22 TNA, FCO 9/1892, Military coup in Cyprus (Wednegd& July), “Record of Conversation between
the Prime Minister, the Foreign and Commonwealttr&ary and the Defence Secretary and the Prime
Minister, the Acting Foreign Minister and Ministef the Interior after dinner at 10, Downing st., on
Wednesday 17 July 1974". The other persons in tdeddlegation were: Roy Mason (Secretary of
State for Defence), Sir Thomas Brimelow (Permanémdersecretary of State, FCO), Sir John Killick
(Deputy Under-Secretary, FCO), Charles Wiggin (FC&)hur Hockaday (Deputy Under-Secretary of
State Ministry of Defence), Alan Goodison (Headhw® SE European Department), Joe Haines (Press
Secretary to the PM) and Lord Bridges (Thomas Edvizaidges, 2 Baron Bridges, Private Secretary
(Overseas Affairs) to the Prime Minister). The Tishkdelegation comprised Bulend Etcevit (PM),
Hasan lIsik (Acting Foreign Minister and Minister Defence), Oguzhan Asilturk (Minister of the
Interior), Haluk Bayulken (special adviser and fernforeign Minister), Turgut Menemencioglu
(Ambassador to the UK), Orhan Eralp (AmbassadoN#&TIO), Ercumen Yavuzalp (Ambassador,
Director General of the International Security Deypeent, Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs), Ecmel
Barutcu (Head of the Cyprus and Greek Affairs Dapant, Turkish Ministry of Foreign Affairs),
Generals Haydar Saltik and Kemal Yamak (Generdf)Saad A. Alacakaptan (Turkish Embassy in
London).
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Government to prevent Turks from dying from stavatas had occurred in
the past.

To achieve this, the Turkish side asked for Britsloperation (in the form of
allowing them to use the SBASs) for a military intention in Cyprus. The
British side was not ready to accept such a plaa;af the SBAs remained out
of the question; they offered to mediate and geteGe to the negotiating table
(an offer to which Turkey was at best indiffereffsmussen, 2008:59-63). The
closest the two sides appear to have got to somedb military cooperation in

the course of the meeting was when,

“The Prime Minister said that he understood Mr Ecewemarks as an
expression of the Turkish wish that Britain wouldt rblockade an
action of the kind contemplated by Turkey, but thhey would
blockade the Greeks. Mr Ecevit asked if Britain Wobe ready to do
so. The Foreign and Commonwealth Secretary saidvas not
impossible.?*

Thus, at least by the evening of 17 July, therenset®® have been no clear
agreement for cooperation, even though both HaiMidson and James
Callaghan appeared impressed by the Turkish®sidtedeed, there is some
distance between the cooperation asked for (tolw@illaghan replied with a
double negative), and the acquiescence to the atiompby Turkey of a third

of Cyprus, as the Australian telegram expresslesttoree days later.

ZTNA, FCO 9/1892, Military coup in Cyprus (Wednegd& July), “Record of Conversation ...” p. 4.
According to Ecevit, this cooperation would be veefed by everybody, the Greek and Cypriot people
included, would restore democracy to Greece, wqustify British military presence in Cyprus and
also restore NATO unity in the region...

2 TNA, FCO 9/1892, “Record of Conversation ...” p. This acquiescence seems the closest Britain
got to cooperation with Turkey. It could be argukdt the Turkish proposal to use the SBAs was an
opening bid, aimed at getting this acquiescenceaéBritish side.

> See Donoughue (2005: 166): “HW [Harold Wilson] wasy impressed by them [the Turks]. See
also Sir John Killick, interview by John Hutson, /22002, p. 28: “It was very interesting to sem Ji
Callaghan handling it [the crisis in Cyprus]. Hedha good deal of sympathy, let's face it, with the
Turks, who'd had a pretty raw deal. Nobody lovedkistéos after all, but we couldn’t afford to seesthi
awful man, Nico Sampson taking over.”
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How was the gap bridged? How did the ‘rule of thir¢ome into the
Australian telegram as something Britain was pregpdo see happen, albeit
secretly?The author of this paper does not subscribe to a@tgptheories;
thus we_do nointerpret the reference in the telegram to “1/3tleé island
before agreeing to a ceasefire” as an expressi@nBritishaim. One possible
interpretation could be that in this paragraph teenior FCO official®®
appears, once more, tetate what Britain wasexpectingto happen and
therefore what Britain was ready to accept on ingt flay of the Turkish

invasion, given the likelihood of success of thitela as forecast by its own

military experts.

Conspiracy theorists would be tempted to look far US influence on British
policy. Thus here is perhaps a suitable point tk lbriefly at the US policy

towards Cyprus at the time.

5. A common policy? US policy and expectations

As regards the objectives of the US indicationstheg, since the coup of 15
July, US policy had been evolvifilg On 18 July, in the meeting of the
Washington Special Actions Group, Kissinger seemedlear: though he

accepted the possibility of Turkish interventiom, diso asked to be briefed on

the availability of military forces for use in Cym (both US and British), but

%6 We can only speculate as to the identity of tHiziaf: persons with seniority in the FCO at theaéi
whose names appear in the files were Sir Thomaer (laord) Brimelow (1915-1995) the Permanent
Undersecretary FCO (1973-75), Sir John Killick (221004), the Deputy Under Secretary of State,
FCO and Sir Alan Goodison (1926-2006), the Heatth®fSouthern European Department.

2" Thus, on 17 July the main decision taken in thaveesation between Pres. Nixon and Henry
Kissinger was that the US would neither openly ggpoor support Makarios, see FRUS, pp. 311-312;
His other concerns in the 18 July meeting wereféhe of an increase in “Soviet/East bloc influence”
while “Preventing a Greek-Turkish war and a shiftlie balance of power are factors”, see FRUS p.
317). Cf. FRUS, p. 316: “We do not want to elaberatheme for Soviet intervention, or Turkish.”
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decided that “We do not want to tip our hand onyarGs solution yet til [sic]
we know what will come out of it®. Referring to US public statements, he
also added “Just repeat our standard line on thetorgal integrity of

129

Cyprus™.

Was the US administration aware of Turkish teridogoals? According to an
oral account, on 15 July 1974, William R. Crawfaid, a US diplomat who
had served in Cyprus until 1972 and was in Wasbmgthen news of the coup
against Makarios came, had warned William B. Buffukssistant Secretary
International Organizations, and an unnamed merabéne NSC that in his
view the coup would lead to a Turkish invasion gfpfis and the occupation
of a third of the island:
Question: "How much of Cyprus do they want to taldP of Cyprus?

| said, "No. They'll go for the northern third, whiis enough to establish
strategic control over the islan.

Once the invasion had begun, the above was fucth@irmed. On the evening
of 19 July (the early morning hours of the"2luly in Cyprus), a conversation
between Henry Kissinger and William Colby, thendgior of the CIA, after a

discussion of the military information available the invasion forces and the
relative military strengths of Greece and Turkég tonversation continued on

the territorial goals:

8 Meeting of the WSAG, Washington, July 18, 1974FRUS, pp. 315.

% There was also the decision not to stop delivegiesnilitary aid to Greece or worry whether
loannides’ regime in Greece survived or not, seé&R. 316. The essence of the above was included
in tel. Telegram 156312, From the Department ofteSteo Certain Posts, Subject: Policy
Considerations in Cyprus Situation, date Washinglaty 18, 1974, 2354Z, in FRUS, p. 322.

% See, interview with William R. Crawford (1988). BoBuffum and Crawford were later involved in
Cypriot affairs: Buffum was the US representatinehe first stage of the Geneva talks in July 1974;
Crawford was sent to Cyprus to replace AmbassadgeRDavies, following the latter's assassination
on 19 August 1974.
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K[issinger]: But what do you think they're afterhdy’re not after the whole
island are they?

Clolby]: No, no. What they would be after would Bamagusta and Kyrenia
and kind of a line between the two.

K: That kind of a quadrangle in the northeast.

C: Yeah. Well, call it almost the (inaudible) framughly Baranakd on up
and then just assert themselves and give themsalpesition to bargain with.

[..]

K: Do you have any good ideas what we should do?

C: Well, 1 think the biggest thing is to get thee®Bks not to fight. To say all
right, let’'s negotiate and discuss what ought toldee.

K: OK.%2

One should note here that the geographical ardmeditas the target of the
Turkish invasion is, again, the northern “third” ©fprus (between Famagusta

and Kyrenia, though later some confusion seemsadoe.

An indication of the movement of the US policy tadsacceptance of the rule
of thirds is furnished by another Australian telagr this time from Ankara,
that stated that “Although Turks may not have aakiefull military
objectives [emphasis added], Americans here believe that thay now be
ready to accept a ceasefire”; and further “Amerscén.] consider they [the
Turks] would not be willing to surrender areas ocapdtl, except for minor
adjustments, but will seek to hold these so agtore permanent access to sea

and security of Turkish minority. As a consequerstane movement of

31 Baranaka is a place name in Indonesia and so tkejsthe closest one could find in Cyprus is
Larnaca, which is however in the southern parhefisland. The only way Larnaca could be the target
of the Turkish invasion would be if this took plaeg in the British base of Dekeleia, in the SE and
then the Turkish forces moved towards the SW (tméea) rather than N (to Famagusta). Even so, this
sounds implausible and (if ‘Baranaka’ means Larh#caould point to a gross failure of intelligence
by the US. Larnaca is also incompatible with théenences to Famagusta and Kyrenia a little
previously in the same conversation. Similar coiafugthe main thrust of the Turkish invasion is
placed in the north and east of Cyprus, “in ordecut off a north eastern quadrant where the bfilk o
the Turkish population in Cyprus lived” is to beufa in National Archives of Australia, Department
of Foreign Affairs, file 152/2/3 Part 1, tel. O.WF601, Washington to Canberra, 20.7.74, reporting
information by given by Arthur Hartman, US Assist&ecretary of State.

%2 Transcript of Telephone Conversation Between $agref State Kissinger and Director of Central
Intelligence Colby, July 19, 1974, 9:35 p.m. PDTFRUS, p. 334 and p. 335
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population might therefore be involvéd” Along the same lines, on 22 July,
the Cyprus Task Force of the Washington SpeciaioAcGroup, noted in its
first paper “It should be noted that Turkish militaoccupation of the island’s
northeastern third does not of itself constituteviable partition solution
(although it may lay the basis for one)3.”
However all these were in the course of privatefbngs and confidential or
secret communications; officially, on 20 July, retmeeting of the Washington
Special Actions Group, Ambassador Robert McCloskeslined the basic
policy objectives of the US regarding Cyprus as,

“(1) support a ceasefire; (2) get both Greece amukdy to agree on

negotiations with the British, in London; and (8at our objective is to see
the reestablishment of constitutional rule in Cygptt?

It should be noted that, these official US aims essentially the same as the
British ones (stated, among others, in the Austnatelegram, above) with the
exception of the issue of British lives and propefor which the US had
obviously no responsibility. The interesting aspecbnce more, the territorial

question.

6. Military Assessments
As the events showed, detailed information notvathding, the UK military
experts seem to have overestimated the abilityhefTturkish Armed Forces

and / or seriously underestimated the ability anllingness of the Greek-

% National Archives of Australia, tel. O.AN244, Ankato Canbera no. 377, 21.7.74. Turkish surprise
at the extent of Greek resistance is also mentiamélte telegram as well as the “inability to ackiex
quick victory”.

3 WSAG, Cyprus Task Force, “Paper No. 1, Cyprusidssand Options”, 22 July, in FRUS, p. 367.

% See eg. summary of US policy in WSAG, July 20,4,9171:07 a.m.—12:07 p.m., SUBJECT Cyprus,
in FRUS, p. 343; Kissinger did not attend this nmegptSee also KissingeY,ears of Renewap. 219.
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Cypriot National Guard to resist the invasidrBy 1600 hrs on 22 July (when
the US-brokered ceasefire came into effect in Cgjpithe territory of the
Republic of Cyprus occupied by Turkey was stillatelely small (probably
around under 4% of the totit) though no precise data exists, it appears that
the 4% mark was probably reached sometime in dartyust; this was after the
continuous armed incursions of the Turkish Forced the fighting of the
period 22-30 July. The Geneva Declaration signe@@duly by the Foreign
Ministers of Greece, Turkey and Britain, was suggoot put an end to the
clashes; however, further fighting broke out subsedjy, lasting intermittently
for the first ten days of August. During this tirtiee Turkish-occupied area was
further enlarged: according to the opening staténoénthe Greek Foreign
Minister George Mavros in the second round of tren€va Conference, the
Turkish army had expanded the zone it occupied 3y dquare kilometres
between 22 July and 8 August (or approx. 1,4% efttital land ared). To
outside observers, the question of control of tiayi by the Turkish Army in
Cyprus would still seem to indicate limited overaliccess for the Turkish
operation, despite the gradual increase in theaxgtineof the Turkish military

presence in Cyprus.

% See TNA, FCO 9/1895, tel. no. 2442, WashingtoR@®: “US diplomatic efforts were now being
devoted to urging maximum restraint on the Greek@Bament and on the National Guard not to
respond”. Cf Miller (2008: 194) and Birand (198452.

3" The area controlled by the Turkish Cypriots aftee 1963-64 intercommunal clashes was rather
small. According to a letter of the Director of tliyprus Lands and Surveys Department dated 17
September 1964, the area under Turkish Cypriotrabmtas 60 square miles, well under 2% of the
area of Cyprus. See Soulioti (2006: 749 and accogipg map in the map supplement). This area did
not grow substantially between 1964 and the Turkislasion of 1974. Turan Gunes, the Turkish
Foreign Minister, is quoted telling James CallagbarBSaturday 10 August 1974 that Turkish forces in
Cyprus controlled 1/250f the total area of Cyprus, i.e. 4%. See Birand.( 274).

® See TNA, FCO 9/1921, Greek Embassy (London) Paassinformation Office Press Releas¥, 9
August 1974, p. 2. See also FCO 9/1897, C 74(7Z)Jily 1974, Cabinet, Cyprus; Cf. TNA, FCO
9/1897 BRITDEFAT Ankara to MODUK tel. FOJ 222010dly 1974 and Kazamias (2009a: 273-
282). According to Birand (n.d.: 24), the area Thekish army controlled on the eve of the second
stage of the invasion was 448 sq. km., or approbéina,8% of Cyprus.
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This did not go unremarked. Indeed, both the Briasd the US remarked on
Turkey’s failure to secure control of the signiftgart of Cyprus they had
predicted. On 22 July, a note on Cyprus submittedhe British Cabinet,
jointly by the Ministry of Defence and the Forei@ffice, stated that “the
Turks [...] badly misjudged the potential extent cditinal Guard Resistance”
and concluded that “there is no question now ollqvictory”®. The gap
between the expected outcome and reality was afferted in the conclusions
of the Cabinet meeting of 22 July, where it waseddhat "The Turks must be
disappointed at the meagre success of their arntedzention*°. On the same
day, Sir Peter Ramsbotham, the British ambassaddheg US repeated the
point to Henry Kissinger, voiced as concern tha¢ fferformance of the
Turkish troops, would imply serious effects for tkole of the southern flank

of NATO, as the Turks “did not appear able to rermuhdern weapons weff".

Across the Atlantic, US’s own military assessmeuitsTurkish performance
were even more disparaging. On 21 July, Kissinggeaking about the Turkish
leadership (military and political) remarked to Washington Special Actions
Group: “If their [the Turkish] generals are as lbasltheir leaders, what can
their captains and majors be |ik&'Similar remarks were repeated in the same
forum, the next day (22 July), when Kissinger ee@peared to have doubts

about the ability of the Turkish Army to hold iteso in Cyprus:

39 TNA, CAB 124/178, “Cyprus, Note by the Secretafyie Cabinet” (Sir John Hunt), Cabinet Office,
22 July 1974, p. 3 para. 5.

40 See TNA, CAB/128/55, Conclusions of a Meeting loé Cabinet held at 10 Downing Street on
Monday 22 July 1974, p. 1. Cf. National Archives/Aafstralia, tel. O.AN246 Ankara to Canbera no.
379, dated 22.7.74.

“ Memorandum of Conversation, between Secretaryiiss and William B. Buffum, and Sir Peter
Ramsbotham, British Ambassador to the United Stateshington, July 22, 1974, 4:30 p.m. in FRUS,
p. 387. The failure to capture Nicosia Airport (aliniwas still in the hands of the National Guard2én
July) was cited as an example of the limited Turlgerformance.

“2 WSAG, July 21, 1974, 9:33-11:23 a.m., Subject:rGypin FRUS, p. 357. Similar arguments seem
to be echoed in The National Archives of Austrated, O.AN 246, Ankara to Canberra, 22.7.74 in
152/2/3 Part 2, Barcode 588486.
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Secretary Kissinger: Why were the Turks so incoemet

Gen. Walters: Well, | think that one-to-five ratias a big factor. They (the
Turks) couldn’t even take Nicosia airport.

Gen. Brown: | think history will show that they veerather inept in the whole
operation. | think analysis will show that their @l situation was amateurish.
Their air support was ineffective.

[...]

Secretary Kissinger: How is it that they are soompetent? Are they (the
Turks) really that strong on the island then?

Gen. Walters: Well, | don’t know’®

It is the author’s opinion that a divergence betwed and US policy began at
approximately this point. Though beginning from Bame starting point (the
ceasefire and the end of large scale fighting iprG@y) and the same military
assessment (the apparent failure of Turkey to wehits territorial aims in

Cyprus), the two main western players in the Cymnisis reached different
conclusions and explored different options. Pogsibbm the ceasefire and
more probably from the first Geneva meeting (25380y) James Callaghan
chose active involvement in the search for a smhuto the crisis; since it
appeared that there was a will (of sorts) by botirk&dy and Greece to
negotiate, negotiations were to be the next steypl ihneed be, the UK could
consider backing up its policy with some militaryscle (Polyviou, 2010:147-

148, 170-171).

43 WSAG, July 22, 1974, 10:42-11:25 a.m., in FRUS3§0. However, ‘sandwiched’ between these
comments (at least in the FRUS), the official assent of the Cyprus Task Force Special Action
Group still considers the possibility that the TishkForces will occupy the northern third of Cyprus
See Cyprus Task Force, Special Action Group, “Palwerl, Cyprus: Issues and Options”, in FRUS, p.
367 and quote above. This paper is an attachmetitet@riefing Memorandum from the Assistant
Secretary of State for European Affairs (Hartman$écretary of State Kissinger, dated July 22, 1974
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7. Callaghan’s involvement and the military option

It appears that the military assessments of thdiSlurinvasion operations in
July 1974, helped shape a new UK policy regardinygprds. Indeed, from
approximately the first ceasefire (on 22 July) e beginning of the military
operations for the second phase of the Turkishsiova James Callaghan
seems to have abandoned the territorial policy rdest in the Australian
telegram. What appears to have been adopted ins@aevhat could be called
the ‘one-shot policy’. According to this, Turkeydchhad its chance to get what
it wanted in Cyprus and had failed. Now negotiagiovould have to shape the
future of Cyprus. Furthermore, after the ceasedir@2 July and even more so
after the conclusion (on 30 July) of the Stagedatiations in Geneva, Britain
apparently assumed that at least the main pamefighting in Cyprus was
over; the other assumption seems to have beerBtitain had the option of
using its forces in Cyprus as a tool to impel tretips involved (mainly
Turkey, which was openly reinforcing its army infys) towards a negotiated
agreement on Cyprus, an agreement that might exere o be the hitherto

elusive final settlement.

That negotiations were seen as the next step fiaiBris implied from the

comments in the British Cabinet (that assumed riaitf the Turkish invasion,
see above); from the enthusiasm of the Britishgiglen after the signing of
the Geneva Declaration on 30 Jdjythe effort put in by Britain in the
demarcation of the ceasefire line in Cyprus (Kazam2009a); and even from

the Steering Brief prepared on 7 August for the D&egation to the second

4« _.we came away from Geneva fairly euphoric”. “@mw journey home, everybody was on a high

and when they got to the airport, they sat on theitcases and sang a patriotic song: ‘It wasnleRu
Britannia but it was something daft’ recalled McNalEverybody felt that we'd cracked it.” ”. See
O’Malley and Craig (1999: 203).
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round of the Geneva talks, which predicted that tAMive delegations
participating and the threat of war receding, theger is that other delegations

will dig in for a very long session®®

Let us now turn to the issue of British militarytervention, or using ‘military
muscle’, as is sometimes referred to. Was militatgrvention an option for

the UK?

Even in the recent past, it was certainly far fronmeard of: according to one
study, between 1949 and 1970, Britain had interdendalitarily on 34
occasions; most of these interventions (29 of the tBok place in former
British Colonies and 27 of 30 in areas where “antigh] Army base existed
within or immediately adjacent to the border” (Va&wingen and Tillema,

1980:296) of the country where the interventiorktptace.

Was intervention possible in Cyprus? After the coagainst President
Makarios, the British Forces on the island wereraased significantly.
Between 15 and 26 July, the British forces in tliweBeign Base Areas the
army elements stationed in Cyprus rose in numbem fjust under 3000
officers and men on 15 July 1974 to over 5500 on Jedy. Further
reinforcements (a Gurkha unit) were sent to Cyjetsveen 11 and 13 August,
raising the number of British officers and men t648°. Among the
reinforcements in wamaterielwere 12 state of the art Phantom aircraft. The

naval units available in Cyprus were strengthengdHMS Hermes(an

% See eg. TNA, FCO 9/1920, Steering Brief for thdtéth Kingdom Delegation to Stage Il of the
Geneva Talks on Cyprus, FCO, 7th August 1974,para. 5.

“ TNA, DEFE 13/1251, Select Committee on Cyprus, Memdum. According to TNA, DEFE
13/1251, “Select Committee on Cyprus, Memoranduniinyster of Defence”, undated [28 October
1975], the 41st Marine Commando Unit was withdrawithe end of July 1974; the withdrawal of the
41st Marine Commando began on 8 August 1974, lppsd and the unit returned to Cyprus
reinforced with artillery elements.
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amphibious assault ship carrying a Royal Marinet)utihree other surface

ships, a submarine and other auxiliary fits

It is true that in the beginning of the crisis nditary action was envisaged by
Britain (see, among other sources, paragraph SefAustralian telegram,
above); however, this approach was apparently alvet even before the
territorial issue, after the first day or so of theasion. In fact, in 1974 Britain
used its military forces in Cyprus repeatedly fovaaiety of missions. British
land forces were used to evacuate foreign natidmaland to the SBAs on 20-
21 July’® British naval units were used for the same puepfos the northern
coast of Cyprus; in both cases, the use of conmbaa&ol had been authorised
to protect the British forc&% while for the naval units authorisation for the
British ships to return fire had been modfe®ays later, on 23-25 July, Britain
came very close to using force against the Turkisbps, when the Turkish
Army challenge to UNFICYP over the Nicosia Airpdntought (according to

Harold Wilson) the UK and Turkey to “within an hoofrwar™*,

Further on in the crisis, at the request of JamaBa@han active military

involvement by British Forces was considered twitke first was on 25-26

" For the Phantoms see TNA, DEFE 24/1794, DOC/117/Dé&fence Operations Centre Situation
Report for the period 0600 24 Jul to 0600 25 Jylféd the naval forces see TNA, DEFE 13/966 ,
(deployment maps are also included). See also TNBFE 24/703, Flag Officer Carrier and
Amphibious Ships (FOCAS), report to Commander irne€Ckleet, 7 Aug. 1974. For a time it also
appears that even the Aircraft CaritiS Ark Royalvas put on limited alert. See TNA, FCO 9/ 1897,
Note, Cormack to Everett, 22 July 1974.

“8 TNA, WO 386/12, “Cyprus: Outline narrative of codpetat, invasion and occupation”, Annex A to
Part | of Joint Intelligence Staff Near East (JI§[N.6/74, Dated September 1974Ap2.

49 TNA, WO 386/21, CBFNE [Commander British ForcesaNeEast], Report on the Cyprus
Emergency, 15 Jul-16 Aug 74, pp. 39-40, 41

%0 TNA, DEFE 13/966, Loose minute, 23/7. For a dguion of the evacuation operations see TNA,
WO 386/21, CBFNE, Report..., pp. 33-44.

*! The phrase comes from an interview Harold Wilsamegto Brian Wildlake, on BBC Radio'She
World This Weekendl4 October 1979, quoted in Henn (2004: 378). @itiws is described in more
detail in DEFE 13/966, MoD, Note for the Record,p@ys: threatened Turkish attack on Nicosia
Airport, SECRET MO 5/1/4, 24 July 1974. Cf. Callagh(1987: 347); Waldheim (1985: 84);
Asmussen (2008: 126-131). For the situation ongtleeind, see Beattie (with Micheal S. Baxendale;
2007: 109-124).
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July, when the possibility a British naval blockaolethe northern shores of
Cyprus to stop Turkish reinforcements was activedglored at the request of
Callaghan himself. The second came during the second Stage of thev@e
negotiations: between 9 and 12 August (Kazamia8,2@009b), Callaghan
explored the possibility of interposing the UN fescin Cyprus, beefed-up by
British forces from the SBAs, between the Turkigiicés and the Greek-
Cypriot National Guard, in order to contain the esged Turkish advante It

Is true that on both these cases there were daxpiessed by the British
military as to the efficiency of British involvemenvhen the blockade was
discussed, it was judged, that “Interposition oby¥l] N[avy] was too grave a
step at this stage, would have serious consequermksnight not affect the
ground situatior™. Similar doubts were later voiced for the use ofugd

troops°. Despite the doubts on the feasibility of militangervention, the fact
that Callaghan kept the option alive should be i®med in tandem with his
very active stance in Geneva, where he alluded Bniéish forces in Cyprus

might even be entering the fray against Turkeylg@alan, 1987:351).

A recent account of the period has argued thatrapnto other assessments
that joint or assisted intervention by Turkey ahd UK (as proposed by the
former in the 17 July talks) would have containedTurkish operations and

prevented partition” (Asmussen, 2008:294); whilerderfactual arguments are
of limited value, it is the author’s view the sacwild have been the outcome

had Britain used its troops in Cyprus in August 4,9&s acordon sanitaire

®2TNA, WO 386/21, CBFNE, Report..., pp. 54-55.

%3 See Callaghan (1987: 350-352); Waldheim (1985: 86)

** See TNA, WO 386/21, CBFNE, Report, p. 54.

% For the proposed use of ground troops in AugustTéA, AIR 28/12649 [draft] Tel. no. 631 to
New York, 15440 IMMEDIATE SECRET; and TNA, AIR 28649, DUS/P/301 1974, A.P.
Hockaday, MoD, to Sir John Killick, FCO, 15 Augus74.
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between Greeks and Turks. In this vein, it couldabpgued that given the
previous caution shown by the invading Turkish Esrct is unlikely that a
‘shooting war’ would have broken out. If nothingse| the political odium
produced by an armed conflict between Turkey anthpr NATO ally would

have been too great.

The overall history of the ill-fated Geneva negitias has been discussed in
several publications, academic and other (Asmus28®8:181-215 and
Polyviou, 2010). What should be noted here is thatUK and Callaghan in
particular invested considerable effort to convéoth its stages; Callaghan
actually took it upon himself to achieve some measaf agreement, even
strive for success. An exchange between CallaghdHartman, the US envoy
is quite indicative of the former’s views and tlagtér's opinions on 8 August,
just as the negotiations were starting. They alsmtpto the difference in

attitude that was evident between the UK and the US

Mr. Callaghansaid that he would not put his hand to a bad ageaé

Mr. Hartmansaid that it was not necessary for the SecretaBtaie to put his

hand to anything except encouraging the partidésmdomore common ground.
WhenMr. Callaghansuggested that this would mean there would haveeto

some Turkish withdrawalMr. Hartman said that this was the only lever the
Turks had®.

As regards James Callaghan, the episode begssatwamimportant questions.
The first question is why was Callaghan “rattliing tsabre” (as Kissinger later
accused him) particularly if he did not intend seumilitary force? This was an

action that made him (at least appear) partiah¢oGreek side, in a negotiation

% See eg TNA, FCO 9/1922, “Record of a conversatietveen Mr. Callaghan and Mr. A. Hartman at
the FCO on 8 August 1974 at 10.30 a.m”, where Hamntrolearly tells Callaghan that “that the
important thing was to keep the process going.ohg las there was talking, there was hope. The UK
role should be that of a patient referee.”
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he was chairing. We shall return to this questetterl The second question is

what stoppedCallaghan from using force.

8. Killing Callaghan’s military option

Looking at the question of using the British miljtan Cyprus first, the answer
is relatively clear. It was difficult for Britairot‘go it alone’ in Cyprus. If force
was used, this would have to be either with thepetipof the US, or at least
with its tacit agreement. There was no chance igu®rce against the wishes
of the superpower: the shadow of Suez was stilpinag heavily on Britain
(Polyviou, 2010:165). And throughout the crisis th& was either unwilling to
intervene or openly against an active involvembrdeed Kissinger, the single
most powerful force in US foreign policy at the #mseems to have been
consistently, even avidly, against any form of tarly involvement whatsoever
throughout the Cyprus crisis. To give one exammte21 July, 08:10 GMT, the
US Consul in Nicosia requested permission fromRG© to land a company of
US Marines in Dhekelia SBA, to help with the evaamaof US citizens within
the confines of the Sovereign Base Area; by 0Ks€§singer had heard of this
and “was angry about it. He had ordered that tlgeest be withdrawn..>.
Subsequently, the US consistently followed the qyobf strictly diplomatic
involvement, with not a shadow of military musclehind it throughout the

crisis.

>"TNA, FCO 9/1896, “Cyprus, Time-table of eventsRdy”; Cf. Note, “US Request to land Marines
at Dhekelia”, putting the conversation with the Amoans at 10:30: “Dr Kissinger was ignorant of it
[the request], and was alleged to have been fusiien told.”
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Kissinger's ‘strictly diplomacy’ policy was furtheeinforced by a clear refusal
to sanction or accept military moves by Britaing tdHN or any other quarter
except Turkey (complemented by active efforts tevpnt Greece from going
to war). As far as the UN is concerned, it is failsay that this policy had the
obvious advantage of stopping Soviet forces fronviag in Cyprus (even as
part of UNFICYP). However, since it also extendedsreece, which was also
discouraged or stopped from either declaring warsending significant

reinforcements to Cyprus; indeed it could be arghadlthe point in time when
the US (and Henry Kissinger himself) exerted thhergjest force on Turkey,
was the 22 July armistice. A discussion in Waslingbn 21 July is quite

indicative of the approach that seemed to aim foew “balance of forces” in

Cyprus, a balance that could be achieved only ifkiBh presence was
reinforced further at the expense of the Greek side

Secretary Kissinger: [...] Our major effort now isdohieve a ceasefire; the

talks can get started any time. If the Turks holdratvis the state of play on
the island now?

Mr. Colby: Well, it's unclear, but they do haveaothold.

Secretary Kissinger: It seems to me they havenrtedas well militarily as
they have politically.

Mr. Colby: You're right, they haven’t done very waiilitarily.

[..]

Secretary Kissinger: Then the Greeks are fightieielo than we thought they
would.

[...]

Secretary Kissinger: I'm trying to understand whla¢ balance of forces
[underline added] would be when negotiations startthat we can chart a
course.

Mr. Colby: If there is a ceasefire, it would seem to me thatTurkish effort
failed. They wanted to seize a substantial area—eriwan they have now—
and they have faileflinderline added.

B WSAG, July 21, 1974, 9:33-11:23 a.m., in FRUS358. The meeting was chaired by H. Kissinger.
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And a little further in the same discussion:

Secretary Kissinger: [...] Seems to me that Ecewutoisdoing well militarily.
They are doing lousy militarily. [...] What is goirig be the balance of forces
if we get a ceasefire?

Mr. Colby: The National Guard is doing quite wehegy have some 40,000
troops.

Secretary Schlesinger: | don't think we can getaaourate picture of the
balance of forcebecause the only thing we have is a ceasefirey The
bring in more troops under a ceasefire, reinforeeetand there. That would
change the whole picture.

Secretary Kissinger:_It is against our interestfidge the Greeks in there. A
strong Turkish presence would be highly desirabMhat went wrong,
anyway? [underline added]

Mr. Colby: They have turned out to be totigh

The ceasefire actually stopped Greece from goingdn even if it could or
wanted to; however, one has to take into accownfaht that the final text of
the US-sponsored armistice in Cyprus did not prohilarkey from landing
further forces in Cyprus. As the US policy makeusip
Secretary Kissinger: As | look at it, the balané¢dances picture is this. The
Turks have not followed up their gains on the béaekl, and they are doing
even less well in the communities. It seems to Ina¢ it is unlikely that the

Turks will be able to overtake the Greek Cypri@gen in time.

Mr. Ingersoll: We can probably rely on the Turks&ep reinforcingf.

The result appears clear: as early as 22 July 1é4J)S was helping shape a
new balance of forces, a balance that had a stroititary and territorial

component. However, this policy could work onlaif other parties, other than
Turkey, agreed (or were made to agree) not to aree f Hence the scuttling of

British intentions for military action, either aleror in collaboration with the

9 WSAG, July 21, 1974, 9:33-11:23 a.m., in FRUS36D.
O WSAG, July 22, 1974, 10:42-11:25 a.m., in FRUS,3%8-79:
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UN was necessary. In effect, all this left thedielear for the Turkish armed

forces to proceed with the imposition of the temnidl ‘rule of thirds’.

As shown above, James Callaghan seems to haverélagmely slow on the
uptake of this aspect of US policy. It was from @&em as late as 12 August,
that he telegraphed to Harold Wilson:

“[..] d. The United States could not consider railit action against the Turks;

it was out of the question at a time when a newAd8hinistration was taking
office.

e. Kissinger does not consider threats of mili@tion are helpful in present
circumstances. Such gestures tend to create prebfemEcevit with the
extremists in Turkey.

It has been made clear to Hartman that | am notecaplating any further
military action at the moment and that all new @cton reinforcements has
been suspended since yesterfay”

In the author’s view, what is remarkable is not Gallaghan (and Britain) fell
in line with the US policy of non-intervention; ig the fact that in July and
August 1974 Callaghan kept the option alive (aretdfore diverged from US

policy) for almost three weeks.

9. Britain in Cyprus: a defeat on home ground andhe final eclipse

The existence of the Australian telegram appeansdicate a slightly different
interpretation of the Cyprus crisis of 1974. Thelence presented in this paper
seems to point towards an alternative approadbaat as regards Britain. Even
though it may have entered the crisis irpexfidia albio ‘mode’, ready to
secretly accept territorial concessions in Cyprhat twould normally be

unacceptable in open diplomacy, Britain subsequerdtically altered its

®1 See TNA, PREM 16/20, tel. no. 819, UK MIS GenewaCO, 12 August 1974. Cf., TNA, FCO
9/1907, Goodison to Private Secretary for Secrai@State, note “A Few Basic Principles”, 11 August
1974: “2. We have no long term interests in Cypstiich we do not share with the Americans. 3. We
should take no forcible action except in co-operatvith the Americans or with their support.”
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course, trying to assume a much more central ativeaole. Thus it could be
argued that in Geneva Britain, did try to fulfil last part of its Guarantor
Power obligations, working on the assumption tleg talks were aimed at
trying to find a negotiated solution. However, thagsumption appeared

increasingly shaky and a solution proved way beydrithin’s capability.

Combined with other data (some of it presented apdhe evidence also puts
in doubt the established view in part of the releJderature, that the Turkish

invasion was a clear victory, at least in its fppbase. If what the FCO told the
Australians stands, the invasion was not the cngskuccess which is often
portrayed to have been, since it clearly failedt@ain its goals. In fact, at the
time, the British, the Americans (and based on Ufformation, the

Australian§? and the Canadiafi§ considered it a near-failure. In fact, the
“crushing success” for the Turks came later, dutimg second phase of the
invasion; this is why the British and the US at#uin mid-August becomes

important.

To get back to the first stage of the invasion,aimelated (counterfactual)
argument, one wonders whether Britain would hawgptetl the same position,

if the military outlook was not favourable for Tek If the military experts’
views had indeed such a deciding influence on ®ripolicy, the real success
of Turkey in the first phase of the invasion was mditary; it was in the realm

of perceptions of itexpectedsuccess. During the early stages of the invasion,
perceptions of success gained time for Turkey,nduwhich its military action

was acceptable (at least for Britathpnly because it was expected to succeed

%2 See footnote 38, above.
® Library and Archives Canada (LAC), RG 25, file 94®art 2 (16 Jul.-31 Dec. 1974), Ankara tel.
1003, 22 Jul 1974, “Cyprus: Cease-fire”.
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The question of the path the Turkish war aims fedd from the limited
version presented to Britain on 17 July, to onedthof territory in the
Australian telegram, remains unanswered. We mayeker, speculate that the
British side reached its conclusion not becaus&@ymade a clear statement
of aims, but by a) the fact that it neither outtineor excluded specific
territorial demands in Cyprus and b) the Britishitany experts’ views. Again,
perceptions seem to be an important factor. In ewsnt, the Turkish aim
appears to have been a third of the territory girGy from the very beginning,
and both the British and the US Government had r@pplst realised this. The
difference lay in whether they accepted it (asUlsedid) or rejected it (as was
Callaghan’s liné¥. However, why would either the UK or the US woify
Turkey in July 1974 had failed to achieve its expdaims? If Callaghan and
the FCO were ready to acquiesce to Turkey occupgitigrd of Cyprus up to
22 July, why did they ‘change their mind’ just stiyprafterwards? Why did
Callaghan in particular go to such lengths over rGypduring virtually the

whole of the period from 22 July to 14 August 19747

10. Explanations I: Callaghan and the change in pay

It could be argued that, by 22 July 1974 Callagas actively assuming the
role of the representative of the guarantor powed going into ‘fair play
mode’: once the expected Turkish success did nt¢nmaése, Britain opted for

negotiations and chose to stick by them, througbtktland thin in order to

% According to Nicolet (2001: 439), citing ReseaRiject no. 1099: “United States Diplomacy in the
Cyprus Crisis of July 15-August 22, 1974: A NawatiAccount”, February 1975, a CIA report of 27
July 1974 included the information that the Turkiishasion was planned as a 5-day operation, stopped
half-way; it also predicted a further offensive atVance.
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avoid further military confrontation; what is impant to note here is the
tenacity by which James Callaghan in particulasgegred, regardless of the
(real or perceived) duplicity of friend and fellosonversant alike: the Turks
would have to accept the limits their military verg produced and pursue their

aims through negotiations.

There are also additional possible explanationoAting to one school of
thought, Callaghan’s ‘pro-Greek’ position was dadis concern to protect the
fragile democratic regime in Greece and prevent betiveen Greece and
Turkey (Asmussen, 2008:295). However, on its owrs fails to explain why
Callaghan went to such lengths over Cyprus duringially the whole of the
period from 22 July to 14 August 1974. In particuiafails to explain his
return time and again to the possibility of usenulitary forces to control the
reinforcement of the Turkish bridgehead and ldtefpre the second phase of

the invasion, to contain the expected Turkish adgan

One other explanation could lie in Callaghan’s pe&d involvement. As
Hartman reported on 9 August, failure or bowingltokish tactics could not
meet his “minimal political needs at home where d® Chairman of a Labor
Party approaching elections, simply cannot affawdoé seen as completely
selling out the new Greek Govt”Foreign Secretary pride and the cost of
failure are always important factors, particulaflyr aspiring front-bench
politicians, such as Callaghan was at the timdutn, these may have led him
to try to play his hand strongly during the Cypuaussis, aiming for a foreign

policy victory.

% See FRUS pp. 416-7, Telegram from the Mission @n&va to the Department of State, for the
Secretary from Hartman, Aug. 9, 1974, 1940Z.
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11. Explanations Il: the US and territory for Turkey in Cyprus

When, in July 1974, Britain was apparently abandgrihe expectation that the
Turkish invasion would lead to the partition of @Qyp under ‘the rule of
thirds’, the US was adopting it. The problem weat tihhe US (read: Kissinger,
since to a large extent by this point this was3bkeretary’ own game) failed to
make this clear to Callaghan, leaving the lattemexable, the proverbial
‘dummy in the middI€® (a phrase that James Callaghan himself used).
However, as regards Cyprus, the ‘dummy’ was neitgeorant nor entirely
powerless. Indeed it was endowed with considenaisld knowledge, a degree
of freedom of action given by the existence ofStsrereign Base Areas (SBAS)
on the island and its (admittedly, restricted) tarly capability; it also seemed
to have at least some ethical considerations,tibneide diplomatic experience

(Kissinger, 2000:209 and Polyviou, 2010:164-165).

Both the Australian telegram (for the British) amdidence of the US
documents seems to imply that both countries weware that Turkey
ultimately aimed for a third of the territory of @ws. In the case of the US,
knowledge of the ‘final’ line of the Turkish advanapparently even extended

(at some stage) to information marked on a %hapn the other hand, Britain

% Callaghan first seems to have used the phraselofugust 1974, in a conversation with Joseph
Sisco, US Under Secretary of State for Politicabiké; see TNA, FCO 9/1922, Record of a telephone
conversation between the Secretary of State foeifiorand Commonwealth Affairs and the United
States Under-Secretary of State, Mr. Sisco, at 201 August 1974. The same words were repeated
in TNA, PREM 16/20, Tel. no. 4, UKMIS Geneva to Waemgton, 12 August 1974, Personal for
Ambassador from Secretary of State, para. 6.

67 According to Venizelos and Ignatiou (2002: p.238)map detailing the areas the Turkish army
would occupy, was handed to Henry Kissinger by‘Dieector of Secret Services and Research” on 13
August 1974. Cf. Central Intelligence Agency, Auglig, 1974, Intelligence Memorandum, Cyprus,
Situation Report Number 11, p. 2, hitp://www.foia.cia.gov “The Turkish advance [...] places
Turkish Forces far south of the ‘Attila Line’ whickupposedly delimits the southern boundary of
Turkish territorial claims on the island”.

35



was apparently left to guess, on the basis of there® plan map. However,
awareness cannot be translated to either collusiaoperation: Britain may
have suspected (even expected) the territorialoout¢ but does not seem to
have been fully convinced of a two-stage plannmgtiie Turkish operation, at
least not in the beginning (Asmussen, 2008:294 BRotyviou, 2010:170-
171f°. Did the Turkish army put into effect contingenplans, after the
‘failure’ (real or perceived) of the first stage thfe invasion? Or did the plan
provide for a two stage campaign from the start?h#& stage no clear answer

is available.

In this context, another related question is whyswéenry Kissinger so
strongly against a military option (in any form)awert the invasion during the
period under consideration. In the first voluméeh memoirs, after conceding
that “only the threat of American military actiorodd have prevented a
Turkish landing on the island”, he claims that Nij®o resignation and the
accession of Gerald Ford to the US presidency ptedethe US from making
“credible threats or credible promises”; he reinés this point by stating that

unanimous advice of the congressional leaders \amst US involvement,

% See DEFE 11/908, Draft Signal to the CBFNE froniidg CDS, Ref. A. COSCYP 13. The signal
was sent on 14 August 1974, under ref. KYO 14134Qig/ COSCYP 13: “2. The Foreign and
Commonwealth Secretary had been given by the Tatrkdeneva a map indicating that the limit of the
political objective of the Turkish Phase Il would general be athwart the new road from Nicosia to
Famagusta. Even though in some places it came sdukie road it would clearly pass to the north of
the Ayios Nicolaos extension of the Dhekelia SBAuplfully the Turkish military movements will
follow their political objectives [...].” We can spalate that the map referred to in the text abovhes
map TNA, FCO 9/1907; a note pinned on the map rélaatsthis map was “handed to S[ecretary] of
S[tate] by Turkish F[oreign] M[inister], 12/8/74The line drawn on the map, marking roughly the
limit of the larger of the Turkish enclaves in tharth of Cyprus seems to agree with the descripifon
the Turkish “political objectives” referred to ihe telegram.

% Polyviou, himself a member of the Greek Cypriotedation at the Second Geneva Conference,
writes that Callaghan became aware of a possilslenskestage of Turkish operations gradually, after 3
July. Callaghan himself asserts that the Turksediglim into believing that they were sincere inirthe
will to negotiate. The uncertainty of the Britisk regards Turkish plans is obvious in a JIC assassm
of 9 August 1974, in TNA, FCO 9/1921 JICTEL 582 ndon, 092130Z to Geneva (UKMIS 382). An
“intelligence report” of very similar content waead to Hartman on the afternoon of 9 Aug., see
FRUS, pp. 415-416. Cf. Polyviou, p. 234, wherer@udes extensive quotes from two memoranda by
Callaghan, both composed post-Geneva.
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though his view was that the US “could not avoidlainatic engagement in a
NATO crisis” (Kissinger, 2000J°. Why then was he against military action by
the British? Early on in the crisis, he had tole tBritish Ambassador in
Washington that, “he would like to procrastinateilume could see clearly how
the forces were balancéd” However, what remains, unclear is the point at
which the optimal balance of forces would be redche a conversation with
President Ford, on 10 August, after declaring th#ish forces in Cyprus
inadequate (in fact he informs Ford there are d90 British troops in
Cyprus, thus giving a figure under a quarter of¢cberect number, “and a few
Phantoms”) he claims that the British plan to ueecd “[...] is purely a
political thing. They [the British] could not putl off. They want to get a crisis

started and we would then have to settle it ang wmuld claim credit.*

Is this contradictory? Probably not. It may well th&at Henry Kissinger’'s
policy evolved through the crisis. One could argas Asmussen does) that
“Kissinger’s crisis diplomacy in Cyprus was a disasto anybody save

himself” (Asmussen, 2008:291), a line Miller algpeuses when he states that

0 According to the Cyprus Task Force, Special Act®roup, “Paper No. 1, Cyprus: Issues and
Options”, in FRUS, p. 366-374, attached to the fBreMemorandum From the Assistant Secretary of
State for European Affairs (Hartman) to Secretdr@tate Kissinger, dated Washington, July 22, 1974,
the US could deploy in Cyprus approx. 2000 marifees368) and other military forces in under 17
hours -to help with evacuation and protection of fd8ilities tasks- and another 19.000 men within
about a week (pp. 368-9) -to impose a ceasefir@ WB Sixth Fleet could also impose a naval
blockade around Cyprus within three days (p. 3B8@wever, with the exception of the first optioneth
other proposals were considered “emphatically uraele” and “highly undesirable” respectively.
What the report appears to judge only the striatlijtary value of such gestures and seems to dail t
take into account the fact that these would be ld8ps, with high deterrence value. Callaghan, en th
contrary, was aware of the military limitationstb& British forces in Cyprus, but fully aware oéih
high deterrence value.

"TNA, FCO 9/1898, Washington to FCO tel. no. 2478 ,July 1974.

2 Transcript of Telephone Conversation Between Bessi Ford and Secretary of State Kissinger,
Washington, August 10, 1974, 3:40 p.m. in FRUS 44;2-20.
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“incompetence, not malevolence was the persisteaimbark of his

[Kissinger’s] eastern Mediterranean poli}”

However, one could also consider an alternativeraguh: the coup against
Makarios and —more importantly- the Turkish invasibat followed, presented
Kissinger (and initially, the British) with an opyionity to alter the ‘balance of
forces’ in Cyprus —and perhaps create a new baldfissinger’'s agonising
about how the new balance of for€es shaping up in Cyprus -and how it
could be influenced through negotiations- is ancaton of such an approach.
However, the basic precondition of a new balaneeigmg a world to be not
‘restored’ but ‘reshaped’, to paraphrase the title Kissinger's doctoral
dissertation), were the new facts on the groursl, & successful Turkish
invasion that did not, at the same time, lead strangthened mainland Greek
presence on Cyprus. This would explain Kissingapproach as regards the
Turkish military operations (at least once it wdsac Greece could not
reinforce Cyprus or go to war with Turkey); theeinsive US efforts to prevent
the Greek junta from declaring war; and it wouldoakhed light on the US
standing largely aloof from the negotiations in &ea In this context, it could
even be argued that (besides the pressure the alghirto bear to achieve a
ceasefire in July), the other occasion when Kissingeally exerted his
influence was in Geneva Stage Il (in August 191 )prder to make sure the
Gunes plan (in which 34% of Cyprus passed undekiShircontrol) was put

forward by Turkey; and this again proposed a t@niat division along the lines

3 Miller (2008: 202). Cf. Nicolet (2001: 444, 45%or a stinging critique of Kissinger's policy, see
Ball (1982: 359). For a view favourable to Kissinggee Warner (2009: 142-3).

" Kissinger uses the phrase “balance of forces” times in relation to Cyprus in the minutes of the
WSAG meetings of 21 and 22 July 1974 publishedhénRRUS.
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of the ‘rule of thirds®™. Acceptance of Turkish territorial aiffiswould also

explain his refusal to sanction any initiative eweamotely verging on the
military by any external actor (the US, BritainettUN and of course the
USSR) — a fact that allowed Turkey, to attain d@sritorial goals, either by

negotiations or, as happened, by military force.

It is true that (as he claims in his memoirs) raryt action of any sort would
antagonise Turkey; it is also true thedisenceof such moves gave Turkey a
free hand in Cyprus. Thus, faced with no militagaction from West or East,
the ‘rule of thirds’ was forcibly applied by the fkish Army, three weeks after
the date ‘predicted’ in the Australian telegram afigr the US had essentially
accepted the territorial division of Cyprus. Thumtwithstanding the later
(September 1974) claim of the US ambassador todérdet “... the US did
not tilt toward the Turks —the balance of forcesl hdted in favor of the
Turks™’, US actions did help shape the balance in Cypreisher the military

nor the territorial balance, have been essentaigred since then.

Was there an international conspiracy in Cyprug9@4? The answer lies in
the relationship between morality, behavioural nro@nd realism as a school

of international relations. It is true that somedsnwe all expect statespersons

> According to both British archival material andbfished sources, the Giines plan was submitted at
the request of Henry Kissinger. See TNA, PREM 162K Miss Geneva to FCO, tel. no. 817, 11
August 1974, particularly paras. 3 and 4. Cf. TNAGO 9/1929 ‘Stage Ill Talks. Negotiations on
Cyprus Problems’, 194, letter A. Goodison, FCO .. Lonish, British Embassy in Washington, 24
Dec 1974: “At the urging of Dr Kissinger, a solutiof this kind [multi-cantonal solution], was tribg

Mr Gines in the middle stage of Geneva II”. Cf.aBid (n.d.: 27); Birand does not give the source of
his information.

6 Obvious e.g. in his conversation with PresidentdF@n 9 August 1974: “They have about 15
percent of the island and want 30 percent”, FRUZ,1P. It is interesting that in the same convérsat
with Gerald Ford, after under-representing theriéigof UK troops (by a factor of 4), Kissinger irtéd

(by about the same factor) the estimate of landrtigish army controlled at the time (it was abé¥

of Cyprus, See footnote 43, above).

" The claim was made in the course of a conversatithConstantine Karamanlis. See FRUS, p. 481,
Tel. no. 6541, From the Embassy in Greece to thmaBment of State, September 9, 1974.
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(statesmen in this case) to behave in a responardemoral way; however,
according to at least one school of internatiomddtrons, the main aim of
foreign affairs is the successful pursuit of seguand the national interests.
This is what Kissinger expressed when he told BessiFord on 13 August
that “There is no American reason why the Turksusthmot have one-third of

8 The new ‘balance of forces’ created (or at lestsaped to an extent)

Cyprus
by Kissinger's actions in Cyprus has been the canfsevar with all its
accompanying stories of pain, dislocation, misgegsons and death for both
sides in Cyprus. Furthermore, in the self-seekiplgese, it has also created a
source of leverage for the USA that has yet tougrylmmoral as this thought

may be considered, this leverage is a resource afgr practitioner of

international affairs (Fouskas, 2005:45-63 and lapd2007:224-241).

The last point has to be the effect the Cyprusisciasd the developments
described above have had on the standing of Britai@yprus. It could be
argued that Callaghan’s efforts were the last mstawhen Britain actively
took the lead in the efforts to solve the Cyprusbpem. This is something that
Callaghan himself seems to have realised. Shaitiy the events, in a meeting
to debate British policy, Callaghan remarked sutttjrboth on the new British
position and on its future standing:

1. Mr. Callaghansaid that he saw no particular interest in Brit@&maining in

the forefront of the search for a settlement in @gpHe accepted that we had

certain obligations but we should move out of thatee of the stage as soon

as we could do so honourably. Dr. Kissinger thought Callaghan should
continue to take the lead in the next round ofsaltowever, he did not like

8 Memorandum of conversation between Ford and KigsinWashington, August 13, 1974, in FRUS,
pp. 423-424.
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responsibility without power and for his own paet Wwould not mind moving
out from a central position before the next rolhd

It may well be that Britain, at the touchline waggmared to accept ‘pragmatic
solutions as regards territory in Cyprus; howevesubsequently tried to act
responsibly, even morally. Since the effect of wkat power it had was
negated by external forces, responsibility was BoWwoshell. The year 1974
saw the eclipse of Britain from the main Cyprioagd and its official
replacement by the US, in a quiet change of guar€yprus. Despite the
continued existence of the British Sovereign Baghbs, situation remains

largely unchanged to this day.

" Meeting Note, Record of a meeting held at the igorand Commonwealth Office on 10 September
1974 at 3.00 p.m. Mr. Callaghan and his officia¢bate British policy towards Cyprus, Greece and
Turkey, [WSC 3/548/3] in Hamilton and Salmon (20G6m no.89).
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Appendix

The Australian Telegram — page 1

e — S

. DEPARTMEN I(_"l I_i_llxl IL:.\I-I AIRS
INWARD CABLEGRAM

Peh"8%58722. 7%

QLHI3287 2130 21, 7.74 CLA

T
PP CANBERRA/ 10734

RP.
RR AT HENS/B5 ANKARA/6E5

FM. LONDON /

Y
i

3
AN

3

SECRET
C'i’PR'IJJS : BRITISH P@ICY

S

1o YOU WILL HAVE SEEN MEDIA REPORIS OF TURKISH INVASION OF CYPRUS
N 20 JULY, FCO SPOKESMAN HAS SUMMARIZED BRITISH OBJECTIVES AS W
EING THREEFOLD : TO PROTECT BRITISH LIVES AND PROPERTY : PUT ,
PRESSURE ON TURKEY T0 STOP THE FIGHTING AND ON GREECE TO DO NOTHING

10 MAKE MATTERS WORSE : AND TO GET TAKES STARTED 1IN L ONDON.

i
’;f/lﬁ???r? 2

2, COMMENTING PRIVATELY TO US ON THE SITUATION ON 20 JULY A SENI(R
FCO OFFICIAL SAID THAT BRITAIN SECRETLY WOULD NOT OBJECT IF TURKISH
MILITARY FORCES OCCUPIED ABOUT 1/3 OF THE ISLAND BEFORE AGREEING

TO A CEASEFIRE. (PLEASE PROTECT). SUCH A POSITION WOWD NEED

TO BE REACHED BY 21 JULY IF PEACE PROSPECTS WERE NOT TO BE
ENDANGERED FURTHER, 1IN THE MEANTINE, BRITAIN CONTINUED TO SUPPORT.
PUEL ICLY APPEALS FOR AN IMMEDIATE CEASEFIRE,

3. ACCORDING TO THE SAME SOURCE REPORTS FROM THE BRIIISH AMBASSAD OR
FENS EXPRESS GONCERN THAT THE PRESENT MIL ITARY REGIME IN

MAY FALL AND BE REPLACED BY AN EVEN LESS DESIRABLE ONE. NN
1S SOME FEELING IN THE FCO THAT WERE GREECE TO INTERVENE ~ \§

7 T

A

MIL ITARILY IN A LAND WAR WITH TURKEY SHE WOULD END UP WITH A "°"HO

4, IN HIS LONDON TALKS LAST WEEK MAKARIOS ASKED THE BRITISH %
FRANKL Y WHAT HE SHOULD DQO. HE WAS ENCOURAGED T0 GO AHEAD WITH @

il PLAN TO GO TO NEW YORK AND AWAIT DEVEL OPMENTS THERE. THERE

‘SEEMS LITTLE PROSPECT OF HIS RETURNING TO CYPRUS IN THE NEAR FUIUR
. IF AT ALL. SOME OBSERVERS HAVE SUGGESTED THE @;sm:nm?m l
CYPRIOT NATIONAL ASSEMBLY AS A POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE HEAD O _
STATE TO SAMPSON WHO 1S UNACCEPTIALE TO THE TURKS.
5. BRITAIN 1S ACTING DIPLOMATICALLY, NOT MIL ITORILY, IN THE CURRENT
. CRISIS. THE ONLY MILITARY MOVES HAVE BEEN RELATED STRICTLY T O THE
m MENT OF THE SECURITY OF THE SOVERIGN BASE AREAS (SBAS). i
R THE LAST 24 HOURS SOME 1500 BRITISH TROOPS HAVE BEEN FLOWN TO
CYPRUS FOR THIS PURPOSE. gl \
Tt s MW{J«J v aadE . - \
M«:W =5 ’M’}M——-—hff‘-mi%
b, e o)) by oo Rty ST R 5t 1o Pt
dnprona ; 6L ; ;
ek gy |
Rl A S

Transcript of the handwritten note: “This is Glaskislerides [sic] who, | gathered when in Athensis
very gpod type - not a thing like Sampson. Queoyydver, whether Klerides would wish to supplant
Makanos. He might agree to be “Actiiyesident” [underline and quotes in the origin&d} a period

of time till the dust settled. Kleridis is respetia Athens and Ankara. He would need pretty camst-i
assurances of local support, even as Acting H&gtl][H. Gilchrist.
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