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The shadow over Turkey

Turkey is gaining a new respectability in
Europe. By-elections in September, con-
tested by 12 parties, showed that a west-
ern definition of democracy is slowly
returning to the country. Relations with
the European Community have resumed
after a six-year break. And this month
Turkey takes over the chair hip of

in Istanbul a young man who started a
religious movement consisting largely of
handsome male students was jailed for
supposedly weakening national morale.)
Worse, Turkish police and prison officers
have not yet got out of the habit of using
torture. Amnesty International, an or-

thé Council of Europe’s ial com-

ion which monitors respect for

=

mittee, a job it was too embarrassed to do
when its turn came round in 1981. But on
nnn snaction At lesct  cemnanc dnuhte
about Turkey remain: human rights

Turkish politics, it is true, has been
opening up. Two former prime ministers,
Mr Suleyman Demirel and Mr Bulent
Ecevit, are both banned by law from
politics until 1992, but both have been
carrying on more or less regardiess. Ev-
erybody knows that Mr Demirel controls
the conservative True Path party (which
did remarkably well in the recent by-
elections). and that Mr Ecevit is behind
the Democratic Left party. Moves are
afoot in parliament to lift the bans on the
two men. and on a few hundred other
politicians who were sent to the Turkish
equivalent of Coventry when the army
took over in 1980.

But Turkish law still gives wide scope
for people to be imprisoned for their
beliefs. (One small example: this summer

Diyarbakir prison's no holiday camp 3
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rights around the world, claims
that the use of torture in Turkey is still
“widespread and systematic”.
Torture by the Turkish nolice (some:
times to obtain confessions) and by prison
officers was not introduced into Turkey
by the soldiers who brought the country
back from the brink of civil warin Sep-
tember 1980. But they did nothing to stop
it. The large number of detentions under
the emergency measures introduced after
the coup—some 180,000 by ~August
1984—did not help.. Detentions’ of sus-
pected trouble-makers have fallen since
civilian rule was partly reinstated in 1983,
and so correspondingly has the number of
cases of torture. But it still goes on.
Amnesty International has submitted
to the Turkish authorities the names of
more than 100 people alleged to have
died from torture since 1980. The Minis-
try of Justice admits that 861 detainees
have died in prison over the past five
years, but claims that only two of these

deaths were caused by ill-treatment. Am-
nesty has investigated in detail the cases
of two men who were tortured after being
detained in Istanbul as recently as June
1985 for allegedly belonging to an illegal
organisation. One of them was beaten in
the police station within earshot of his
nine-year-old daughter.

Amnesty’s main concern is that there
has been no clear edict from the govern-
ment to the police that torture is unac-
ceptable. Part of the problem is that it is
unclear whether the Ministry of the Inte-
ior, officially responsible for the police
force, bas proper control of it.

Since the beginning of this year the
Turkish press has started to speak more
openly about torture. A lot of its effort
has gone on reporting old cases like the

‘now-famous confessions of a police tor-
turer, Mr Sedat Caner, published in Feb-

ruary by Nokia, a weekly magazine.
Some journalists believe that this may
have made a few policemen and prison
wardens think twice about using torture.

In five south-eastern provinces, howev-
er, martial law is still in force, and the
press gagged. In these provinces the gov-
ernment is battling against Kurdish guer-
rillas in a war that has claimed at least 300
lives since August 1984. Diyarbakir, the
main city in the region, contains Turkey’s
most notorious prison, where the beating
of the soles of prisoners’ feet (falaka) is
said to be a matter of course.

The authorities say that suspected po-
lice torturers are brought teo trial. Some
are, some are not. According to the
minister of justice, 500 policemen are on
trial for “‘embarrassing actions”. On the
other band, one of 50 alleged torturers
named by Mr Caner in Nokta was pro-
moted last year. One policeman who was
sentenced in 1980 for torture was recently
transferred from Kars (a hardship post-
ing) to a cushy job in Sakarya; a police-
woman who complained about this was
promptly dismissed.

Some small changes are taking place.
Prison officers are to get better training at
a new academy, and the prisons them-
selves have become a little less crowded.
In March the sentences of many prisoners
were commuted, with the result, accord-
ing to Mr Necat Eldem, then the minister
of justice. that 20.713 prisoners were
released in the following four months.

A revised penal code has been drarted
to replace the present one, much of which
was modelled on Mussolini's. The new
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code has not yet been published. but
press reports of an early draft suggest that
it may not improve matters much. The
draft proposed a new offence of *‘praising
religious governments™. It also reduced
sentences for inflicting torture. Where
torture results in death. the maximum
sentence at present is 20 years in jail:
under the draft code. that maximum
would come down to 12 years.

Turkey’s six-month term as chairman
of the Council of Europe’s ministerial
committee is a chance for Mr Turgut
Ozal's government to show that it really
means to do something about all this.
One of the Council of Europe’s proudest
achievements is a system for protecting
human rights in its 21 member-countries,
with a commission and a court. Last
December five of the council’s members
(Denmark, France. Holland. Norway and
Sweden) conditionally dropped their
charges, levelled in 1982, that Turkey was
violating several articles of the European
convention on human rights. That did not
mean that all was suddenly well in Tur-
key. It was intended as an encouragement
for the Ozal government to do better.

The government couid start by aliow-
ing its citizens to take allegations about
human-rights abuses directly to the Euro-
pean court of human rights. Only the
governments of Malta and Cyprus,
among the Council of Europe's other
members, have yet to give their citizens
that right.

Soviet Union
Modern maths

Mr Mikhail Gorbachev's offer at Reykja-
vik of deep cuts in Russia’s long-range
nuclear force may have caught President
Reagan off balance. but it was nosurprise
to people in the West who haye long been
arguing that Mr Gorbachev badly needs
to cut military spending in order to put
more money into the civilian sector of
Russia’s economy How much money can
cutting nuclear forcesactually save?

1f Russia and ' America each cut. their
number of long-range launching vehicles
to 1.600. garrying 6,000 warheads—the
numbers talked about at Reykjavik—the
first result would be more spending. not
less. It costs about $1.7m per silo to
decommission._an American land-based
missile: about $24m for a missile subma-
nine: and about $14.500 for a nuclear
bomber. If the costs are roughly the same
for the Russians. and if they cut their
present force (some 1.400 land-based
missiles. 1.020 Submdrnine missiles, 143

UCTIOCTS] 10, 58Y. 800 land-Cased M-
siles, 700 submarine missiles and 50
bombers. they would have to spend some

54

$1.4 billion. Not a fortune to a super-
power. but a long way from @ saving.

Any agreement would presumably be
accompanied by stringent provisions for
checking that the other side was disman-
tling the thingsit said it would. and wasn’t
installing anything it said it wouldn't. So
Russia would also have the extra expense
of equipping. training and transporting
the people whe would do the checking.
At a rough guess, this might cost up to
$500m a year.

On the savings side. once the missiles
and bombers were put out of commission.
operating costs would start to come
down. A modern American missile sub-
marine (including the missiles themselves
and the support units on land) costs
around $60m a year to operate; a bomber
about $7.3m: a silo-based missile around
$500.000. A cut to 1,600 launchers could
therefore save the Russians around $2.2
billion a year in operating expenses if
their costs were the same as the Ameri-
cans’. which they probably aren’t. Sala-
ries are a big proportion of American
operating costs: Russia’s pay is lower. so
it stands to save less.

The exact saving on this count would
depend on what the planners did with the
engineers and others no longer needed to
mind the missiles and the bombers. Such
highly qualified men are in short supply in
Russia. Russia’s generals would no doubt
like to keep them in uniform and. if
necessary. discharge less skilled men. If

ThC geneTals got thelr way . Y saving on

operating costs might be well under §1
billion a vear.

Will missile-cutting mean better shopping for Mrs Moscow?

Where Russia could save most would
be in building less nuclear hardware than
its present plans call for. Nobody in the
West knows precisely what Russia’s plans
are, except that it is developing several
advanced new nuclear weapons which
would cost a lot more than the compara-
tively simple ones they are designed to
replace. The Russians would start to save
big money if they abandoned some of
these.

But the generals will resist this. They
will argue that, if they are allowed fewer
nuclear weapons, they need to have as
many different sorts as possible. to com-
plicate an American first strike. The best
guess of western intelligence people is
that, under a Reykjavik type agreement,
Russia would press ahead with its planned
new types of bombers, missiles and sub-
marines, but that it would build fewer in
each category in order to stay within the
treaty’s limits.

Adding all this up, it seems likely that.
to start with, a force of 1,600 modern
nuclear weapons would cost the Russians
at least as much as the 2.500-odd they
have today. although less than the force
they are now planning. There might be a
saving in two or three years. once the
money saved on operating the weapons
outweighed that spent on scrapping them.
and before the next generation of bomb-
ers and submarines was built. But even
this will depend on what the Russians do
with the men they “save™. and how

“rapidly they Dring in (he new weapons.

At best, a missile-cutting agreemerit
will' give Mr Gorbachey a little extra
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