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This commentary sets out to explain the problematic nature of the main ap-
proach relating to mediation and negotiation in light of efforts aimed at conflict set-
tlement in the Cyprus dispute, since the inception of the United Nations mission in
Cyprus in 1964. It maintains that the main approach to the ending of the dispute in
Cyprus, that of mediation and negotiation, which is located in the realm of high poli-
tics, has itself been drawn into the issues of the dispute as a result of some of the
actions and policies of the disputants and their sponsors. | conclude, to a certain
extent, that neither side in the dispute should lay blame for the failure of the United
Nations to bring about a solution, without first reas_sessing its own approach to the
peacemaking operation and asking if it has been committed to a compromise, or
whether they have viewed the United Nations peacemaking as a way of minimising
compromise and avoiding making the costly concessions a solution would entail.

United Nations' peacemaking in Cyprus has fallen victim to a typically Realist vi-
sion of the process in which settlements are based on coercion, or atthe very least,
hard bargaining, and are prone to short-termism.1 While itis commonly argued that
the intention underlying the international communities' approach to United Nations'
efforts in Cyprus has merely been an expression of great power interests in the re-
gion (and therefore the United Nations operation should be reassessed in terms of
its coercive potential), it also appears that there are dynamics within the conflict sit-
uation which have promoted the same conflictual vision within the relationship be-
tween the two Cypriot parties, even at the negotiation table. This anomaly has also
been observed in other conflict situations in which mediation has played a role,
such as between Israel and Egypt or the Palestinians, or in ex-Yugoslavia.2 The es-
sence of this dynamic is that regardless of the international communities' percep-
tion of the objectives of a mediation effort, what is as significant is the perceptions
of the two parties of what they desire from such a process. From this arises the
proposition that mediation is as much dependent on the views of the parties which
are in conflict, as on the skill of the third party in opening up channels of communi-
cation, re-allocating the resources of the two sides for a settlement, or merely en-
forcing its own vision of a solution or that of its sponsors. From this standpoint, and
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after thirty-two years of United Nations' mediation, good offices, and negotiation, it
must be asked what has motivated the two sides to negotiate in the forum of the
United Nations and if this motivation has necessarily been directed at the search for
a compromise. If not, this would explain why after three decades, the potential for
conflict in Cyprus to spark a wider conflict still exists, as the events of 1996/97 have
shown.

The standard perspective from the point of view of mediation theory is that the two
sides take part in negotiations as they desire a settlement (rather than a resolu- tion)
to the conflict. Moreover they have accepted that they cannot 'win' in open conflict,
and are not able to negotiate without the assistance of a third party. From this point
of view, the mediator need only find the formula for third party activity most suited to
the conflict environment in order to enable the two sides to decide on a mutually
acceptable exchange of concessions, in return for a solution which would bring
stability and security.® Of course this is a substantial task, and in prac- tice and in
terms of theoretical approaches there are weaknesses and difficulties in
implementation. Particularly in a case such as Cyprus, it is difficult to argue that both
sides were actually in a position to identify a need for mediation when conflict broke
out 1964. If the two sides are required to have accepted that a hurting stale- mate
existed from which a mediated settlement could extract them, then clearly this was
not the case. At the local level, the Greek-Cypriot side was dominant, until the arrival
of UNFICYP in 1964. In 1974, the Turkish-Cypriot side was dominant, with the aid of
Turkey, (and were it not for the Security Council, General Assembly ,and Secretary
General), would have clearly 'won' the conflict. With respect to this point, it becomes
clear that the United Nations could also be viewed by the two sides, not just as being
an aid to a settlement of the problem, but also as an obstacle, at dif- ferent points in
time to either sides' main objectives. Without a position of hurting stalemate, it is
difficult to accept the argument that both sides wanted a settle- ment:# it is more likely
in this case, that they viewed third party intervention as something to be moulded for
the furtherance of their quest of their initial objectives. It is a problematic proposition
that both sides automatically altered their initial ob- jectives as a consequence of
United Nations' involvement in the problem.

A growing body of literature on mediation has talked of the tendency of the dis-
putants to be highly critical of the mediator and the process, and of the turn towards
what has been described as 'directive mediation’, in order to force the disputants to
make difficult concessions required to reintroduce a co-operative status quo.® This
seems to be symptomatic, not of the failure of the traditional concept of the neutral
mediator who was able to educate, open channels of communication or to use his
own resources to encourage settlement, but to be symptomatic of the tendency of
the disputants to view the objectives of the mediation process very differently to those
of the mediator or his sponsors. What is being suggested here is that the as-
sessment of traditional peacemaking was flawed in so much as the tendency of
mediation to fail in situations such as Cyprus led to the point of view that traditional
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peacemaking could only be effective if it harnessed a substantial reward for the two
sides or if it beat them into submission. The irony of this approach was clear to those
academics who had set out to fundamentally challenge the Realist percep- tion of the
world.

To argue that traditional mediation has failed because it only produces settle-
ments imposed from the outside, (thus negating the mediator's traditional role) tends
to ignore the reason why settlements needed to be imposed from the out- side. But if
we reject the 'outside-in' view of international mediation (which concen- trates on the
role of the mediator and the various techniques he uses), and view the environment
in which mediation takes place from the 'inside-out’, (from the point of view of the
disputants and their sponsors), we may have a clearer under- standing of why
mediation has failed in Cyprus.6

The Disputants' View of Peacemaking: Facing the Demon

From an 'outside-in' point of view, we tend to assume that the objective of medi-
ation is to find a compromise settlement. This assumption is based on the fact that a
more harmonious situation cannot exist in the Realpolitik vision of the world. If we
reverse the perspective, however, and look from the inside-out, the picture is very
different. In a situation such as Cyprus where the relative positions of the two sides
do not reflect their relative power, but reflects the intervention of the international
community in the form of the United Nations in 1964 and 1974, can we assume that
both sides aim at a compromise solution through the good offices of the Secretary
General?’ Or were the disputants motivated to accept a peacemaking mission be-
cause it was viewed as a device through which time could be gained for reorgani-
sation? Was mediation viewed by the disputants as being potentially coercive and in
support of one side or other, or as a face saving device. Was mediation viewed as an
agent of legitimisation or empowerment?® Or finally, was mediation merely viewed as
a relatively cost free method of continuing the dispute and avoiding or delaying the
costly concessions entailed in a possible compromise solution?®

That the United Nations' operation was accepted by the parties in order to aid them
in the search for a compromise solution is in itself a difficult assumption. When
UNFICYP was introduced to Cyprus and when the peacemaking operation was
established concurrently in 1964 by Security Council resolution 186, there was an
observable interplay of interests in the Security Council at that time which dis- rupted
the process of establishing a United Nations force and set up a series of dy- namics
which was to result in the hindrance of the peacemaking operation. The complex
process of negotiation which occurred behind the scenes in the Security Council
between the United Kingdom, the United States, the USSR, Greece, Tur- key and to
some extent, Makarios' government at the time, was indicative of the conflictual
nature of the relationship between the two Cypriot parties and their motherland
sponsors.’ Yet | would suggest that the prime motivation for the estab- lishment of
the United Nations' operation in Cyprus in 1964 stemmed from the inter-
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ests of the Western Alliance in preventing a damaging Greco-Turkish conflict over
Cyprus, rather than dealing with the difficulties of the two Cypriot sides. According to
this logic, all that was therefore needed in Cyprus was an effective peacekeeping
operation which would dampen the conflict. The establishment of a peacemaking
operation was very much peripheral and as a result, little attention was paid to the
necessities of successful mediation between two sides of an intra-state conflict, or to
the international level of the conflict with respect to Turkey's objectives.

Both sides viewed the establishment of both a peacekeeping and a peacemak-
ing operation through a conflictual lens. For the Greek-Cypriot side, it was hoped that
UNFICYP would help them re-establish order at their direction. For the Turkish -
Cypriot side, they believed that UNFICYP's role was to help them effect a return to
the conditions of the 1960 Treaties, and to protect them against the attentions of
Greek-Cypriot extremists. It soon became clear that the peacekeeping force was
under the control of the Secretary General and would not become an arm of one side
or the other.’ While it was comparatively easy to prevent the peacekeeping force
from becoming politicised, the same was not true of the peacemaking opera- tion.
However, the acceptance of the peacemaking operation revealed some signifi- cant
insights into the positions of both sides. For the Greek-Cypriot side, with con- trol of
the government and the institutions of state, the presence of a peacemaking
operation gave credence to the position of the Turkish-Cypriot side, whom they in
contrast viewed as 'rebels.' For the Turkish-Cypriot side, the fact that a peacemak-
ing operation had been established by the Secretary General meant that their posi-
tion as a party to a conflict had been recognised internationally. This was of great
importance to a party which was essentially involved in a 'recognition game''2 which
had begun with Denktash's protestations over the Security Council's recogni- tion of
Makarios' Government as representative of the Republic of Cyprus in March, 1964.

A further dynamic which was influential in the early days of mediation in Cyprus
was related to the balance of force between the two sides. For the Greek-Cypriot
side, (as long as Turkey was kept out of the equation), they were in a position to 'win'
the conflict. Much of Makarios' motive for accepting a peacekeeping force from the
United Nations, rather than a force gathered from NATO countries, was his belief
that the presence of the United Nations would prevent Turkey from invad- ing Cyprus.
However, when UNFICYP arrived in Cyprus, and it became clear that it would not
simply enable Makarios' Government to prevent the Turkish-Cypriot side from
rebelling, the dynamics of the situation became subtly different: UNFICYP may have
become viewed at a certain level of preventing elements of the Greek- Cypriot side
from attaining their objectives. In a sense the conflict was frozen on the ground, at a
position where the Greek-Cypriot side were dominant. Yet freezing the conflict in this
way would have been viewed as benefiting the Turkish-Cypriot side.

Because of these dynamics, the conflict moved to the level of mediation and ne-
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gotiation, setting a precedent that has been followed ever since. In its primary form,
the two sides were in dispute over the objectives of the mediator, and the tools that
he had at his disposal. For example, was Tuomioja, the first mediator to which the
two sides agreed, to create a new solution, which would support Makari- os' desire to
abrogate the Treaties? Or would he base a solution on the 1960 Trea- ties, which
would be in line with the Turkish-Cypriot position? Was he allowed to make
suggestions, or merely to help at a procedural level? The Greek-Cypriot side saw the
former as favouring its position, as the mediator's responses would be con- ditioned
by Security Council resolutions and the United Nations' Charter. The Turk- ish-Cypriot
side were determined, with the help of Turkey, to prevent the mediator from making
suggestions as it clearly felt that this would be detrimental to its posi- tion. The
Turkish-Cypriot side wanted the mediator to operate at the procedural lev- el, and
were able to force this to happen by rejecting the report of the United Na- tions
mediator, Galo Plaza in 1965, and objecting to the fact that he had made suggestions
for the settlement of the problem which may have favoured the Greek- Cypriot side.
Of course, his suggestions were based on the afore-mentioned Secur- ity Council
resolutions and the United Nations' Charter. However, the Turkish- Cypriot side was
then able to reject the United Nations' mediator and as a result mediation moved to
the less direct level of the good offices of the United Nations' Secretary General and
his representatives. This development has been sympto- matic of the tendency of the
two sides in the dispute to feel that the United Nations' Security Council, General
Assembly and Secretary General should support its posi- tions, or alternatively were
biased against them. A pattern of conflict seemingly emerges, therefore, from the
process of peacemaking in that its many aspects, pro- cedural or otherwise, became
politicised and came to be viewed by the two sides as tools for point-scoring over the
opponent.

While the Turkish-Cypriot side were initially successful in limiting the direct in-
volvement of the United Nations' mediator, and ultimately in ending this role, they
have not been successful in constraining the lesser forms of the peacemaking op-
eration. However, the success they had in ending mediation has enabled them to
have more control over the process of peacemaking and therefore its outcomes: this
is where the significance of the politicisation of peacemaking lies. If one of the parties
gains a level of legitimisation for their position, or a level of control over the process,
then this strengthens their position vis-a-vis the third party and their oppo- nent.

For the Turkish-Cypriot side, though, the fact that United Nations' Security Coun-
cil and General Assembly resolutions have constantly supported the Greek-Cypriot
side has been a difficult obstacle, which they have failed to overcome. This serves to
illustrate the inevitable connection between such resolutions and the two sides' views
of the United Nations' peacemaking operation. Far from viewing it as neutral, both
sides have been aware that the Greek Cypriot side has far more support than the
Turkish-Cypriot side. Greek-Cypriot negotiating positions have generally been
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vindicated by the General Assembly and the Security Council, whereas the Turk- ish-
Cypriot positions have rarely been vindicated; but the fact that they are recog- nised
as a disputant in the conflict has been of significant benefit to the Turkish- Cypriot
community with respect to the entity it has tried to establish, and to the for- mulation
of its objectives. Yet this also has had certain negative consequences, in that it has
led to a perception of bias amongst the Turkish-Cypriot side as to the in- tentions of
the Security Council, the General Assembly and the Secretary General and his
representatives. When their positions become untenable in the light of in- ternational
condemnation through United Nations resolutions, the Turkish-Cypriot side has
frequently rejected the United Nations' right to comment on Turkish- Cypriot positions
as a whole. For the Greek-Cypriot side, the failure of the Security Council to
implement its resolutions has been indicative of the great power inter- ests in the
region which have weakened the consensus they have received in the United
Nations.

With the Turkish-Cypriot and Turkish rejection of the Galo Plaza report it was clear
that even in the midst of peacemaking, conflict was endemic. While traditional
theoretical approaches to negotiation recognise that both conflict and co-operation
must exist for negotiations to succeed, approaches to mediation have tended to view
the process as being separate to the conflict under discussion. Yet from the
perspective which an examination of the peacemaking efforts in Cyprus provides, it
seems that peacemaking itself became a forum for the conflict to continue.

With the start of the intercommunal talks in the late 1960s, similar tendencies can
still be traced. Because of the failure of Plaza, the Secretary General was very careful
not to become involved in the issues of the dispute, but rather to fulfil his role of good
offices merely by helping on procedural matters and with the practicali- ties of
negotiation. The fact that this was the case was viewed as a victory for the Turkish-
Cypriot side, as they had managed to keep the involvement of the United Nations,
which they viewed as biased against them, to the minimum of good offic- es. Even
so, conflict still arose over procedural and practical matters. When the in-
tercommunal talks began, difficulties arose over the venue for the talks. The Turk-
ish-Cypriot side wanted them to occur in a 'neutral venue' away from the direct
attentions of the Secretary General, whereas the Greek-Cypriot side would have
been happier had they been 'in the international spotlight."s® For the Greek-Cypriot
side, particularly Makarios, both defeats were bitter failures because they had viewed
the direct intervention of the Secretary General and his representatives, backed by
the Security Council and General Assembly resolutions, as a form of leverage which
could be used in theirfavour.

When discussions began in Vienna in 1975 between the two sides, similar dy-
namics were evident, and have provided a constant thread throughout the protract-
ed negotiations. Procedural issues such as venues, the presentation of proposals
and maps by both sides, the nature of the process of discussion and the level of in-
volvement of the Secretary General and his representatives have been constant

104




THEORETICAL APPROACHES TO THE ENDING OF THE CYPRUS CONFLICT

sources of competition between the two sides. The impact of United Nations' reso-
lutions became doubly significant after the Turkish invasion of 1974 as the Greek-
Cypriot side realised the value of the internationalisation - through the peacemak- ing
process-of the dispute as a means to place the Turkish-Cypriot and Turkish side
under pressure, first over the issue of the US arms embargo against Turkey in the
mid-to-late 1970s, and then over human rights issues and Turkish-Cypriot in-
transigence at the negotiating table in the 1980s and 1990s. The Turkish-Cypriot
side's response to this was to refuse to negotiate under such pressure in an effort to
persuade the Greek-Cypriot side that such a tactic was counter-productive and
merely made the Turkish-Cypriot position less flexible. As a consequence, once
more, the peacemaking operation became drawn into the issues of the dispute. The
Greek-Cypriot side has continued to view their ability to receive support in the General
Assembly and Security Council as a means to create pressure for the op- position,
but have also increasingly been aware of the abstract nature of such pres- sure.

From the Vienna talks to the failure of several rounds of talks between Denktash
and President Kyprianou in New York in the mid-1980s, the two sides' views of United
Nations' peacemaking remained similarly conflictual and the Secretary Gen- eral and
his representatives continued to be forced to tread a very fine line between making a
decisive input to the ideas in circulation and merely operating at a pro- cedural level.
The general tendency was that the Greek-Cypriot side would endea- vour to move
the talks deeper into the framework provided by the Secretary Gener- al and Security
Council resolutions, while at the same time searching for alternative methods for the
implementation of such resolutions. The Turkish-Cypriot sides ob- jectives were the
reverse: indeed Denktash frequently called for the talks to be moved away from the
United Nations peacemaking operational environs to direct talks between the two
sides. This was clearly motivated by a perception that this would empower the
Turkish-Cypriot side with respect to their positions, once more indicating the tendency
to view the United Nations operation as part of the conflict environment.

By the 1990s and the discussions over the confidence building measures, (CBMs)
the culmination of the struggle between the two sides over the mode, means, and
procedure of United Nations peacemaking was reached when the Sec- retary
General, Boutros Boutros Ghali, for the first time since Galo Plaza was able to give
his own proposals and suggestions in order to move the process forward. While this
was probably against the wishes of the Turkish-Cypriot and Turkish sides, the level
of international pressure for a solution on them was substantial. Perhaps there was
an element of miscalculation on their part, in that they perceived that negotiations
were taking place with respect to the CBMs, rather than a holistic package for
settlement. The result of this more dynamic United Nations involve- ment was that
the Secretary General was forced to try ever more coercive methods to bring the
sides to agreement, and was ultimately forced, because of the personal

105




THE CYPRUS REVIEW

level of commitment and the investment he had in progress, to lay the blame direct-
ly on the Turkish-Cypriot side for intransigence and for defying the wishes of the in-
ternational community. In this, though, he also compromised the impartiality and
validity of his mission of good offices,14 and may have compromised this for future
Secretaries General.

The events of 1996/97 on both a regional and on a local level have aptly illustrat-
ed the dangers of such an approach to mediation and negotiation. Had the two sides
been committed to a compromise solution, and had they been willing to take the
political and personal risks associated with making concessions, a solution may have
been reached before now. It is rational to assume that the two sides' ap- proach to
the process of peacemaking has been derived from their conflictual rela- tions with
each before the United Nations arrived in Cyprus. It must be asked what the
Secretary General or the Security Council can do about this problem. Yet it seems
not really to be their problem in many ways, as the basic assumption that two sides
accept mediation or good offices in order to find a solution is fair: the problem lies in
the two sides' perceptions of what they can achieve in the negotia- tion scenario in
terms of their initial objectives. With respect to this, it appears that both sides, but
particularly the Turkish-Cypriot side, must accept a higher degree of initiative in terms
of ideas and procedure from the mediator, the Secretary General or his
representatives, or the protracted stalemate will continue indefinitely.

The Final Question

In the light of the above analysis, the question still remains: what did the two sides
feel that they would gain from United Nations' mediation or good offices and why did
they attempt to draw the third party into the political issues of the conflict? In the
answer to this question lies a significant proposition about the concepts as- sociated
with theoretical approaches to peacemaking. It appears from the analysis of the
interaction of the disputants with the United Nations' peacemaking operation that they
viewed it as one of the following. Firstly, the United Nations' peacemaking operation
was viewed as an agent of legitimation for the respective international and internal
positions of both sides, and then as an agent of the legitimisation of their negotiating
positions. From this leads the proposition that both sides were searching for an ally
which would reinforce their positions and aid them in their quest for their objectives.
As a result, there has been little voluntary movement from their initial objectives,
especially on the part of the Turkish-Cypriot side. If the United Nations has been
viewed as an agent of empowerment of disempowerment, this indicates that one or
both sides had little intention of a compromise, but instead intended to minimise the
concessions which a final solution would require them to make. The consequences
of this has been that the status quo has become prefer- able to both sides, than to
further concessions and a resultant solution.

The United Nations' peacemaking operation has also become viewed as an agent
of internationalisation, particularly in view of the direct link between Security
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Council and General Assembly resolutions and the negotiating positions of the
Greek-Cypriot side, which such resolutions have tended to support. Yet in some ways
this has also been counterproductive and has prompted the Turkish-Cypriot side to
move towards ever growing levels of intransigence. The disputants may have been
motivated to accept a peacemaking mission because of their view that it was a device
through which time could be gained for reorganisation. But it was more likely that the
Greek-Cypriot side in particular saw it as strengthening their hand against Turkish
intervention, particularly in 1964. The logic of this was that with United Nations'
involvement in the search for a solution, it would be very diffi- cult for Turkey to find a
sufficient excuse to intervene. This held true but Turkey was to find sufficient
justification, as far as Turkish policy makers were concerned, in the actions of the
Greek junta in 1974. Mediation was also viewed by both sides as being potentially
coercive and in support of one side or other. The Galo Plaza af- fair illustrates this in
that the Turkish-Cypriot side was determined that the mediator would not be allowed
to make his own suggestions, as they were afraid of the 'weight' of his words. The
Greek-Cypriot side was determined, and has been ever since that the reverse would
hold. This was clearly because they considered such an intervention as strongly in
their favour.

It appears that overall, the views of the two sides of peacemaking have evolved
into a perception that it was a relatively cost free method of continuing the struggle
for concessions from the opposition while avoiding making the costly concessions
entailed in a possible compromise solution. For the Turkish-Cypriot side, the contin-
uation of the peacemaking mission has been detrimental to their cause: they would
have been happy if the peacemaking operation had lapsed and recognition of their
entity had begun to accrue. Yet for the Greek-Cypriot side, the protracted negotia-
tions had the added benefit of preventing this from occurring while keeping their po-
sitions on the issue fresh in the minds of the international community.

The characterisation of the peacemaking process in Cyprus as being prompted by
a fear of losing and yet also containing an element of fear with respect to making
concessions, appears to be accurate. The most significant insight provided by this
statement lies in its redirection of the focii of analysis with respect to peacemaking
away from the traditional assessment of the role, resources, and skills of the third
party, to an analysis of the objectives of the disputants in the light of the fact that they
may actually not view the conflict as being over. Negotiating out of fear, but fearing to
negotiate has led to a situation in which mediation and negotiation be- came part of
the conflict environment, resulting in the failure of significant and pro- tracted efforts
to bring peace to Cyprus and the Eastern Mediterranean Conse- quently, the
violent events of 1996 in Cyprus, and the stand off between Greece and Turkey were
predictable, as the status quo was just an illusion of stability; none of the underlying
issues had been addressed or resolved. Perhaps now the time is ripe for a
reassessment by both sides in the conflict of its approach to the United Nations'
peacemaking operation, rather than a reassessment of the operation itself. An
understanding that both sides have viewed the peacemaking operation as part
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of the conflict environment may lead to a new approach to negotiation by both par-
ties, which in itself may give rise to a solution.
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