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ETHNIC NATIONALISM AND CONSOCIATIONAL DEMOCRACY IN CYPRUS )
Pinar Erkeml
ABSTRACT
The 1960 Cyprus Republic, which had a bi-communal power-sharing system, could not have lasted for
long and it turned from consociational democracy to majoritarian in 1963 after ethnic conflict. Attempts to
find a solution to Cyprus problem still focus on ethnic power-sharing but the conditions and bi-communal
relations prior to 1960 system, which are conducive to its failure, are not adequately consumed. The paper
argues that, the reasons for the prolonged conflict derive from ethnic rivalry and lack of an overarching
loyalty. Modernization, kin-state relations and colonial policies are the contributing factors. This paper aims
to contribute to future institutional designs for not only Cyprus but for all divided societies.
Keywords: Cyprus; ethnic conflict; ethnic nationalism; consociational democracy; power-sharing;

colonial policies

KIBRIS’TA ETNiK MIiLLIiYETCILiK VE ORTAKLIKCI DEMOKRASI
oz

iki toplulugun varligmni tantyan ortaklik¢1 demokrasiye dayali 1960 Kibris Cumhuriyeti etnik gatismalar
sonrast 1963 yilinda son bularak ¢ogunluk¢u demokrasi uygulamaya konuldu fakat Kibris sorununa ¢éziim
¢abalar1 halen ortaklik¢r demokrasi tizerinde durmaktadir. 1960 sisteminin ¢6kmesine yol agan topluluk-
lar-aras1 sorunlar heniiz tam olarak ortadan kaldirilamamigtir. Bu ¢alismayla, Kibris’ta gii¢ paylagimi sistemi-
nin ¢6kmesinin arkasindaki milliyetcilige dayali nedenler incelenecektir. Bu galigmanin iddiasi, uzun suren

Kibris ¢atismasinin nedeninin etnik rekabetin varligi ve ortak baglayici bir degerin yoklugudur.

Anahtar sozciikler: Kibris; etnik catisma; etnik milliyetgilik; ortaklik¢r demokrasi; gii¢ paylagimi

Cyprus has been under influence and administration of different civilizations throughout its history,
centuries long Byzantium and Ottoman rules and 82 years of British colonial rule, until its independence in
1960. Since the Ottoman era, considerable Turkish population has been living in the island, together with the
Greek Cypriot inhabitants. However, during the colonial era, with the influences of nationalism and colonial
policies, inter-communal tensions aroused. From then on, Cyprus is accepted as a deeply divided society and
the prolonged conflict could yet not be resolved.

This paper argues that, the reason for the prolonged conflict derives from ethnic rivalry and lack of
overarching loyalty and it will focus on the development of ethnic identities in Cyprus. These have their roots

in the pre-independence period, in which Cyprus was under British colonial rule.
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Therefore, the roots of the argument will be tracked in the colonial period, particularly in the development of
nationalism in both communities. It will be argued that modernization, kin-state relations and colonial policies
have impacts on the creation of ethnic rivalry, which in turn caused inter-communal conflict. As a result, an
overall comprehension of the conflict and the nature of nationalisms of both communities will contribute in
the understanding of the fall of 1960 republic, the only power-sharing period in Cyprus history.

1960 Republic and Consociational Democracy

Even though various dates are given for the dawn of the inter-communal conflict, the fall of the 1960
republic in 1963 after inter-communal violence, constitutes a corner stone in the relations. In 1960, a bi-com-
munal state in which Greek and Turkish Cypriot communities shared power was established with the support
and involvement of Britain, Greece and Turkey. The independent republic was based on the recognition of the
two communities and protection of their distinct identities through consociational democracy. As put forward
by Lijphart (1977), consociational democracy is a model to provide stability and peace in deeply divided
societies and rests on four main principles, which are sharing power in a grand coalition, segmental autonomy,
minority veto and proportionality for different communities in representation and public opportunities like
funds or recruitment. All of these principles were established by 1960 Constitution in Cyprus. Sharing power
of communal elites took place in the executive through a Greek Cypriot President and a Turkish Cypriot Vice
President, whose powers were almost similar unlike presidential systems. Additionally, a very strong Council
of Ministers functioned as a power-sharing body, with seven Greek Cypriot and three Turkish Cypriot
ministers. As there weren’t any territorial separation, autonomy principle was implemented culturally; two
Communal Chambers had extensive powers regarding the communal matters. The minority veto was
implemented both in the House of Representatives, regarding taxation, municipal and electoral laws, and in
Presidency, particularly on foreign affairs, defense and security issues. Proportionality in communal represen-
tation was following a ratio of 70:30 in favor of Greek Cypriots in legislature, judiciary, security services
(except for the army where the proportion was 60:40) and was supposedly implemented in the public service. !

However, the independence did not bring peace and stability, instead, the conflict escalated and turned into
acts of violence in 1963, bringing an end to the recently established bi-communal state. Besides discontent of
the public due to failing to realize enosis (uniting with Greece), the main controversies that doomed the
republic were based on the power-sharing arrangements. The main subjects of disagreement were the
organization of the army, proportional public recruitment, tax law and separate municipalities. The question
of how the army would be organized, either integrated or as ethnically separated units, could not be decided

upon among communal elites, showing the lack of an accommodation culture (Kyriakides 1968, 92-94).
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Proportionality in civil services recruitment was another disagreement subject. Its impli*cation was
postponed as it would have resulted in loss of jobs for Greek Cypriots, was against meritocracy and with an
excuse of inexistence of enough qualified candidates among Turkish Cypriots to fill in the positions
(Kyriakides 1968, 78-81). Essentially, the problem was the over-representation of Turkish Cypriot
community with regards to their actual population ratio of 18, 4% (Stavrinides 1976, 45). Not only
recruitment but also representation of Turkish Cypriots in state institutions with 30% was perceived too
much and unjust by Greek Cypriots (Kyriakides 1968, 76). In addition to this, minority veto of Vice-Presi-
dent, and generally veto rights in executive and legislature, were confronted by Greek Cypriots for harming
the functioning of the state and giving the Turkish Cypriot community excessive power (Yakinthou 2009,
66). Turkish Cypriot elites, on the other hand, used veto power against the extension of colonial tax law, in
order to make Greek Cypriot elite to deal on other issues like municipalities or civil services. This was
interpreted as an abuse of veto power by Greek Cypriots. The last issue concerned the legislation for
existence of separate municipalities of Turkish Cypriots in the biggest five towns, which was in practice
since 1958 (Bose 2007, 70). Even though segmental autonomy principle favors this, fear of separation
prevented the President to accept the legislation (Clerides 1989, 122; Stephens 1966, 164-176). Eventually,
power-sharing system was regarded by the Greek Cypriots as unjust, dysfunctional and favoring Turkish
Cypriots, while Turkish Cypriots were defending their strict implementation as a protection against a
domination of the Greek Cypriot majority (Kyriakides 1968, 83). In accordance with Horowitz’s (2014, 8)
claim, majorities and minorities have “asymmetric preferences” and the majorities accept the consociational
regime when they are weak but overthrow it when they regain strength, as happened in Cyprus. Thus, with
the discrepancy of perceptions and lack of mutual trust, cooperation could not be established. In 1963, the
thirteen amendments to the Constitution changed consociational democracy into a majoritarian system,
literally bringing an end to the bi-communal republic.

The inter-communal relations have deteriorated steadily from that point on, resulting in isolation of the
two communities from each other since 1974. The intercommunal talks with the aim of bringing peace to
Cyprus are still going on under the auspices of the UN, within a bi-communal and bi-zonal federation
framework; in other words, a consociational federation. Therefore, examining the nature of nationalisms in
Cyprus and their impact on the failure of 1960 bi-communal republic will contribute to a future institutional
design for a solution in Cyprus.

Two ethnic nations, in search of their own self-determinations

Prior to further analyzing the rival ethnic nationalisms in Cyprus, first a definitive clarification and

diagnosis of the problem should be made. There are two separate ethnic groups and two separate ethnic
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nationalisms in Cyprus. According to Connor’s (1994, 4) definition of “nation”, nationalism is a subjective
and emotional concept, in which a group identifies itself with a larger group, with its past, present, future
and destiny. The two communities in Cyprus should be defined as nations due to their identifications with
their kin-states. The Greek and Turkish Cypriots are not just religious, linguistic and cultural groups, but are
ethnic nations (Watts 2007, 227). As one of the conditions of being an ethnic nation, both groups have
historically been living on the territory. Despite of the claims that the Turkish Cypriots had settled in Cyprus
with the Ottoman conquest, the fact that they have been living in the island for centuries necessitates the
acceptance of their inhabitation as natives. Consequently, accepting both communities as ethnic nations is
crucial, as Azar (1986, 28-30) puts forth, lack of recognition of identities and un-representation in the
administration according to these recognized identities are among the causes conflicts.

Ethnic nationalism was so strong that independence under the Cyprus Republic could only be the second
best solution for both communities (Bahcheli and Noel 2013; 3). It even prevented the anti-colonial struggle
to unite all the peoples of Cyprus, but instead it was for enosis and taksim, rather than sole independence
(Lijphart 1977, 161). As a response to Greek Cypriot nationalism that was seeking for unification with
Greece, Turkish Cypriot community developed their counter nationalism in the same line. As a result, the
counter-nationalisms of the ethnic communities were far from the prospect of a common identity, directed
only to their kin-states.

As ethnic nations, both communities believe that they have common ancestry or kinship with their
kin-states, are a big family, and have the nationalism bond that will make them to respond, even with
violence, to any threats that will be directed to this family. Territory, sovereignty and national pride are
important values for these kinds of groups and to have sovereignty and power over their territories and be
recognized as nations are of great consequence (McGarry and O’Leary 1995, 355). In parallel with this
assumption, in Cyprus, Greek Cypriots thought they have the right of sovereignty as they are the majority
group. They demanded a majoritarian state in compliance of their majority status and a state that will be in
accordance with their definitions, which can be evaluated as self-determination to build a nation-state.
Therefore they proclaimed the demands of Turkish Cypriots as incompatible with their own view and the
1960 system as an arrangement that “denied the Hellenic character” of the island (Bose 2007, 62). From the
perspective of the Greek Cypriots, they were the “Cypriots” whereas the Turkish Cypriots were “the
Turkish”, just an “insignificant minority” (Borowiec 2000, 49; Kizilyiirek 2002, 103). Thus, the two groups
were not in equal status from this perspective. The existing economic imbalance at the expense of the

Turkish Cypriots further deteriorated the situation (Lijphart 1977, 161; Kizilyiirek 2001, 62-69). According
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to the majoritarian view of Greek Cypriots, accepting the Turkish Cypriots as a separate community was a
mistake; they were only a minority and the right to rule belonged to the majority (DGCP 1965, 34). That
approach was in line with the general acceptance of nation-state system, in which the majority groups
represent the “nation” in a “nation-state” (Connor 1994, 40-41). However, it is conflict stimulating,
particularly for the states which contain multiple communities or nations.

On the other hand, Turkish Cypriots thought that the sovereignty right should be shared with them and
they should be recognized as the equal constituents, as they are a nation living in the same territory with
Greek Cypriots. Turkish Cypriot community demanded to be recognized as one of the founders of the state
and to have equal status and power in the state apparatus. These contradictory perspectives and demands
were perceived as conflict stimulating factors by the two communities. Even though this is not the only
explanation for the conflict, in order to understand the nature of the conflict it is necessary to see that the
two groups are ethnic nations and their demands are shaped according to this fact. As the perceptions of two
groups contradict, they comprehend each other’s claims as a threat over their own, which creates an insecure
environment for both.

In order to demonstrate the potency of ethnic identity, desire of union with kin-state and majoritarian
perspective of Greek Cypriot community, the announcement made by the enosis movement following the
Independence Day ceremonies of Greece in April the 28th 1895 is a significant example:

As the Hellenic people of Limassol district, in line with the rest of the Hellenic people of the island, who
constitute the majority of the all community, today we seriously demand the realization of our endeavor,
which we always desired, currently desire and will desire in the future, as the one and only solution, to unite
with Hellas, with whom we belong to with ethnic and blood ties, with minimum delay (Hill 1952, 500).
(Ttalics belong to author)

Although the discourse used in this announcement is a product of nationalist language, it is significant in
demonstrating the reasons behind the failure of 1960 bi-communal system and then shifting to majoritarian
system, and also in understanding the approach in the negotiations. As Horowitz (2014, 17) argues,
majorities are inclined towards majority rule with minority rights. The assumption of the right of majorities
to rule has been evident in Greek Cypriot community from the time of this announcement to the failure of
1960 Republic.

As a consequence of the ethnic nationalisms that were influenced from the reciprocal negative
perceptions of the communities, the 1960 Cyprus Republic did not satisfy the desires of neither group,

which were both pursuing unification with kin-states. As a result, it was hard for the new system that was
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dependent on cooperation of the communities, to function efficiently in an environment of mutual distrust
and different perceptions. Thus, as Kizilyiirek (2002, 27) mentions, this “state without citizens” was in the
end owned by the majority population as their nation-state.

As in many deeply divided societies, existence of reinforcing cleavages in Cyprus further complicates
the conflict and makes it harder to be regulated (Sisk 1996, x; Lijphart 1977, 81). Religion, language and
ethnicity differences reinforce each other. Loizos (1988, 641-646) asserts that religion has an impact on the
identities in Cyprus, but it remains secondary compared to ethnicity. In Cyprus the main conflict issue is not
religious difference and religion is not influential beyond the operationalization of its symbolism as being a
part of the culture. It is influential in sanctification of values and goals to turn them into unquestionable
phenomenon in order to remain them out of the political scene. Additionally it has impacts on the
unwillingness of the people and leaders in the regulation of the conflict through accommodation. Role of the
church in the Greek Cypriot community, adopting a discourse for the sanctification of enosis, accepting a
religious leader (head of the church) as the community leader and president of the state, can be seen as
examples of this effect. However, these impacts play a secondary role in the conflict, which is most of all
derived from ethnic nationalisms.

Ethnic nationalism in Cyprus

Nationalism is claimed to be the reason of failure for developing a common identity and the beginning of
inter-communal conflict in Cyprus. Lijphart (1977, 161) mentions that it was “the divergent nationalisms”
which divided Cyprus. Stavrinides (1976, 43) supports this and adds that as long as the nationalist leaders
support these rival nationalisms, there will not be a common identity. During 19th and beginning of 20th
centuries, when nationalism was rising, Cyprus was under colonial rule. Colonial administration did not
have any agenda to support the emergence of a common identity or an overarching loyalty (Bahcheli and
Noel 2013, 15). On the contrary, as it will be discussed in the following part of the article, the colonial
administration did not hesitate using the ethnic groups against each other for the sake of its policies. In turn,
with the addition of other factors like influence of kin-states, modernization or education, the age of
nationalism had an effect of strengthening ethnic nationalisms in Cyprus.

The communities perceived each other as obstacles and threats against the realization of their nationalist
aspirations. In a booklet named Dictionary of Greek Cypriot Politics (1965, 34), Turkish Cypriot was
defined as “born enemies of Hellenism, to be wiped off the surface of Cyprus, if enosis is to be achieved”
and “who oppose enosis and refuse to accept Archbishop Makarios’ offer to become Greek Cypriots;

wrongly treated as a separate community for four centuries”. This perception of seeing one another as
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obstacles and threats against realization of self-existence and goals complicated any chance of building a
common future and a common identity. Despite of living together for centuries, not having close contact
between the communities catalyzed the “Othering” of each other, which was later stimulated further by the
nationalists, as they required an “Other” to build their antagonism against (Volkan 2008, 83; Bryant 2004,
66; Bahcheli and Noel 2013, 15). Moreover, the relations of their kin-states have also affected the
communities. As ethnic nations, Greek and Turkish Cypriots share sentimental bonds, to be part of the same
family, with their kin-states. Therefore, the tension between Greece and Turkey, as both have gained their
independence through wars against each other, affected Greek and Turkish Cypriot perceptions against each
other as well (Bahcheli 1990, 20-25; Anastasiou 2008, 27).

One of the factors for the emergence of mutual distrust and hatred, thus causing conflict, is the different
time frames of development of nationalism and modernization in two communities. The Ottoman millet
system has compartmentalized the society according to religion. This has begun to change in Cyprus with
transformation of the Orthodox into Hellene in 1821. The nationalist re-organization of the society was
completed in 1923 with transformation of the Muslim into Turk. These dates can be seen as the cornerstones
for the development of nationalism and thus as the beginning of conflict.

For the emergence of Greek Cypriot nationalism there are different views, however the general
acceptance is that the independence of Greece in 1821 was influential in the awareness of ethnic conscious-
ness. It stimulated the possibility and need of living as a separate nation (Ehrlich 1974, 9; Dodd 1999, 1-3).
Bryant (2004, 97-100) puts forth the date as 1900 and the following decade, as that was the first time in
using an ethnic discourse with “Othering” of the Turkish to unite Greek Cypriots, which was used by the
Kition bishop during his campaign to be elected as archbishop. The beginning of enosis policy is also vague;
the dates vary from 1830 to 1930 (Ehrlich 1974, 9; Trimikliniotis and Bozkurt 2012, 53). It can be argued
that independence of Greece and acceptance of expansionist Greek foreign policy of Megali Idea in 1844,
which aimed to cover all Orthodox-Hellene territories under Greece, affected the development of
nationalism among Greek Cypriot community (Kizilyiirek 2002, 49-59). The rise of ethnic nationalism was
evident especially during 1897 Greek-Ottoman war, when more than six thousand Greek Cypriots
volunteered in Greek army for the “national cause” (Bahcheli 1990, 24; Kyriakides 1968, 11).

The aim of enosis or uniting with Greece should not only be seen as a political project. It is an element of
ethnic identity, expression of the belief that Greek Cypriots have the same identity with their “kin” in
Greece. Besides having common language, religion, culture, social and economic life, with having the same

history education for long years, Greek Cypriots share belonging to Hellenic culture (Stavrinides 1999,
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63-64; Hill 1952, 488-489).

The beginning of nationalist movements in Cyprus from the second half of 19th century evolved in line
with advancement of education and literature as Anderson (1995, 83-98) suggests as influential factors in
development of nationalism Particularly through the teachers coming from Greece to Cyprus, from 1860’s
on, education system, especially language and history education became tools to inflict nationalism to
younger generations. Increasing literacy and advancement of press as results of modernization helped
development and expansion of Greek nationalism (Kitromilides 1990, 7-8; Bryant 2004, 49). Ethnic
nationalism and consciousness in the Greek Cypriot community grew during the 19th century. The policies
of British colonial administration had also impacts on development of nationalism, together with modernism
(Michael 2011, 7-8; Bahcheli and Noel 2013, 14). Therefore it can be said that modernization, education and
colonial policies had impact on the rise of nationalism in Greek Cypriot society.

Turkish Cypriot nationalism can be perceived as a defensive counter-nationalism that was influenced
from weak modernization, defensive as a response to enosis demand, and leaning towards kin-state
nationalism (Kizilytirek 2002, 18-27). Emergence of Turkish Cypriot nationalism has a parallel course to
development of Turkish nationalist movement during the last decades of Ottoman rule and establishment of
the Republic in Turkey (Sonmezoglu 1991, 8). It flourished almost a century after Greek Cypriot national-
ism, as a counter-nationalist movement (Kizilyiirek 2002, 26). Greek Cypriot and Turkish Cypriot
nationalisms had developed in different settings and time frames, which impacted their characteristics.
During 1930s, nationalist sentiments among Turkish Cypriot community increased, attracting the attention
of the colonial administration as well (Gazioglu 1996, 231-251; Kizilyiirek 2002, 218-219). Similar to
development of Greek Cypriot nationalism, education played an important role in the development of
Turkish Cypriot nationalism. New history books brought with the aim of developing Turkish nationalism
and reforms in Turkey were closely followed (Salih 1968, 41). This was a period in which Turkish Cypriots
redefined their identity (Bryant 2004, 177).

Nevzat and Hatay (2009, 918-921) claims that the process of transforming from a Muslim community to
a Turkish community has started during 1920s but the colonial administration insisted to regard them as
religious community, especially during mid-1930s. That was recalled as a period in which the Turkish
Cypriots were obliged to call their identity as “Islam” and the “Turkish high school” was renamed as “Islam
high school” despite of the objections from Turkish Cypriots (Denktas 1997, 14-15). This insistence of
colonial administration was based on the realization of evolving ethnic nationalisms and attempting to

substitute ethnic nationalism with religion.
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Different modernization pace has imbalanced the relations between communities in political, cultural and
economic terms and thus affecting the intercommunal relations permanently. For instance, literacy ratios or
numbers of press release were considerably different for two communities: the first book published in
Cyprus was History of Cyprus from Kyprianos in 1788, while the first Turkish book was dated 1892
(Kizilyiirek 2011, 37; Bryant 2004, 47-48; Kitromilides 1990, 7-8). The social changes that occur as an
outcome of modernization can cause a community to feel disadvantaged in social mobility and result in
conflicts (Weiner 1970, 205). Therefore, it can be argued that different pace of modernization in the two
communities have contributed to the conditions of conflict, which is in parallel to the assertion of
Nordlinger (1972, 112-116), that increasing insecurity, anxiety and fear that arouse from modernization can
increase intercommunal conflict and violence. Consequently, century long difference between the
developments of nationalisms in two communities, coupled with different pace in modernization, has
affected their nationalisms in an asymmetrical way.

Development of ethnic rivalry

In analyzing the development of ethnic rivalry, some key events like 1931 revolt has considerable
importance, as it has influenced the rise of Turkish Cypriot nationalism as a counter-movement to Greek
Cypriot nationalism and the following militarization of communities, which resulted in the inter-communal
violence. Moreover, modernization and ethnic geography have roles in separate nationalisms in Cyprus.

The increasing control of colonial administration over education policies during 1920s provoked
reactions from the Greek Cypriots. Denial of Greek Cypriot demand for more autonomy, decreasing support
for enosis from the colonial administration, and economic problems triggered by a new taxation proposal
from the administration, initiated the start of the 1931 revolt (Kyriakides 1968, 24; Heacock 2011, 33). The
taxation proposal was voted down in the council by the decisive vote of a Turkish representative, however,
the following revolt and plans for independence did not involve any proposals regarding Turkish Cypriots,
rather they were written with references to religion and enosis (Heacock 2011, 32-34). Even though this
revolt against the colonial administration could present an opportunity for the two communities to stand
together, the ongoing enosis aim prevented the Turkish Cypriots to support the movement (Nevzat 2011,
101).

As a result of the exclusivist orientation of the enosis movement against Turkish Cypriots, nationalist
tendencies in Turkish Cypriot community strengthened (Yakinthou 2009, 37-39; Kizilyiirek 2002, 26-27).
1931 revolt and the following years became a determinative period for Turkish Cypriots to realize enosis as

a threat to their existence (Dodd 1999, 5). As a result of this consciousness, in post-1931 period, Turkish
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community began to establish its communal organizations (Alasya 1988, 146). Another motive of these
communal establishments was the hope of self-determination, as the president of the USA Franklin
Roosevelt and the Prime Minister of Great Britain Winston Churchill signed the Atlantic Charter in 1941,
which foresaw the right of self-determination (Gazioglu 1996, 335-357). In such an expectation, in 1943
Turkish Minority Agency of Cyprus (KATAK) was established (Gazioglu 1996, 335-357; Egemen 2006,
124-130). The development of ethnic nationalisms toward different self-determination plans was becoming
evident in both communities.

Another reason for separate communal establishments was the difficulty of staying in bi-communal
organizations due to the increasing ethnic nationalisms. Institutions like workers or farmers associations or
unions were getting ethnically divided as a result of nationalism (Gazioglu 1996, 336—347)5 The separation
of the common grounds in which the peoples of two communities can interact, resulted in the diminishing
chances for the development of overarching loyalties, which in turn caused deepening of divisions. As
Eckstein (1966, 34) puts forward, when the political and ascriptive differences coincide and this difference
is reflected in political parties, media, interest groups, schools and voluntary organizations, than that society
is a deeply divided one. In a society with less contact among communities, “Othering” and discrimination
can be more frequent and that will increase the divisions, which will prepare the grounds for a future
conflict. From the events beginning from 1930s, it can be concluded that Cyprus was turning into a deeply
divided community.

The ethnic nationalisms in both communities came to another level with the establishment of guerilla
organizations in both communities, EOKA and Volkan (later TMT) (Xydis 1973, 35; Stavrinides 1976, 31;
Tocci and Kovziridze 2004, 66; Alasya 1988, 175; Denktash 1988, 23; Drusotis 2006, 28—29).6 Even though
these organizations struggled for their nationalistic goals rather than aspiring to eliminate the other
community, in order to create unity in their communities, they did not refrain from suppressing the criticals
in their own communities. For example TMT was described as “an anti-communist, anti-Hellene and having
a genealogist understanding of Turkishness” and illustrative to this description, one of its activities was
forcing abolishment of the Communist Party, firing its branches, threatening its members to resign and
executing the members who refuse it (Kizilyiirek 2002, 244; Salih 1968, 62-63). The situation was the same
in both communities. During the EOKA campaign, more Greek Cypriots were executed than Turkish
Cypriots or British officials (Mayes 1981, 61). Therefore, the activities of these guerilla organizations were
not only to protect their communities but also to eradicate anyone who could harm or they thought could

harm, their nationalist aspirations such as the moderates, people who support reconciliation, or the
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communists (Yakinthou 2009, 47; Coughlan 2000, 222; Alasya 1988, 175; Drusotis 2006, 31-34).
Eventually, the guerilla organizations further deteriorated the inter-communal relations, increasing the
tensions and hostility particularly through “provocative leaflets” according to archive reports (CIA 1957)‘7
As a result of the insecurity, mutual distrust and suppression of the moderates and leftists, radical
nationalism strengthened in both communities. The increasing tensions and nationalism in both communi-
ties created a mutual distrust atmosphere that harmed the intercommunal relations.

Besides ethnic nationalisms, weak inter-communal trust deriving from ethnic geography is influential in
Cyprus (Brown 1997, 5). As McGarry and O’Leary (1995, 361) assert, when kin-states are in a geographi-
cally close location, communities and majority-minority relations are more prone to be influenced from
them and they can have impact on the conflict. The locations of the kin-states in a geographic proximity
both consolidate ethnic nationalisms in communities and their threat perception, which in turn negatively
affect the inter-communal relations. For communities, the greatest external threat comes from the other
community’s kin-state. And as Stavenhagen (1996, 184-185) claims, security is a need for the communities;
when they feel under threat, conflicts are more probable. Likewise, Rubenstein (1999, 194) takes attention
to the external parties as potential actors to prevent a peaceful solution. Besides that, having kin-states in
close locations, particularly Turkey’s close location creates a double minority situation for the communities
in Cyprus. While the Turkish Cypriots have minority psychology within Cyprus, the Greek Cypriots have a
minority psychology in the region, with a big and populated Turkey as the closest neighbor to the island
(MRG 1976, 20). This situation has become another reason for the mutual distrust. Consequently, kin-state
relations had an impact of increasing the polarization and antagonism between the communities (Bahcheli
and Noel 2013, 17).

As ethnic nationalisms have developed in a rival nature, with the contribution from support of kin-states
and mutual distrust created particularly by underground organizations and enosis movement, a common
identity could not have evolved. The anti-colonial movement, which could be a ground for cooperation, was
utilized for strengthening enosis movement that created insecurity for Turkish Cypriot community.
Therefore, it can be evaluated as a loss for the chances of creation of a common loyalty to independence in
1960.

Conclusion

As the conflict in Cyprus is yet not successfully resolved and the plans to manage the conflict still target
maintaining a power-sharing arrangement to enable two communities to live together, it is important to

understand the roots of the conflict. The rival ethnic nationalisms of two communities could not be
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accommodated in 1960 consociational republic. Understanding the development of ethnic nationalisms is
significant for the design of future solutions. This paper argues that, it was colonial policies, modernization
and kin-state relations that had most serious impacts on the emergence of ethnic rivalry, which could have
helped the functioning of power-sharing system in 1960.

There are two ethnic nations in Cyprus with counter nationalisms and different goals; both desired to
unite with their kin-state or both seek for separate self-determinations. These nationalisms have developed
in different time periods and circumstances. This article argues that particularly modernization, kin-states
and colonial policies had affected emergence of the ethnic nationalisms and the conflict. Modernization has
influenced two communities in different time frames. As a consequence, Turkish Cypriot community felt
disadvantaged in social mobility and this caused insecurity in inter-communal relations, which contributed
in the evolution of defensive counter-nationalism. Existence of kin-states in geographically close locations
and their interference in the development of ethnic nationalisms through education and supporting guerilla
organizations had impacts on the development of ethnic nationalisms and also antagonistic evolution of
intercommunal relations.

With strong and separatist ethnic nationalisms, 1960 bi-communal republic could not succeed and turned
into a majoritarian state, with a prolonged ethnic conflict that is still to be resolved. In order to establish a
working bi-communal solution in Cyprus, historical events illustrate that the importance of overarching
loyalty and tradition of accommodation among the elites might be more significant than consociational
theory have suggested. For the success of future solution plans for Cyprus, it might be fruitful for the
policymakers to work on development of more extensive co-operation among the communities and of an
overarching loyalty like Cyprus-ness, but acceptance of the existence of two ethnic nations on Cyprus, is a

key matter to any institutional structure.
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