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Abstract. The paper explores and analyzes the background and genesis
of the Cyprus problem in international relations and the events leading to the
1974 Turkish military intervention and the establishment of the Turkish Republic
of Northern Cyprus (TRNC). This research problem is relevant and significant
against the backdrop of the recent events regarding the pledge of Kazakhstan,
Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan to comply with the United Nations Security Council
resolutions 541 and 550 in 1983, which consider the TRNC as a secessionist
illegitimate entity. From this perspective, the study examines the key historical
events between 1960 and 1983 from the establishment of the Republic of Cyprus
to the creation of the TRNC. As qualitative research, the study employs methods
of historical analysis and content analysis. Through these methods, the study
examines and analyzes official diplomatic documents, international treaties, the
1960 constitution of Cyprus and other primary sources to investigate the research
problem. Besides, the study draws on relevant literature by Turkish, Turkish
Cypriot, Greek, Greek Cypriot and scholars and experts from other countries.
The establishment of the TRNC is regarded by the international community as
incompatible with the international treaties of 1960 and thereby invalid. However,
the results of the study have shown that the breach of the treaties and the 1960
constitution of Cyprus was committed by the Greek Cypriots. Having unilaterally
and illegally usurped the power, the Greek majority in cahoots with the Greek
junta intended to abolish the state of Cyprus and integrate it with Greece. The
flagrant breach of the international treaties and the 1960 constitution by both the
Greek Cypriots and Greece provoked the Turkish military intervention in July
1974, the division of the island and the establishment of the TRNC as the only
viable solution to the Cyprus problem.

Key words: Cyprus, Greece, Turkey, Greek Cypriots, Turkish Cypriots,
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Introduction

The relevance and significance of the research problem under consideration
are linked to the current legal status and international standing of the Turkish
Republic of Northern Cyprus (TRNC). The results of the study will help us
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understand the historical, legal and political basis of the Cyprus conflict and
whether the TRNC is a legitimate state entity or vice versa. This has become more
relevant since Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan refused to recognize
the TRNC despite their close relationship with Turkey. The first Central Asia
— European Union summit held in Samarkand on April 4, 2025, seems to have
created dissension between Turkey and Turkic states of Central Asia over the legal
status of the TRNC. Although the TRNC has been an independent nation state
since 1983, it has been recognized only by Turkey. Despite the member states of
the Organization of Turkic States (OTS) granted the TRNC an observer status at
the OTS in 2022, Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan officially confirmed
their commitment to the 1983 United Nations Security Council resolutions 541
and 550 condemning the establishment of the TRNC and calling on international
community not to extend their recognition to this entity. According to these
resolutions, the TRNC is an illegal state entity and the only government that
legitimately represents Cyprus in the international arena is the Republic of
Cyprus under the control of the Greek Cypriots.

This study seeks to gain a proper understanding of why the TRNC has not
been recognized as a sovereign political entity by the international community,
except Turkey. Besides, the study tries to identify historical, legal and political
barriers to the widespread recognition ofthe TRNC by the international community.
Moreover, the study strives to ascertain the root causes of the exclusion of the
Turkish Cypriots and monopolization of power in Cyprus by the Greek majority.
Furthermore, the study looks into legal issues pertaining to the Cyprus problem,
trying to understand why the only Greek Cypriot administration is regarded as the
sole legitimate government of Cyprus, while such a legal recognition is outrightly
denied to the Turkish Cypriots. To achieve these objectives and respond to the
research questions, the study will explore and analyze the historical events and
developments in Cyprus between 1960-1983, from the year of the establishment
of the Republic of Cyprus to the advent of the TRNC.

The study draws upon the historical documents, national legislations and
international accords pertaining to the history of Cyprus in 1960-1983. To analyze
historical sources and explore the topic, the study employs a variety of research
methods such as a historical analysis and content analysis of written materials.
After setting the background of the Cyprus conflict, the study will examine the
key events and developments leading to the Turkish military intervention in 1974
and the creation of the TRNC. In this sense, the study argues that since the Greek
Cypriots unilaterally and illegally usurped and monopolized the power in Cyprus
in 1963, both the 1974 Turkish military intervention and the establishment of the
TRNC were legitimate and morally justifiable.
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Materials and methods

The study draws on relevant literature on the topic and historical data. In
examining the research problem, we have analyzed various official diplomatic
documents, international treaties and accords, the 1960 constitution of Cyprus
and policy proposals. Specifically, we have conducted a historical analysis and
content analysis of the 1959 Ziirich and London accords, the 1960 the Treaty
of Guarantee and the Treaty of Alliance and other subsequent international
agreements. These international treaties were central to the end of the British
colonial rule in Cyprus and establishment of the Republic of Cyprus as a
bicultural and bicommunal political entity. The 1959 Ziirich agreement between
Turkey and Greece laid the legal groundwork for the independence of Cyprus
and its political system and the power sharing provisions between the Greek
and Turkish Cypriots. This agreement was also important because it paved the
way for the constitution of the state Cyprus, which came into force in August
1960. The 1959 Ziirich agreement along with the London agreement highlighted
the independence, territorial integrity and indivisibility of the state of Cyprus.
Perhaps the most important aspect of these international treaties was ensuring
peaceful coexistence and power sharing between the Greek and Turkish Cypriots.
The 1960 Treaty of Guarantee reaffirmed the independence, territorial integrity
and indivisibility of the state of Cyprus and stipulated that as the whole or in part
Cyprus could join other states, and its territory could not be partitioned. Besides,
the treaty stipulated that Britain, Greece and Turkey as the guaranteeing powers
had the exclusive right to intervene if the independence and territorial integrity
of the state of Cyprus would be at stake and threatened. All the provisions of
the international treaties were incorporated into the 1960 constitution of Cyprus.
The breach of these international treaties and the 1960 constitution by the
Greek Cypriots in 1963 led to the 1974 Turkish military intervention and the
establishment of the TRNC.

Examining and a critical analysis of these international accords and the
constitution are essential for providing sound responses to the research questions
of the study. As the study relies on official diplomatic documents and sources, the
research is qualitative in its character. In this regard, the study utilizes methods
of a historical analysis of data and a content analysis of various types of sources.
These methods inform and guide our research and help us answer the research
questions. Through the employment of methods of historical and content analysis,
the study has conducted a systematic and critical analysis of a variety of data
from books, journals, websites, letters, speeches and interviews. By using these
methods, the study identifies and understands themes and patterns of the events
pertaining to the Cyprus problem.
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Results and Discussion

Setting the background

1960 was marked by the end of the colonial rule of Britain in Cyprus.
During British rule over Cyprus, which had started in 1878 after three centuries of
Ottoman rule, two distinct and conflicting nationalisms emerged and developed.
On the one hand, Greek nationalism, and on other hand, Turkish nationalism
gained momentum, which led to the division of the island along ethnic, cultural,
linguistic and religious lines. Papadakis, Peristianis and Welz point out that
while Greek nationalism in Cyprus reflected in the ideology of ‘enosis’, as a
response, Turkish nationalists strove for ‘taksim’ [1, p. 2]. In this regard, ‘enosis’
implied the union and unification of Greek Cypriots with Greece, whereas
‘taksim’ denoted the partition of the island between the two ethnic and cultural
communities [1, p. 2]. Even before the departure of Britain, in the mid-1950s the
Greek Cypriot ‘enosis’ struggle acquired the form of an armed insurgency and
rebellion spearheaded by EOKA (National Organization of Cypriot Fighters).
As a nationalist guerrilla organization of Greek Cypriots, EOKA pursued the
goal of terminating the British colonial rule over Cyprus and ultimate unification
with Greece [2, p. 4-5]. As a response to the rising Greek nationalism and armed
resistance, in 1958, Turkish Cypriots created their own nationalist resistance
movement — TMT (Turkish Resistance Organization). Thus, these two ethnic
communities sought to achieve a conflicting and divergent aim. In turn, the
British administration strove to exploit the division between Greek and Turkish
Cypriots by co-opting Turkish Cypriots and enrolling them as auxiliary police
forces [3, p. 46-47]. British policies and practices of divide and rule in Cyprus
and the use of Turkish Cypriots as policemen against the EOKA guerrilla led to
bloody interethnic clashes and conflicts [3, p. 47]. Yet eventually, Cyprus gained
its independence from Britain in 1960 due to the deal between the two conflicting
ethnic communities, Greek Cypriots who consisted of 80 percent of the island’s
600,000 population, and Turkish Cypriots whose share stood at 18 percent [1, p.
2]. Besides these two ethnic communities, Britain, Greece and Turkey were also
involved in reaching a compromise solution [1, p. 2].

Papadakis, Peristianis and Welz draw attention to how the outcome of 1960
independence appeared not to meet the aspirations and expectations of either
of the ethnic and cultural communities, which heralded the bloody protracted
interethnic violence in Nicosia and other areas of the island [1, p. 2]. As Turkish
communities constituted a minority and thereby the weaker part, were forced to
suffer, being subjected to mass killing and ethnic cleansing. Studies provide a
variety of data, yet it was documented that between 1963 and 1967, roughly 20
percent of Turkish Cypriots were subjected to displacement and were forced into
refugee camps [4; 5]. Experiencing constant intimidation and terror by Greek
Cypriots and at the same time, encouraged by their Turkish leadership, Turkish
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Cypriots formed enclaves throughout the island. In 1964, the United Nations
intervened into the conflict unfolding in Cyprus with the purpose of keeping
stability and guarding the so-called Green Line, which is the line dividing the
Greek and Turkish communities [6, p. 77]. Although in 1967 the tense situation on
the island had stabilized, the ascension of a military junta in Greece disrupted the
efforts to establish peace and reconciliation between Greek and Turkish Cypriots.
The military junta in Greece propped up ultranationalists in Cyprus who opposed
interethnic conciliation and advocated unification with Greece.

This in turn led to intra-ethnic strife within Greek Cypriots, which led to
the 1974 coup, in which the president of the Republic of Cyprus Archbishop
Makarios was removed from his office. The removal of Makarios from power
was executed by pro-union factions known as EOKA B, which was backed by the
junta in Greece. The takeover of ultranationalist pro-unionists backed by Greece
soon prompted military intervention by Turkey. When ultranationalist pro-enosis
factions under the leadership of Nikos Sampson backed by Greece seized power
through a coup d’état in 1974, the Turkish government led by prime minister
Biilent Ecevit closely observed unfolding events in Cyprus. The 1974 Turkish
military intervention was preceded by several Turkish demands with respect
to the situation on the island. Specifically, the Turkish government demanded
that Greece should drop its support for Greek Cypriot pro-enosis factions led by
Nikos Sampson, withdraw its troops from Cyprus and abide by the international
obligations regarding the legal status of Cyprus. However, Greece rejected the
demands of the Turkish government. Moreover, an envoy of the United States
Joseph Sisco acted as an intermediary, putting greater efforts on convincing
Greece to agree to Biilent Ecevit’s demands, which included a joint Turkish-
Cypriot control of the northern region of the island and initiate negotiations to
establish a federal state [1, p. 3].

After all attempts to bring a viable solution to the Cyprus conflict failed
to yield expected results and rejection of the Turkish demands by Greece, the
Turkish prime minister Biilent Ecevit backed by his coalition partner Necmettin
Erbakan decided to act unilaterally, yet in the spirit of the international treaties
and obligations. On July 20, 1974, Turkish military forces intervened. The
Turkish intervention immediately caused the fall of the military junta in Greece
and the removal of the leader of pro-enosis factions in Cyprus Nikos Sampson.
The advancement of Turkish military forces prompted the mass movement of
Greek Cypriots southward, while Turkish Cypriots moved northward. Studies
highlight that the Turkish intervention and advancement inflicted suffering and
heavy losses on Greek Cypriots, specifically over a third of Greek Cypriots were
forced to flee their homes [1, p. 3].
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International and constitutional foundations of the Republic of Cyprus

The end of the British colonial rule and independence of Cyprus preceded
by international treaties, upon which Cyprus emerged as a sovereign political
entity. The legal and political basis of the state of Cyprus were laid in 1959-1960,
which ultimately resulted in the sovereign state of Cyprus on August 16, 1960.
The constitution of the Republic of Cyprus resulted from the Ziirich agreement
between Greece and Turkey on February 11, 1959, and the London agreement on
February 19, 1959 [7]. The provisions of the Ziirich agreement between Greece
and Turkey were incorporated into the London agreement, which Britain was
part of as well. The representatives of the Greek and Turkish Cypriots accepted
the provisions of the Ziirich and London agreements and consented to the agreed
terms for the final settlement of the Cyprus problem [7]. These agreements
served as the legal foundations for the 1960 the Treaty of Guarantee, the Treaty
of Alliance and the constitution of Cyprus, which were signed by Britain, Greece,
Turkey and the leaders of the Greek and Turkish Cypriots in Nicosia on August
16, 1960 [7].

To be more precise, in February 1959, the United Kingdom, Greece and
Turkey as well as the leaders of the Greek and Turkish communities in Cyprus
Archbishop Makarios III and Fazil Kii¢lik negotiated and agreed to the London
and Ziirich treaties on the basis of which a constitution of Cyprus was drafted
and agreed. In accordance with the London and Ziirich treaties, which drafted
Cyprus’s constitution, envisioned the establishment of a legitimate nation state
in Cyprus predicated on peace, stability, harmony, peaceful coexistence, equality
and power sharing between the two ethnic, cultural and religious communities
inhabiting the island [8]. The London and Ziirich treaties of February 1959
stated that the United Kingdom, Greece and Turkey were the guarantors of the
independence, territorial integrity and constitution of Cyprus as a state, which
ought to be inserted in the future constitution of the state of Cyprus [8]. The
article 22 of the London and Ziirich treaties stipulated that the total or partial
unification of the Republic of Cyprus with any other state as well as any idea of
the partition of the island ought to be excluded and proscribed [8].

In fact, it was Greece and Turkey who had drafted and agreed upon the
character and constitution of the state of Cyprus on February 11, 1959 [9]. The
Constitution and the Treaties, agreed upon in Ziirich and London in February
1959, entered into force August 16, 1960. Here basically all the terms of the
London and Ziirich treaties were enshrined in the constitution of the Republic of
Cyprus. The 1960 Treaty of Guarantee was signed by Britain, Greece and Turkey
was the signatory state. The article I of the treaty stipulated that the Republic of
Cyprus, as an independent political entity recognized by the three major external
signatory countries, was obliged to ensure the maintenance of its sovereignty,
security, territorial integrity as well as the constitution of the country, which
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granted equal rights and protection to both Greek and Turkish Cypriots [10]. In
addition, the Republic of Cyprus was obliged to undertake “not to participate, in
whole or in part, in any political or economic union with any State whatsoever.
It accordingly declares prohibited any activity likely to promote, directly or
indirectly, either union with any other State or partition of the Island” [10]. Thus,
according to the 1960 Treaty of Guarantee, both Greek and Turkish Cypriots
were obliged to adhere to the treaty and the constitution of the country. The
1960 Treaty of Guarantee also stipulated the rights and obligations of Britain,
Greece and Turkey. Specifically, these three powers as the guarantors of the
treaty were obliged to recognize, respect and guarantee the sovereignty, security
and territorial integrity as well as the terms of the constitution of Cyprus [10].
Besides granting the recognition and guarantee, the three powers were obliged
to prevent and rule out any attempts to incorporate Cyprus into any other state
or divide the island [10]. The 1960 treaty also stated explicitly that in the event
of a violation of the provisions of the Treaty of Guarantee, the three powers first
ought to consult together with reference to what measures necessary to undertake
in order to restore the constitutional order on the island and the compliance with
the provisions [10]. If joint concerted actions may fail or may not be feasible,
each of the three guaranteeing powers had the right to take needed steps with the
purpose of restoring the state of affairs stipulated in the treaty [10].

Thus, the Ziirich accord of 1959, the London accord of 1959, and the 1960
Treaty of Guarantee came into existence as a result of negotiations and agreements
between Britain, Greece, Turkey as well as the representatives of the Greek and
Turkish Cypriots. They in turn gave birth to the constitution of Cyprus and the
state of Cyprus. According to the constitution of the Republic of Cyprus, the
state of Cyprus was a democratic society with equal rights of all its citizens, both
Greek and Turkish Cypriots [11]. The international treaties and the constitution
placed legal constraints and barriers on the possible domination of one ethnic
group over another, ensuring equal rights and opportunities between the majority
Greek Cypriots and the minority Turkish Cypriots. Despite the demographic
primacy of the Greeks, the constitution ensured that power would be shared
by both communities, in which the president of Cyprus would be Greek, while
vice-president Turk [11]. The president and vice-president would share power,
notably most crucial executive powers. They both had the right to veto any law or
decision by the Council of Ministers concerning foreign affairs, defence, security
and other matters [11]. Article 3 clearly granted both Greek and Turkish the status
of the official languages of Cyprus [11].

A prominent American expert in international law Monroe Leigh indicates
that the basic articles of the constitution of Cyprus were designed to ensure
equality and equal rights of both ethnic communities and their rights to share
power and all the attributes of sovereignty [12]. As the binding international
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treaties and the constitution granted equal legal and political status to both Greek
and Turkish communities, they pledged to establish a single state on the island and
govern that state together on an equal footing [12]. Moreover, the articles of the
constitution ensured that neither Greeks nor Turks could take unilateral actions
without the other’s consent [12]. The constitution contained all the provisions of
the international treaties concluded in 1959-1960 with respect guaranteeing the
independence, territorial integrity and indivisibility of the Republic of Cyprus
[11]. Since the 1959 Ziirich and London accords as well as the Treaties of
Guarantee and Alliance had constitutional force, they could not be amended or
repealed [11]. The article 185 stipulated that the state of Cyprus would be one and
indivisible and thereby any attempts to incorporate the island in whole or in part
as well as any separatist movement would be excluded [11].

The end of the inclusive Greco-Turkish political regime in Cyprus in 1963

Leigh draws attention to how this meticulously balanced and internationally
sanctioned political regime turned out to be short-lived, lasting only three years
[12]. The constitutional order and balance of power were shuttered by the Greek
Cypriots when in November 1963, the president of the Republic of Cyprus
Archbishop Makarios publicly put forth 13 points with the intention to change
and amend the constitution of Cyprus in favor of the Greek majority [13, p. 22;
14, p. 2; 15, p. 62; 16, p. 254; 17, p. 83]. The breach of the international binding
accords and the 1960 constitution by the Greek Cypriots in November 1963 is
attributed by scholars to the tacit and overt objection of the leaders of the Greek
majority to the status quo on the island in the aftermath of independence [18,
p. 300]. In this regard, Calvocoressi point out that in fact the Greek Cypriots
had accepted the international treaties and the constitution with great reluctance,
including Archbishop Makarios who had even declared them unworkable [18,
p- 300]. Moreover, many ultranationalist Greek Cypriots who strongly adhered
to ‘enosis’, that is political unification of the island with Greece, believed that
the consent of the Greek Cypriots to the international treaties and an idea of
coexistence with the Turkish Cypriots was tantamount to the betrayal of the cause
of ‘enosis’ [18, p. 300]. The dream of merging with Greece was disrupted by the
international accords. Nonetheless, the Greek Cypriots shared Makarios’s view
that the constitution turned out to be unworkable and could not be implemented
[19, p. 38]. This was because the Greek majority outrightly rejected any idea of
legal, civil and political equality with the Turkish minority.

Ultranationalism and extremism of Greek Cypriots in collusion with
right-wing chauvinists and hawks in Greece were about to take apart the
island. They coveted the whole island through unleashing unspeakable terror
and atrocities against Turkish Cypriots, subjecting them to mass killing, ethnic
cleansing and expulsion. They sought to translate their demographic primacy
into political dominance over the Turkish minority by brazenly violating the
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fundamental provisions of the 1960 constitution of the Republic of Cyprus and
the international treaties. The materialization of enosis would threaten the very
existence of the Turkish communities in Cyprus. Furthermore, the amalgamation
of Cyprus with Greece would lead to the replication of the Crete scenario of the
first quarter of the 20™ century when owing to the rebellion of Greeks in Crete
against the Ottoman Empire and their subsequent merge with Greece in 1908,
which resulted in the ethnic cleansing and mass expulsion of Turkish Cretans.
The Turkish Cypriots rightly indicated that the president Makarios’s proposal to
amend the constitution resembled the Akritas Plan, which was intended to ensure
the Greek dominance over the island at the expense of the Turkish community
[19, p 38; 20, p. 52; 21, p. 21; 22, p. 249]. The Akritas Plan was developed
by pro-enosis Greek ultranationalists with the aim to break the backbone of the
Turkish Cypriots and fully subjugate them before the external help would arrive,
namely before Turkey would intervene [20, p. 52]. The constitutional amendment
proposals by Makarios and the Greek pressure on the Turks to accept them were
seen by the Turkish Cypriots as the flagrant violation of the international treaties
and the constitution and as intentional assaults on their inalienable constitutional,
civil and political rights [18, p. 300].

To translate their plan into practice and force their will upon the Turkish
Cypriots, the Greek Cypriots unleashed large-scale violence and terror on Turkish
communities. The Turkish side perceived the unfolding events since Makarios
had made his proposals as attempts by the Greek Cypriots to monopolize the
power, limit and ultimately exclude the Turkish Cypriots from power, legitimizing
their absolute domination and subordination of the Turkish Cypriots. Besides,
the Turkish side suspected that the ultimate goal of the Greek Cypriots was to
implement ‘enosis’, full incorporation of the island into Greece. Despite the fact
that Turkish communities across the island were subjected to extreme violence and
terror, the Turkish Cypriot forwarded their request, conveyed by the United Nations
Peacekeeping Force in Cyprus (UNFICYP), to restore their power accorded by the
constitution and take their seats in the government and other state bodies [19, p.
37]. Yet the Greek side rejected the request and forwarded their demand that the
Turkish Cypriots ought to accept significant limitations to their political rights and
powers [19, p. 37]. As can be seen, despite the request of the Turkish Cypriots to
take their official positions in power, being eager to impose their majority rule,
the Greek Cypriots intentionally blocked the constitutional rights of the Turkish
Cypriots. In this regard, Dodd indicates that this event refutes the claims of the
Greek Cypriots that since 1963 the government of Cyprus has operated without the
engagement of the Turkish Cypriots, who allegedly disengaged themselves from
their responsibilities and duties [19, p. 37].
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The Turkish Cypriots were convinced that bi-communalism and peaceful
coexistence of the two ethnic communities came to an end with the brazen
usurpation and monopolization of the power by the Greek Cypriots in 1963. In this
case, the Turkish Cypriots claim that the breach of the international treaties, the
constitution, usurpation of the power, systematic terror and violence, exclusion
of the Turkish communities and imposition of the blockade on Turkish enclaves
by the Greek Cypriots left the Turkish Cypriots with no option other than take
the matter into their hands and govern themselves within the enclaves where they
were confined [19, p. 37-38]. Moreover, the Turkish Cypriots maintained that
by violating the international treaties and the constitution, the Greek Cypriots
drastically and dramatically altered the economic, legal, political and social
balance in their favor at the expense of the Turkish Cypriots. Even if the Greek
Cypriots came to the conclusion that the constitution turned out to be unworkable,
instead of resorting to terror to impose their rule on the Turkish Cypriots, they
should have addressed this crucial issue in a constitutional and constructive way
by engaging the Turkish Cypriots as well as Britain, Greece and Turkey as the
guaranteeing powers.

Since the Greek majority were not able to impose their will upon the Turkish
minority by peaceful means, soon the Greek side resorted to violence to translate
their aim into reality and achieve their paramount goal of domination of the
island and subjugation of the Turkish side. In his study, Hughes-Wilson refers to
a Greek Cypriot General George Karayiannis who in June 1965 stated that when
the Turkish side outrightly turned down Makarios’s constitutional plan, the Greek
side decided to leverage their demographic, political and military advantage to
force the Turkish Cypriots to kneel down before the Greek majority and accept
their reduced status [23]. Moreover, George Karayiannis mentioned the “Akritas”
plan devised by the Greek Cypriots to wipe out the Turkish communities and
integrate the island with Greece [23]. In this regard, Papadakis calls attention to
subsequent terror unleashed by the Greek Cypriots, and ensuing intercommunal
and interethnic conflict between 1963-1967, in which as the weaker side, the
Turkish communities suffered the greater losses [24, p. 152]. Numerous Turkish
Cypriots were subjected to mass terror and ethnic cleansing, being compelled to
abandon their homes and moving to areas of the island that later became enclaves
under their rule and control [24, p. 152].

Yilmaz describes the period between 1963-1974 as the time of Turkish
grief and suffering as they were forced to flee their homes and move into other
areas, namely enclaves which constituted only 5 percent of the island, in contrast,
before 1963, they had owned roughly 30 percent of the island’s territory [17,
p. 84]. The Greek Cypriot assaults led to the chain of bloody events known as
“Bloody Christmas”, in which in December 1963 and the following 1964 many
Turkish were killed and ethnically cleansed [25, p. 120]. It was estimated that in
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1963-1964, roughly 25,000 Turkish Cypriots or around a quarter of the Turkish
population of the island were expelled from their homes [13, p. 3; 14, p. 9; 25,
p. 120]. In contrast, the number of Greek Cypriots being forced to abandon their
homes was estimated to stand at 700, including 500 Armenians who were also
displaced [13, p. 3; 14, p. 9]. In the period between December 1963 and August
1964, the Turkish Cypriots were compelled to abandon their homes from 72
mixed and 24 pure Turkish villages [14, p. 9].

The role of external actors in addressing the Cyprus problem

As all the international accords of 1959-1960 leading to the establishment
of the bi-national and bi-cultural state of Cyprus and its constitution were
flagrantly breached by the Greek Cypriot majority, Turkey and Britain as the
guarantor powers of the sovereignty and territorial integrity of Cyprus threatened
to intervene to bring an end to the conflict and restore order prescribed by the
constitution [23]. First, Britain installed its military troops in Cyprus, which was
followed by the United Nations who dispatched its peacekeeping force known
as the UNFICYP. Yet the involvement of Britain and the United Nations were
not insufficient to pacify the island and reinstate the constitutional order. In this
case, Hughes-Wilson stresses that the Turkish Cypriots as a minority were turned
into refugees in their own land and became frightened of further Greek violence
and terror [23]. Only external power who had the willingness and capacity to
put an end to the plight of the Turkish Cypriots and restore the constitutional
order was Turkey who had the right and obligation to do so in accordance with
the 1959-1960 international treaties. Although Turkey was ready and eager to
militarily intervene in the conflict in Cyprus, the United States foiled Turkey’s
military engagement [18, p. 301]. In his letter to prime minister of Turkey Ismet
Inénii on June 5, 1964, president of the United States Lyndon Baines Johnson
although acknowledged Turkey’s right to intervene under the terms of the Treaty
of Guarantee of 1960, the American president highlighted that such move by
Turkey would lead to the partition of the island, which was not permissible [8].

President Lyndon Johnson emphasized that Turkish intervention would put
Turkey and Greece on the verge of war, which was unthinkable and unacceptable
due to the fact that both nations were part of NATO, whose members would
not be allowed to engage militarily with one another [8]. Referring to Germany
and France who had been able to bury the hatchet and cease their centuries-old
animosity by becoming NATO members, the American president advised that
Turkey and Greece ought to do exactly the same as NATO allies [8]. Moreover,
Lyndon Johnson drew Indnii’s attention to the possible involvement of the Soviet
Union if Turkey would launch its intervention [8]. Johnson stressed that if the
Soviet Union would engage in the Cyprus conflict because of the Turkish military
move, its NATO allies may not come to rescue Turkey [8]. Moreover, Johnson
emphasized the obligations of Turkey as a member of the UN and how the UN
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forces were engaged in peacekeeping operations and contributing to reducing the
incidents of violence in Cyprus [8]. In the end, Johnson called on Ismet Inénii to
show restraint, delay and refrain from military actions. In his response to Johnson,
Ismet Inonii pointed out that although the Turkish government had postponed its
decision to exercise its right of a unilateral action in Cyprus bestowed by the
1960 Treaty of Guarantee, the American president’s message was disappointing
for Turkey as the US ally [8]. Furthermore, Inénii called attention to the exigency
and significance of a military intervention in Cyprus on the strength of Treaty of
Guarantee, which had been felt several times since the December of 1963 [8].

Thus, all attempts of the Turkish government under the leadership of Inénii
to exercise its right to militarily intervene in Cyprus to restore the constitutional
order were primarily thwarted by the US. On the other hand, as British involvement
was limited and futile, Britain shunned addressing the Cyprus problem and sought
to hand it over to NATO [26, p. 36-37]. Although Greece and Turkey were in favor
of the British proposal, the president of Cyprus Makarios exhibited his objection
and other members of NATO were less willing to get involved in this conflict [18,
p- 301]. When it had become clear that NATO’s engagement was out of question,
Britain consented to the involvement of the UN [26, p. 37]. As a result, on March
4, 1964, the UN Security Council adopted resolution 186, which established the
United Nations Peacekeeping Force in Cyprus (UNFICYP) [26, p. 37; 27]. In
March 1964, when Turkey was about to carry out a military operation in Cyprus,
the UN intervened with peacekeeping forces from Canada, Ireland, Denmark,
Finland and Sweden [18, p. 301].

According to the UN Security Council Resolution 186, the conflict in
Cyprus was seen as a threat to international peace, stability and security [27].
Therefore, the UN Security Council called on all members to refrain from the
threat or from using force against independence and territorial integrity of
the Republic of Cyprus [27]. Besides, the UN Security Council called on the
government of Cyprus to take all necessary steps to put an end to bloodshed
and conflict on the island [27]. In relation to resolution 186, Ker-Lindsay draws
attention to the fact that despite the absence of the Turkish representatives, the
UN SC referred to the government of Cyprus, entirely dominated by the Greek
Cypriots, as an internationally recognized legitimate political regime [26, p. 37-
38]. In this regard, the UN as the highest international authority seems to have
deliberately disregarded the inalienable rights of the Turkish Cypriotes accorded
to them by the international treaties and the 1960 constitution, and at the same
time, legitimized the unlawful seizure of the power by the Greek Cypriots.
Ker-Lindsay highlights that this situation has persisted to this day, which is
deeply resented by the Turkish side, who insist that without their inclusion and
participation, any government of Cyprus is in fact illegal [26, p. 38].

In accordance with resolution 186, the UN appointed an ad hoc mediator,
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who was tasked with facilitating negotiations between the parties and peaceful
settlement of the Cyprus conflict [27]. Yet it should be noted that overall, the
UN appointed two mediators, namely Sakari Tuomioja, a Finnish diplomat,
and Galo Plaza Lasso, an Ecuadorian statesman, who appeared to sympathize
with the Greek Cypriot cause. Despite having recognized the Cyprus conflict as
an international issue, the first mediator Sakari Tuomioja came to believe that
Cyprus’s eventual integration with Greece was the most appropriate solution
to the problem [26, p. 38]. After Tuomioja’s sudden death, the UN appointed
Plaza Lasso who although shared his predecessor’s vision regarding eventual
incorporation of Cyprus into Greece, he argued that enosis ought to be faded into
the background for the meanwhile. Notwithstanding, Plaza Lasso also explicitly
favored the Greek Cypriot cause, underlying that the Turkish Cypriots ought to
discard their demands for a federal state and consent to the Greek majority rule
[26, p. 38]. Plaza Lasso’s proposal angered the Turkish Cypriots and Turkey, who
demanded his resignation, whereas the Greek Cypriots rejected the appointment
of a different mediator. In fact, Plaza Lasso was the last official UN mediator in
Cyprus [26, p. 39].

The 1974 Turkish intervention and the establishment of the TRNC

With the usurpation and monopolization of the power, the government of
the Republic of Cyprus transformed into an ethnocratic regime solely under the
rule of the Greek Cypriots, who have since claimed to be the sole legitimate
government of the state of Cyprus established in 1960 based on the international
treaties and the constitution [13, p. 13]. The Greek Cypriot majority preferred
only a government dominated by them and an exclusivist discriminatory political
status for the Turkish Cypriots. Yet their unchanging and ultimate goal was
enosis. The Greek Cypriots were convinced that only Turkey had the ability to
seriously threaten and eventually dismantle their plan for domination and enosis.
As a result, from the beginning, the Greek Cypriots feared any idea of Turkish
military intervention [20, p. 53]. For that reason, the Greek Cypriots sought to
subdue the Turkish Cypriots through coercion, intimidation and violence to get
their acquiescence to the Greek majority rule and then to enosis with Greece.
They tried to accomplish their aim within a short time before Turkey could
contemplate a military intervention. Yet as Dodd points out, the Greek Cypriots
underestimated the ability and agency of the Turkish Cypriots to fight and defend
themselves [20, p. 53]. Papadakis, Peristianis and Welz call attention to the
collective amnesia of the Greek Cypriots in relation to the bloody events and
atrocities committed by the Greek majority between 1963-1974 [1, p. 12]. At the
same time, these scholars pay attention to narratives among the Turkish Cypriots
regarding their collective persecution and suffering in 1963-1974. To be precise,
the Turkish Cypriots came to perceive that period as the decisive and turning
point in their history, which clearly proved that their peaceful coexistence with

Series “INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS and REGIONAL STUDIES” Ne2 (60) 2025 89



Zhumatay G.

the Greek Cypriots was out of question and thereby the only viable option was to
create a separate political entity [1, p. 12].

After 1967, bi-communal clashes and conflicts in Cyprus subsided.
Although the Greek Cypriots could not subdue the Turkish side, due to their
greater strength, they managed to confine the Turkish Cypriots in the ghettos
or small enclaves. In these ethnic ghettos, the Turkish Cypriots did not feel safe
and lived in constant fear and terror of persecution and killing by the Greek
Cypriots. The ultimate goal of the Greek Cypriots and their president Archbishop
Makarios remained enosis. In this case, Bora describes Makarios as an extremist
and a fanatical pro-enosis leader, who never diverged from his course [28, p. 36].
Makarios announced that he would not abide by the provisions of the international
accords and the 1960 constitution, which stressed peaceful coexistence between
the Greek and Turkish Cypriots and power sharing and prohibited any attempts
to undermine the independence and territorial integrity of the state of Cyprus.
Yet Makarios and his followers considered the international accords and the
constitution as a temporary measure and a stepping-stone towards enosis and
integration with Greece [23]. Bora attributes the breach of the 1960 constitution
and ensuing bloody bi-communal hostilities and conflict to Makarios’s reckless
decisions and actions [28, p. 36-37].

1967 was marked by the reduction of intercommunal hostilities and the
rise of a military junta in Greece who was profoundly committed to enosis and
an idea of a Greater Greece [19, p. 130]. The advent of a military junta ruled
by extremist nationalists had serious repercussions for Cyprus and a balance of
power in the region. Specifically, Papadakis points out that although the Greek
Cypriots and their leader Makarios remained strongly committed to enosis and
saw integration with Greece as an ideal solution to the problem, the government
of Cyprus exhibited caution and shunned any close cooperation with the fascist
regime in Greece [24, p. 152]. Papadakis highlights that even though Makarios
always prioritized enosis, he openly abhorred the military junta in Greece, which
was perceived by him as an overtly odious fascist, extremist and anticommunist
regime [24, p. 152]. Moreover, the president Makarios allied himself with the
Greek communists (AKEL), who would have lost their ground and been subjected
to persecution, had he opted for enosis with Greece [24, p. 152]. Moreover, the
protracted crisis in Cyprus convinced Makarios that enosis was now unattainable
and a distant goal [25, p. 147]. As a result, Makarios had to postpone enosis
until a favorable political regime would be established in Greece. Therefore, in
the eyes of the Greek junta, Makarios became a serious obstacle to enosis and
thereby his removal was a paramount task. This in turn led to a civil war among
Greek Cypriots [29, p. 131]. Since the leaders of the junta viewed Cyprus as an
extension of Greece, they sought to carry out enosis. In June 1971, the Greek
junta forwarded proposals to the president Makarios about the establishment of a
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‘unitary state’ with the incorporation of Cyprus into Greece [20, p. 97]. However,
Makarios rejected the proposals, which angered the junta and its leader Colonel
Georgios Papadopoulos [20, p. 97].

In November 1973, Georgios Papadopoulos was toppled from power by
a Greek officer Dimitrios Ioannidis who replaced him as the new leader of the
junta [30, p. 328]. Unlike Papadopoulos, loannidis was more committed to enosis
and eager to remove Makarios. As a hard-liner, loannidis decided to carry out a
coup against Makarios in Cyprus in early 1974 [20, p. 103-104]. Despite having
been aware of the imminent Turkish intervention in case of Greek intervention in
Cyprus, loannidis disregarded this danger [20, p. 104]. In January 1974, Biilent
Ecevit came to power in Turkey, who held a more recalcitrant and unyielding
attitude towards the Cyprus problem. Yet this could not hold back Ioannidis in
his attempts to overthrow Makarios and establish Greek primacy over the island.
In this regard, Dodd indicates that loannidis was moving towards trouble and his
fall [20, p. 104]. Among Greek Cypriots, the head of EOKA George Grivas was
an ardent supporter of unification with Greece. In 1971, Grivas created EOKA-B
with the goal of advancing his agenda of enosis. After the death of Grivas in early
1971, a member of EOKA, an ardent Greek Cypriot nationalist and pro-enosis
figure, Nikos Sampson was backed by the junta in Athens. With the support of
Greek army officers, EOKA-B militants engaged in terrorism and unleashed a
campaign of intimidation and mass killings against Makarios and his communist
allies [24, p. 152]. The turmoil in Cyprus soon developed into the Greek civil war
in which at least 3,000 supporters of Makarios were killed by EOKA-B militants
and junta officers [23]. Having witnessed an unfolding civil war and fratricide
in the Greek part of Cyprus, many Turkish Cypriots stressed that nothing good
should be expected from Greeks who were butchering one another, and they
would show no mercy to Muslim Turks as their historical foes [28, p. 38].

On July 15, 1974, Ioannidis staged a coup against the president Makarios
through the National Guard composed of Greek officers [30, p. 329]. According
to Evryviadis, the coup against Makarios was orchestrated by Athens and carried
out by junta officers stationed in Cyprus [31]. Evryviadis also notes that loannidis
demanded from Nikos Sampson to bring him the head of Makarios [31]. Scholars
emphasize the sheer incompetence of the junta in Athens in engineering a coup
in Cyprus [31]. Yet Makarios was able to escape from Cyprus with the help
of Britain. The Greek junta chose Nikos Sampson as the president of Cyprus.
Hughes-Wilson argues that on the orders of loannidis, Nikos Sampson and his
EOKA-B terrorists were about to carry out mass extermination of the Turkish
Cypriots and implement full unification with Greece [23]. Later Nikos Sampson
divulged the plan of genocide of the Turkish Cypriots, stating that “Had Turkey
not intervened, I would not only have proclaimed enosis, but I would have
annihilated the Turks in Cyprus as well” [23]. Yet this long-awaited plan of ethnic
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cleansing was thwarted by a swift and effective Turkish military intervention
on July 20, 1974, which prompted the downfall of the junta in Athens and the
Sampson regime in Cyprus.

The 1959-1960 international treaties accorded external powers such as
Britain, Greece and Turkey to intervene should the constitutional order in Cyprus
established in 1960 be threatened and dismantled. As soon as the Greek junta
in Athens spearheaded a military coup in Cyprus, predicted on the authority
conferred by the 1960 Treaty of Guarantee, the Turkish government under the
leadership of Biilent Ecevit launched a military intervention known as a “Peace
Operation”, “Operation Attila” and the “Conqueror of Cyprus” (“Kibris Fatihi”)
in Turkey [32, 33, p. 97]. Turkey’s military intervention was justified by its
leaders as an attempt to restore the constitutional order and safeguard the Turkish
Cypriots from further persecution and terror imposed by the Greek side [30, 329-
331]. Before undertaking a military intervention, the Turkish government led
by Biilent Ecevit followed all necessary procedures as they were stipulated in
the 1960 Treaty of Guarantee. After the coup in Cyprus, Turkey immediately
consulted with the British side, calling on Britain to exercise its right to intervene
under article 4 of the Treaty of Guarantee [28, p. 39]. However, Britain refrained
from intervening, thereby leaving no option for Turkey other than to take this
matter into its hands. In the early morning on July 20, 1974, prime minister
Biilent Ecevit announced via Turkish National Radio about the decision of his
government to launch a military operation in Cyprus [36, p. 1]. In his statement,
Biilent Ecevit highlighted that Turkish action was “a great service to all mankind
and to peace... We in fact are going to carry peace and not war to the island, and
not only to the Turks but also to the Greeks... We have had to make this decision
after we had exhausted all diplomatic and political methods™ [36, p. 1].

The Turkish military was able to advance and establish its control over 38
percent of Cyprus, eventually dividing it into the southern section under Greek
Cypriot control and the northern area under the Turkish Cypriot rule [17, p. 84;
30, p. 332]. Turkish military intervention did not last long yet prompted a great
humanitarian catastrophe in Cyprus. It is estimated that roughly 180,000 Greek
Cypriots were forced to flee to the south, while about 50,000 Turkish Cypriots
were compelled to move to the north [28, p. 40]. O’Malley and Craig provide
different data in relation to the number of refugees caused by Turkish intervention
[36, p. 221]. Out of the 600,000 population of Cyprus at that time, around 200,000
Greek and 60,000 Turkish Cypriots were uprooted [36, p. 221]. According to the
reports by the government of Cyprus, 16,000 Greek Cypriots became casualties,
of which 4000 lost their lives and others were wounded and disappeared [36, p.
221]. An estimated 1000 Turkish Cypriots lost their lives or were missing [36, p.
221]. In Sakkas’s estimation, roughly 250,000 people were forcefully expelled
from their homes [30, p. 332].
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Despite the paramount goal of Turkish military intervention was to
restore the 1960 constitutional order in Cyprus [30, p. 331], the Greek side and
their proponents increasingly question the validity of the Turkish rationale for
intervention [37]. The Greek Cypriots, Greece as well as the European Union
have since placed the blame on Turkey, arguing that Turkish intervention was
the starting point of the Cyprus issue in international affairs [33, p. 97]. The
Greek and Greek Cypriot narratives claim that the incompetent and treasonous
junta in Greece in conjunction with its thugs in Cyprus staged a coup, which
provoked a Turkish military intervention and the division of the island [30, p.
332; 34, p. 333]. Besides the junta, the Greek tend to place the blame upon the
United States who was allegedly in favor of Turkish military intervention [30, p.
332]. The Greek narratives view the uprooting of Greek Cypriots in 1974 as the
second national catastrophe after the Greek exodus from Asia Minor in 1923 [30,
p. 332]. Anastasakis and Lagos argue that Cyprus was the ultimate casualty of
the Greek junta’s reckless behavior and its coup against Makarios [38, p. 341].
As opposed to this discourse, the Turkish narratives tend to consider the “Peace
Operation” as an outcome of addressing the Cyprus problem [33, p. 97]. Moreover,
as opposed to the Greek narratives, counter-narratives promoted by the Turkish
Cypriots claim that the history of living together has shown the impossibility
and infeasibility of coexistence with the Greek Cypriots and a single state [24,
p. 152]. The arguments forwarded by the Turkish Cypriots proved to be accurate
and sound in 2004 when 76 percent of Greek Cypriots rejected the Annan plan
about the reunification of the two ethno-cultural and religious communities into a
single nation, while 65 percent of Turkish Cypriots approved the plan [28, p. 40].
Thus, despite all efforts of Turkey to restore the constitutional order and ensure
reconciliation, they were in vain. Therefore, the “Peace Operation” eventually
led to a separate Turkish Cypriot political entity and establishment of the Turkish
Republic of Northern Cyprus in 1983 [33. p. 97].

Conclusion

The study has sought to explore the historical background of the Cyprus
problem and the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus. The results of the study
have helped us understand the historical, legal and political basis of the Cyprus
conflict and the legitimacy of the TRNC. The key argument of the study is that
the 1974 Turkish intervention and the creation of the TRNC were legitimate and
morally justifiable because the Greek majority in Cyprus unilaterally and illegally
usurped and monopolized the power and excluded the Turkish Cypriots in 1963.
Breaching the 1960 constitution and hijacking the power by the Greek Cypriots
and their violence against the Turkish Cypriots led to the establishment of two
separate political entities in Cyprus. Yet despite the Greek majority usurped the
power in 1963 by violating the provisions of the international accords and the
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constitution, international community has recognized the Republic of Cyprus
under the Greek rule as the sole legitimate government of Cyprus, while denying
the Turkish Cypriots their right to self-determination and the legitimacy to the
TRNC. Therefore, the study has shed some light on historical, legal and political
barriers to the recognition of the TRNC, as well as on the root causes of the
exclusion of the Turkish Cypriots and monopolization of power in Cyprus by the
Greek majority.

The findings of the study have shown that although the international
community has extended its recognition to the state of Cyprus under the Greek
Cypriot control, the establishment of the nation state of the Turkish Cypriots
has been legitimate. Despite all the legitimacy of the TRNC, except Turkey,
other members of the United Nations and other international actors have not
recognized the TRNC. A deeper and critical analysis of sources, relevant literature
and historical events between 1960-1983 has demonstrated that the Republic of
Cyprus under the Greek Cypriot rule ought to be viewed as an illegitimate political
entity because the president Makarios’s constitutional amendment proposals and
subsequent seizure of the power by the Greek Cypriots were illegal acts and the
flagrant violation of the 1960 constitution. Despite the Greek Cypriot breach of
the international treaties and the 1960 constitution, the international community
seems not to consider it as such. As stipulated in the international treaties and the
constitution of 1960 leading to the creation of the state of Cyprus, the Republic
of Cyprus was a bicultural and bicommunal state of the Greek and Turkish
Cypriots. Yet 1963 the Greek majority was seeking to change the political system
in their favor by achieving the Greek dominated state where the Turkish Cypriots
would be reduced to a tiny minority with a second-class citizen status. Moreover,
by usurping the power, the Greek Cypriots sought enosis or unification with
Greece, which was also a flagrant violation of the international accords and the
constitution of 1960.

Despite being a signatory of the international treaties and one of the
guaranteeing powers of the independence and territorial integrity of the Republic
of Cyprus, Greece also sought enosis and ultimate incorporation of Cyprus.
The Greek junta established in 1967 was striving for unification of Cyprus
with Greece. On July 15, 1974, Greek officers and militants of EOKA-B with
the sponsorship of the junta in Athens carried out a coup d’état against the
government led by Makarios. This brazen breach of the international accords
and the constitution of Cyprus by Greek Cypriot extremists and the Greek junta
provoked the Turkish military intervention in five days after the coup. On the one
hand, the Turkish intervention brought about the downfall of the Greek junta and
Greek Cypriot extremists. On the other hand, it promoted the ultimate division
of the island into two parts along the ethnic lines and the creation of the TRNC.
The Turkish Cypriots eventually established their own national political entity as
they had become convinced that bi-communalism and peaceful coexistence of
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the two ethnic communities had long come to an end. Since November of 1963,
the Greek side has been unwilling to put the clock back and restore the pre-1963
constitutional order; hence, the only option before the Turkish Cypriots has been
to create their own state. Therefore, Turkic states of Central Asia ought to take
necessary steps towards the recognition of the TRNC.
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KUITP MOCEJIECIHIH 3BOJJIIOHUACHI )KOHE COJTYCTIK KUIIP
TYPIK PECITYBJINKACBIHBIH K¥PbLJIYbI
*Xymaraii F.B.!
*!1 Hapxo3 yauBepcureTti, Anmarsl, Kazakcran

Angarna.  Makanaga — xanblKapanblK —— KaTblHacTtapaarsl — Kurp
poOIEeMachIHbIH AJFbIIIAPTTAPhl MEH TYBIHJAYbI, COHAAN-aK 1974 KbUIbI TYpPIK
ockepu uHTepBeHUUsAChiHa *koHe Conryctik Kump Typix PecnyOnukachiHbIH
(CKTP) KypbUTyblHA aiblll KEJIreH OKHUFajap eJici KapacThIpbUIaJbl *KOHE
tanmanael. by zeprrey Kazakcran, TypkimeHcTan xxoHe O30ekcTanabiH CKTP-
Tl CermapaTUCTIK 3aHCHI3 KYPBUIBIM peTiHae KapacteiparbiH b¥Y Kayimncizmik
Kenecinin 1983 xputrsl 541 sxone 550 KapapiapblH OpbIHIAY MiHJETTEMECiHE
OailTaHBICTBl COHFbI OKWFAJIAPMAbIH asChbIHAA ©3€KTI KOHE MAaHbI3bl OOJbII
tabbutafpl. Ocbl TypFbIAAH anFaHfia, 3eprrey Kump PecnyOnmkachHbIH
KypbutybiHad 6actan CKTP-nin kypbeutysina aeiinri 1960 sxone 1983 xpuigap
apachIHIaFbl HET13T1 TAPUXH OKUFaJIap JKeIICiH KapacThIpaabl. 3epTTeye Tapuxu
TaJIay )KoHE KOHTEHT Tallay dicTepi Komaanbuia el Ockl 9icTepi naiaanana
OTBIPBIN, 3EPTT€y PECMHU JUIUIOMATUSIIBIK KYXKATTap/bl, XaJIbIKapaJbIK
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maprrap/sl, 1960 xbu1Ebl Kuip KOHCTUTYLIHMSACHIH XKoHE OacKa Ja AepeKKe3aepil
tanjaiinel. COHbIMEH KaTap 3epTTey/ie )KeTeKIl FalbIMIap MEH caparnibliapablH
reulbIME  eHOekTepi maigananeiabl. CKTP-miH  KypeUTybIH  XaJbIKapabIK
KaybIMIACTHIK 1960 >KbUTFBI XaJIbIKapaJIbIK IIapTTaApPMEH YHIISCIICH 1, COHABIKTaH
3aHCBI3 JIeT caHaiibl. Anaiiaa, 3epTTey HoThxKesnepi Oy kenicimaep men Kunpin
1960 >XbUTFBI KOHCTUTYLUSACHIH KUIIPIIK TPEKTEpP aca epecKeNAIKIeH Oy3raHbIH
Kepcetin 6epi. bumikTi Oip’KaKThl KoHE 3aHCHI3 OACKIN aliFaH JeMOTpaUsUIIbIK
0achIMJIBIKKA M€ KUIPIIK TPEKTEp TPEK XyHTAchIMEH Oipirim, Kump memiekerin
JKOUBITI, OHBI [ pekusiMeH O1pikTipyai ke3neai. Kunpmik rpekrep MeH [ pekusHbIH
XaJIBIKAPAIBIK MapTTapabl xkoHe 1960 KbUIFbl KOHCTUTYLUSHBI ©PECKEN Oy3YhI
1974 >xpunbl minaene TYpKUSHBIH OCKEPU WHTEPBEHIIMSACHIHA, apaliJIbIH €Kire
6eninyine xoHe CKTP-HbIH KypblUTybIHa Tikenel TYpTKi Ooiabl. ©3 Ke3eriHjae
CKTP-npix kypbutysl Kunp moceneciHiH MIEUIUTYiHIH alFbI3 TYphIC IIENIiMi
JIeTeH TYKBIPBIM YCBIHBLIA/IbI.

Tipek ce3aep: Kurp, ['pexust, Typkusi, KUIIPITiK TPEKTep, KUIPIIIK TYPIKTeEp,
CKTP, kemicim, HTHTEpBEHITUS

3BOJIIOIA KUITPCKOM MPOBJIEMbI 1 BOSHUKHOBEHUE
TYPEIKOM PECITYBJINKA CEBEPHOI'O KHIIPA
*XKymaraii F.5.!
*1'VuuBepcurer Hapxo3, Anmarsl, Kazaxcran

AHHoOTanus. B cTarbe MccnenyroTcs U aHAIU3UPYIOTCS MPEABICTOPUS U
T€HE3HC KUIPCKOH MPOOIEMBI B MEXKYHAPOIHBIX OTHOIIICHHSX, @ TAKXKE COOBITHS,
MPUBEIINE K TYpPEUKOMY BOCHHOMY BMelIaTeabCcTBY 1974 roma u co3gaHuio
Typenxoit Pecriyonuku Cesepaoro Kumnpa (TPCK). [lannas uccnenoBarenbckas
mpobiieMa akTyalbHAa W 3HauyuMa Ha (OHE HENaBHHUX COOBITHH, CBSI3aHHBIX
¢ oOs3arenpcTBoM Kazaxcrana, Typkmenuctana u Y30ekucTaHa coOMHOAaTh
pesomonuu Coera bezonacnoctu OOH 541 u 550 1983 roma, koTopbie
paccmarpuBatoT TPCK kak cenapaructckoe He3akoHHOe oOpazoBanue. C 3ToM
TOYKU 3pPEHMSI B HCCIENOBAaHUM PACCMaTpPUBAIOTCS KIIHOUEBBIE MCTOPUUYECKUE
cobOpiTust Mexay 1960 m 1983 romamm ¢ MomeHTa co3maHusi PecryOmuku
Kunp no o6pazoBanus TPCK. B wucciemoBaHMuM HMCHOIB3YIOTCS METOJBI
HCTOPUYECKOTO aHaJl3a U KOHTEHT-aHaiu3a. C IOMOILBIO 3TUX METOIOB B
WCCIICIOBAaHUN M3YYAIOTCS U aHATM3UPYIOTCS OQUIMATBHBIC TUINIOMAaTUYECKUE
JIOKYMEHTBI, MEXJyHapOJIHbIe TOroBOpbl, KoHCTUTYyIUs Kumpa 1960 roma u
npyrue nepBoructouHuku. Kpome Toro, B uccie10BaHUHM UCIIOIb30BaHbl HAYYHbIE
TpyZAbl Benyumux yueHelx M skcneproB. Coszpanume TPCK paccmarpuaercs
MEXIAYHapOAHbIM COOOLIECTBOM KaK HECOBMECTUMOE C MEXIyHApOJHBIMU
noropopamu 1960 roma u, ciemoBaTenbHO, HeneWcTBUTENbHOE. OHAKO
pe3yabTaThl KCCIIEIOBAHMS TOKA3aJIH, YUTO HApYLIEHHE TOTOBOPOB U KOHCTUTYLIUU
Kumpa 1960 roga 6but0 coBeplIeHO rpekaMu-Kunpuotamu. OIHOCTOPOHHE U
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HE3aKOHHO 3aXBATUB BJIACTh, TPEUECKOE OOJIBIIMHCTBO B CrOBOPE C IPEYECKOU
XyHTOH HaMepeBaloCh YNPa3AHUTh rocyaapcTBo Kurp u oObeIUHHUTH €ro ¢
I'penneii. Bonurolee HapylIeHHE MEXTyHAPOJHBIX JOTOBOPOB M KOHCTUTYLIUU
1960 rosa kak rpekaMHU-KUIIPUOTAMHU, TaK 1 [ perueit cipoBOLMPOBAIO TYPELKYHO
BOCHHYIO MHTEPBEHIMIO B utoe 1974 roma, pa3aen octposa u cozganue TPCK
KaK €UHCTBEHHOTO )KM3HECIIOCOOHOTO PELICHHUS KUIIPCKOIl MPOOIeMBbI.

KuarueBsbie caoBa: Kump, I'peuuns, Typuusi, rpeKu-KUNPUOTHI, TYPKH-
kunpuotsl, TPCK, norosop, MHTEpBEHIUA
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